
«nwpM 

aems to make of our administration 
f the Marshall plan is that we were 
nduly peremptory in 1950-1951 in 
etting Europe to rearm and in shift-
ig from economic to military aid. But 
lis was in fact forced on us by the 
Communist invasion of Korea, by the 
ntrance of China into the war, and 
y the aggressive practices of Soviet 
Russia. Russia was not willing to per-
lit a peaceful competition between 
le free world and her dictatorship. 
7e had to take up the challenge and 
et effective support for freedom in 
le world. 

^ LY OWN criticism of EGA and of 
le State Department would be of a 
ery different nature. While the gen-
ral work was good there was serious 
verstaffing in both services—particu-
irly in some of the European mis-
ons. In addition, the high officials of 
oth agencies opposed the efforts of 
)r-seeing members of Congress to 
se the Marshall Plan to help Europe 
love further on the path towards 
emocracy. In 1949 and again in 1950 
le high officials fought Senator Ful -
right's suggestion to use some of the 
mds to induce the European nations 
) integrate economically and to take 
;eps towards political union. Only 
'hen the time was nearly up and our 
ifluence rapidly diminishing, did 
CA and the State Department take 
elated and largely ineffectual steps 
3 carry out what Fulbright had earlier 
dvocated. 

Similarly, in 1951 and 1952 the up -
er echelons gave no support to those 
f us in Congress who were trying to 
ass the Benton-Moody amendment 
'hich earmarked some funds in order 
) stimulate foreign firms to break 
way from the European price-fixing 
artels and to deal collectively with 
le non-Communist unions. Once this 
ssolution was passed by a narrow 
largin ECA promptly proceeded to 
ibotage the program and made no 
sal effort to carry it out. 
It is t rue that the officials of these 

srvices suffered unjustly at the hands 
E some members of Congress. But it 
; also true that the officials of State 
nd the upper echelons of ECA 
•eated even their friends in Congress 
'ith a polished disdain. They had to 
ccept the constructive and invaluable 
iggestions of Senator Vandenburg, 
ut towards virtually all others they 
irned a deaf ear and refused to treat 
le legislature as a cooperative part-
er. 
In my judgment the basic attitudes 

tid behavior of both legislators and 
fficialdom towards each other must 
nprove before we can hope for the 
ighest effectiveness. The fault is not 
11 on one side. 

—Fabian Bachrach. 

Charles P. Curtis—"incisive remarks." 

Scientist on the Scale 

"The Oppenheimer Case," by 
Charles P. Curtis (Simon & Schus
ter. 281 pp. $4), is a distinguished 
Boston lawyer's analysis of the case of 
a distinguished American scientist and 
what it has revealed about our security 
system. It is reviewed below by Frank 
Altschul, vice president of the Council 
on Foreign Relations. 

By F r a n k Altschul 

A PERSONNEL Security Board, un-
/ % der the chairmanship of Dr. Gor-

-^ -"-don Gray, held hearings in the 
matter of J. Robert Oppenheimer 
from April 12 through May 6, 1954. 
The transcript of these hearings, run
ning to almost a thousand pages, is a 
fascinating document which far too 
few of us will be able to take the time 
to read. Having weighed the testimony 
and examined in detail the FBI file 
on Dr. Oppenheimer, together with 
other relevant material, the board is
sued its findings and recommendation 
on May 27, 1954. 

As Charles P. Curtis points out in 
his book "The Oppenheimer Case," 
the board stated: "We find no evi
dence of disloyalty. Indeed, we have 
before us much responsible and posi
tive evidence of the loyalty and love 
of country of the individual con
cerned." Unlike the United States 
Atomic Energy Commission, which in 
its decision on appeal was for no ap
parent reason curiously silent on this 
subject, the board went out of its way 
to affirm and reaffirm its complete 
confidence in Dr. Oppenheimer's loy
alty. Furthermore, as Mr. Curtis re 
minds us, "Oppenheimer was not only 
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loyal. He was discreet." The board 
was quite emphatic in asserting "that 
Dr. Oppenheimer seems to have had 
a high degree of discretion reflecting 
an unusual ability to keep to himself 
vital secrets." 

"The nation owes these scientists," 
said the board, "a great debt of grati
tude for loyal and magnificent serv
ice. This is particularly true with r e 
spect to Dr. Oppenheimer." Nonethe
less, two members of the three-man 
board, including the chairman, having 
"given particular attention to the 
question of his loyalty" and, having 
"come to a clear conclusion . . . that 
he is a loyal citizen," found them
selves "unable to arrive at the con
clusion that it would be clearly con
sistent with the security interests of 
the United States to reinstate Dr. Op
penheimer's clearance and, therefore, 
do not so recommend." 

To the uninitiated it will seem in
comprehensible, to say the very least, 
that a person of preeminent ability, 
whose loyalty and discretion were un
questioned, should have been denied 
the clearance necessary to permit him 
to continue to render brilliant service 
to his government. To trace the steps 
leading to such a seeming absurdity 
is the purpose of Mr. Curtis's book, 
which carries the appropriate sub
title "The Trial of a Security System." 
It is because he has been deeply 
aroused by the abuses and injustices 
which are the almost inevitable con
comitant of the administration of the 
security system under present regu
lations that Mr. Curtis has undertaken 
to write this telling tract. 

Mr. Curtis's book takes the form of 
a running commentary on extensive 
quotations from the transcript of the 
hearings. But these quotations bulk so 
large that they tend to overshadow 
the incisive and illuminating remarks 
of the author. Nonetheless, there is no 
mistaking the fact that in Mr. Curtis's 
view a gross injustice was done to Dr. 
Oppenheimer. And while he does not 
exonerate the board, his principal 
shafts are directed at the system un 
der which it operated. 

S. OR in all fairness, one must admit 
that this was neither a simple nor a 
clear-cut case. The proceedings were 
conducted under Executive Order 
10450, which set criteria and standards 
more searching than those prevailing 
in the past. Most of the "derogatory 
information" was not new. In spite of 
it, Dr. Oppenheimer had been cleared 
on more than one previous occa
sion. Yet the board had to reex
amine all this in the light of a 
changed directive; and in the end 
sorely troubled men found it impos
sible to agree about the weight to be 
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—From "The New Yorker 1950-1955 Album." 

'"All r ight , Haskel l—sel l m e . " 

IF YOU are an American don't wor
ry if you find yourself laughing 

at only one of the three cartoons 
shown here. Of all the forms of com
munication probably none is more 
nationally stereotyped than is the art 
of cartooning. This generalization is il
lustrated by two new cartoon books, 
an American one, "The New Yorker 
1950-1955 Album" (Harper, $5), and 
one international in scope, "Cartoon 
Treasury," edited by Lucy and Pyke 
Johnson (Doubleday, $4.95). Of the 
examples shown, the one at right 
is typically British, the one below 
is typically French, and one at top, 
being typically American, is probably 
Just as unfunny to the French and 
the British as, the chances are, the 
French and British cartoons are to 
you, or all three to a Chinese. 

—From '-Cartoon Treasury.' 

"Let ' s have it a bit 
m o r e r a m p a n t , George . " 

allotted to the varied elements of a 
complex story. 

Testimony overwhelmingly favor
able to Dr. Oppenheimer was given 
by a large number of individuals oi 
the greatest distinction. Men who had 
worked with him intimately, and fot 
years, such as Dr. Vannevar Bush 
Dr. Karl Compton, John J. McCloy 
Gordon Dean, and David Lilienthal 
among others, were uniform in their 
expression of complete confidence in 
him, and in their praise of his unique 
and invaluable contribution to the 
security of the United States. George 
Kennan, to select only one example 
from many, testifying "without reser
vation as to [his] judgment of Dr. 
Oppenheimer's character and loyalty," 
made this trenchant remark: 

One of the convictions that I have 
carried away from such experi
ence as I have had with these 
matters in the field of Soviet work 
concerning the Soviet Union is 
that these things cannot really be 
judged in a fully adequate way 
without looking at the man as an 
entirety. That is, I am skeptical 
about any security processes that 
attempt to sample different por
tions of a man's nature separate 
from his whole being. I must say 
as one who has seen Robert Op
penheimer now over the course of 
several years, and more latterly 
outside of Government, that I 
have these feelings and entertain 
them on the basis of my estimate 
of his personality and his char
acter as a whole. 

I 

-From "Cartoon Treasury.' 

•'It's a boy!' 

N THE light of the foregoing, what 
can be said of the board? First of all, 
it had to operate within the frame
work of a rigid security policy, the 
shortcomings of which are under
scored in Mr. Curtis's book. Then 
there were disturbing incidents to 
which the board obviously attached 
considerable importance. The most 
damaging was the Chevalier-Elten-
ton affair, the details of which are 
fully covered in Mr. Curtis's book. In 
dealing with an approach made to 
him on behalf of an alleged Commu
nist named Eltenton, by his friend 
Haakon Chevalier, Dr. Oppenheimei 
admits that he told Colonel Pash a 
story which was in large measure a 
complete fabrication. He subsequently 
repeated this tale to Colonel Lans-
dale and General Groves. To have 
dealt in this manner with the General 
and with two Army security officers 
was highly improper, as was Dr. Op
penheimer's delay of about four months 
in advising the authorities of the 
Eltenton-Chevalier approach. This he 
now frankly admits, and he sincerely 
regrets the course he followed for rea-

{Continued on page 31) 
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