 SOCALYAESPORSIBLE SEIENTTS
~ SUDER-TEENNICIANS?

'Today, it is no longer the cholera or plague bacillus that

threatens us, but the traditional, cynical reasoning of

politiciang, the indifference of the masses, and the physi-
~ cists', and other scientists’, evasion of responsibility,'

(Max Born, 'Physics in my Generation', p. 154)

'It is by no means only a matter of the most fundamental
questions such as attitude towards war in general and
towards the use of means of destruction which threaten
the existence of whole nations, or even of all civilized

- mankind. But it is also a matter of the lesser and never-
theless important problems which are concerned with the
relation of the scientist to society.
To select a few points:
The threatening of freedom of science by military super -
vision of research and censorship of publication, the spy
witch -hunt as it is now rampant in the United States, the-
fouriding of numerous well -equipped state laboratories
through which an increasing number of scientists fall
into dependence. Finally, the grave question whether the
successful researcher shall always remain only an expert
assistant or take a responsible part in important decisions, '

(Max Born, op. cit,, p.131)
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. INTRODUCTION

Never before were scientists -~ both West and East - in such a deep
moral crisis as today.

Gone are the days when scientific research could automatically be
equated with enlightenment, progress, pure knowledge. Goune are the days
when scientists could consider their profession impartial, neutral and
detached from social conflict. Gone too are the days when scientists
could dispose of their particular responsibility by reducing it entirely
to a question of political loyalties.

The scientific community is far from being united in its attitudes .
to these problems. The following three articles* describe three conflict
situatiéns which took place in Britain recently:. They illustrate a tiny
sector of a much wider front. They do, however, highlight various views
on the issue of the social responsibility of the scientist. They also
demonstrate the use,by all those scientists who cannot resolve their.
conflict of loyalties, of a thick verbal smoke-screen concerning the
'social responsibility of Science' in general. These people, many of
them members of the British Society for Social Responsibility in Science,
refuse to accept any code implying a personal responsibility of the
scientist. 1In the following pages we propose such a code; we invite ,all
those who reject it by arguing that 'it is too simple for dealing with a
complex reality' to produce one of their own.

The 'Scientists’ Pledge' proposed in these pages is more than just
a valid code for socially-responsible behaviour among scientists. It
provides a yardstick against which every other proposed code can be neas-
ured. One can take it or leave it, but one must still relate to it. And
in doing this, one's own assumptions will be exposed.

* The articles in question were first published in Solidarity
(North London) vol.VI,no.6 (p.1-8), no.7 (p.9-12) and no.8

Published by SOLIDARITY (North London), c¢/o H. Russell, 534 Westmoreland Y
Road, Bromley, Kent.



. annotated advance copies of Lord Todd's inaugural presidential address.
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SOCIALLY-RESPONSIBLE SCIENTISTS

L
U3, "SOLDJER-TECHNICIANS: =0

Some unscheduled explosions shook the quiet city of Durham during
the afternoon and evening of Sunday, September 6, 1970. At a marathon
teach-in, catalysed by activists of the British Society for Social Res-
ponsibility in Science (BSSRS) a campaign was launched which has already
embarrassed the authorities. This campaign could have far-reaching
repercussions.

Iet us start at the beginning. The Duyham"happenings', which
provided much copy for both the local and national press, were planned
to coincide with the annuzl jamboree of the British Association for the
Advancement of Science (B.A.). The B.A. is a conservative and complacent
body of Establishment scientists, content over the years in presenting
scientific advances to the public, with 6nly ritual attention to their
social consequences. S '

From the veéry first day of the Conference, BSSRS~inspired activities
had livened up the tedium of the official programme. On Wednesday, Sept-
ember 2, as B.A. delegates - many in resplendent robes and glittering
medals - had entered Durham Cathedral, -they had been startled to receive

(Lord Todd is Master of Christ's College, Cambridge and Dircetor 6f Fison
Itd.) !'The comments added to the prepared speech were highly critical of
Lord Todd!'s concepts of history, science and technology and especially of
his idea that higher education should be restricted to an intellectual
elite. The leaflets were, on the whole, well received and later could be -
seen all over the Cathedral. You could even hear the paper rustle, as. i
everyone turned the pages in unison, during the speech! . *

As the delegates emerged from the Cathedral onto Palace Green, duly
blessed and full of self-rightesusness, they had been met by the anguished
cries of !'napalm-burned' or ‘'gas-choked' demonstrators wrrithing at their
feet. A Newcastle Street Action Theatre Group had laid on an impromptu
demonstration of some of the achievements of modern spience and technology.
Dr. Ian Ramsey, Bishop of Durham, was later to say that !'the cries of
protest on Palace Green could be far more important for the progress of
Science than the famous clesh betwéen Bishop Wilberforce and Thomas Huxley
about the origin of man at the B.A. meeting in Oxford in 1860!,**

* New Scientist, September 10, 1970. _ i
*¢ The (Newcastle) Journal, September 7, 1970. ;

- | ]
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There had been other attempts to bring the Conference down to earth.
The BSSRS had organised a number of conducted tours of the local slums and
of industrially polluted sites as ‘counter-attractions! to those offered
by the B.A. ‘Systematic questioning at B.A. meetings had also been laid on.
tAfter delivering a talk on "Solid-state detectors for night vision" a
Scientific Officer from the Signals Research and Development Establishment
was asked what he thought about the deployment of these devices against -
guerillas in Vietnam., He answered that the question was irrelevant, des-
pite the fact that a film strip projected during his talk showed men using
the detectors who apparently were soldiers. Professor D.J. Johns who gave
a lecture on spin-off of aerospace technology was asked whether he thought
that NASA's budget could better be spent on civil problems. He replied
that American tax-payers and not British subjects should be concerned with
that. question. And so on.' *

BSSRS leaflets had been distributed at all the major B.A. lectures
and even at the residential colleges. These leaflets contained both-gen-
eral and specific criticims of the content of the lectures. The unspoken
relationships between the direction and content of scientific rescarch and
the requlrements of the ruling class, between governmental sponsorship and
governmental expectations, between pollution and social structure, etc.,

were cpnstantly highlighted. Over a dozen of these !'Broadsides! were
produoed.( Readers interested in obtaining copies should write to the
BSSRS, 70 Great Russell St., London WC1.**

* . - ' .
New Scientist, September 10, 1970, L

The ‘BSSRS preparations for the B.A. meeting had not escaped the -
snooping attention of various interested parties. On August 5,. 1970 a
Mr. B.'Rye; of Chemical Industries Association (Alembic House, 93 Albert
Embankment, London S.E.1. = Tel.: 01-735 3001) had sent a letter and
enclésure (both of which later fell into the hands of BSSRS activists) to
Dr. H.D, Turner, Secretary of the British Association. The documents,
later circularised (on whose authority?) by Dr. Turner to general officers
and local sectional secretaries of the B.A., warned of the impending
campaign of the BSSRS as if it were some kind of plot, and included potted
dossiers on those thought to be the main plotters. Mr. Rye claimed that
his information emanated from ‘'a Public Relations firm frequently consulted
over prcss and publicity matters'. The report of Mr. Rye's 'Public Rela-
tions firm! contained such gems as 'there will be lots of very young
graduates and students helping on the campaign ... they are out to cause
lots of noise about ecology and the environment', and !Jonathan R, is from
the ISE. He is an "activist" and very left-wing. Anything he is involved
in, in the way of demonstration, is likely to be noisy and not. very

pretty!, etc., etc.

I . .




. The teach-in, on Sepﬁembér 6, was devoted to the general thene
tScience is not neutral'. Tt attracted a remarkably mixed audience and
‘proved to be undoubtedly the most unusual meeting in B.A., history. In-
order not to inhibit discussion Professor Felix Pirani of Kings College,
London, who chaired the meeting said that '"there was only one rule: one
person speaks at a time". Then, without encouragement, began a free-
wheeling talkathon and "happening! which lasted for seven and a half hours
without interruption and without any formal lecture. The size of the
audience fluctuated from about 150 to 50 but about 200 regular B.A. mem=~
bers must have passed through. The range of participation included past
B.A, president Dame Kathleen Lonsdale, both academic and Civil Service
scientists, science students, local Durham folk and - not through their
choosing - the press. Since everything was questioned at a basic level
evén a press representative was grilled about his motives after someone
objected to having his photograph taken.'

What the New Scientist didn't report was that the teach-in was also
attended by some mysterious gentlemen believed to be t!delegates! from MI5
and the Special Branch. They seemed concerned at the implications of a
widely distributed leaflet, produced by a group of BSSRS radicals active
in various fields of sciénce. The leaflet is reproduced in the box
below. The second clause, later overwhelmingly accepted by the meeting,
was to become known as the. Durham Resolution.

SOCIAL, RESPONSIBILITY: A SCIENTISTS! PLEDGE

-As a socially responsible scientist I hereby undertake:

1. Not to use my scientific knowledge or status to promote practices
which I cgonsider dangerous.

2. Not to conceal from the public any 1nformatlon about the general
nature of my research and about the dangerous uses to which it

mlght be put.

3. DNot to conceal from the publlc any information about the real
identity - and degrece of public accountability - of those who
finance or control my research.

-4, To explain to the public the general nature and possible uses of
research conducted by private or State bodies over which there
is little or no publlc control.

5. To. ‘warn the publlc about such organlsatlons as conceal informa~-
tion about the possible dangerous outcome or uses of their
research.

I consider it my duty, as a socially responsible scientist, to honour
this pledge, whatever the personal inconvenience.or risk involved.
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Many lnterestlng p01nts emerged dramatlcally durmng thewteach-ln.;y;—'
Mr J.C, Mclauchlan, Chairman of the Institute of Professional Civil Servants,
claimed that there was nothing derogatory 'in a democratic society! for a ™
scientist to be employed by the government on secret work. These people -
were 'soldier-technicians'! -and this was an honourable occupation.
:_.The'newly-coined term quickly caught on. We should hear it a lot
in the days .to come. Philip Corrigan, lecturer in Information Science &t
Newcastle Polytechnic pointed out that a significant amount of Defence
research was going on in British universities.. At Southampton University’
for instance such 'soldier-technicians' were doing nerve gas research. Dr.-
Jerome Ravetz, senior lecturer in the History and Philosophy of Science at
Leeds University pointed out that in Japan any physicist working at a
Defence Establishment was not allowed by fellow-scientists to present papers
at. solentlf:.c meet:.ngs. At Japanese universities, military personnel sent .
to do - post-graduate physics were automatically failed by their professors.
He defined a 'soldier-technician' as 'someone who had violated the basic
ethical code of scientists which is to share knowledge for the benefit of
mankind. Those who are soldier-technicians rather than scientists; even
if they are university professors and Fellows of the Royal Society, will
have to make their status clear to themselves, their colleagues and their
students!?,

] We thoroughly endorse these definitions and suggestlons. We moreover
urge our friends and supporters in the universities to insist on knowing
whether any of their teachers are 'soldier-technicians', i.e, whether they
are engaged in work covered by the Official Secrets Act. Soldier-techni-
cilans should, after all, be granted their due. Perhaps they should be
saluted as they entered and left lecture halls or strolled along in the .

groves of Academe.

In a dramatic confrontation, Professor Zlman, of the Phys:.cs Dept. .
at Bristol University (a leading official of the B.A.) was asked about
some of the disclosures made during the Aldermaston March of 1963. As .

revealed to a very wide public by the Daily Telegraph (April 19, 1963) =
hiding behind Prague Radio (itself echoing the Spies for Peace) = dertain
leading Oxbridge and other scientists had, together with top military and
Civil Service brass, been selected for surv1val in underground bunkers
known as RS@s (Regional Seats of Government). From there, they would rule
what was left of Britain after a nuclear war.* Professor Ziman was asked

: For background information about the RSGs, see Solidarity pamphlet N0015

tThé RSGs 1919-1963' by N. Walter. For information concerning the’ reper-
cussions of the disclosures see 'Resistance Shall Grow', a pamphlet' jointly
produced in 1963 by the Independent Labour Party, London Federation.of
Anarchists, Solidarity and Syndicalist Workers Federation. : .
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" movement, The New Scientist (September 10, 1970) has claimed that -the

Aldermaston March'. Will it? _Over to you...;;

_depths of an RSG?); Professor Archibald Niel Black, MBE, of the Depqrtment

' pollcy in relation to higher educat10n°'

' to articulate Mr Mclauchlan's fears. !'Rebel scientists were flinging ‘
. defiance at the Officinl Secrets Act. They were appealing to colleagues:

: to break the code of silence surrounding military and’ other rescarch work:

“ we. They had drawn up a scientists!'’ charter amounting. to a Hippocratic Oath.
. ... They hoped that their bombshell, dropped right in the middle of the B.A.
‘ meeting, would reverberate throughout the world and affect sclentlsts Ain,

i the .USA, Russia and China, as well -as Britain', Exactly&

whether the B,A, had been a party to this selectlon,: Dld 1ts leadlng
officials know that from among their own ranks some had. been chosen for-
survival while others had been written off?* Would the B A, make a pro-_
nouncement on .the.matter? The questlon remained unanswered.

The climax of the teach~-in was undoubtedly its last few minutes,
before 'a vote was taken on what later became known.as the Durham’ Resolution,
Mr McLauchlan (of the IPCS) said that in his opinion 'the terms of c¢lause 2’
of the Scientists' Pledge could not be accepted by anyone subject to the :
Official Seccrets Act (would acceptance amount to mutiny améng the soldier~
technicians?) or the terms of clause 4 by any scientist working in compe-
titive industry'.** He was contradicted by Dr Kenneth Mellanby, Director
of Monks Wood Experimental Station, who said that he too was a member of -
the Institution of: Professional Civil Servants and that he saw nathing 'f”
objectionable in‘‘the resolution. Amid increasing excitement clause 2 of
the Pledge was put to the vote and carried by a large maaorlty. :

We now need massive support to help dlssemlnate the Durham message.
It must be taken up in every Science Department, in every university in
this ¢ountry and abroad. We ask- the followirng questlons of any sciente-
students among. our readers. Are. your teachers socially responsible. scien-
tists or"soldler-technlclans'° Where do your teachers stand on the Durham
Resolution? We hope readers and supporters s will be fired by what one of
those present at the Durham teach-in called the 'aesthetics of a dynamite.
~in-candy floss operatlon' ‘This could be the beginning of a 51gn1f1cant

'Durham Resolution will occupy a place in history smmllar to the flrst

* Among those chosen for survmval (i.e. 'soldier-technicians' par exccllenco)
were the following: Sir Harold Warrls Thompson, CBE,. Professor of Chemlstry
at Oxford University. Between’ 1952 and 1963 Harold was Scientifiec AdV1ser
to the Home Office for Civil Defence (Southern Region); Dr Cyrll Leng
Smith, Director of Research (Radiotherapeutics) at Caubridge University. .
Cyril is a member of the 'Association of Radiation Research:{(Gréat-Britain)?
and of the 'Radiation Research Society (USA)'. 'He was one-time joint editor
of a journal ironically named 'Radiation and Health' (written from the

of Engineering, Uhlver81ty of Southampton.--In- 1964 Archie became Dpputy
Chairmaxi of the Universities Central Council on Admissions. How many stu-
dents know that a t!'soldier-technician' has this kind of say on general

It was left. to-the.localmpaper (The Journal Septcmber 74 1970) clearly
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THE MEANING: . OF SOCIALISM by Paul Cardan. What is a socialist
programme° The real contradiction in capltallst production. Socialist
values, A re—statement of socialist objectives. The case for workers!
management of productlon. - 1/~ (5 NP)

SOCIAIESM OR BARBARISM. A redefinition of socialist objectives in

’the 11ght of the events of the last 50 years. 1/- (5 NP)

THE WORKERS OPPOSITION by ‘Alexandra Kollontai. A fully annotabted
acocount of the anti-bureaucratic struggle of 1919-1920 within the
Russian Bolshevik Party. 80 pages. /- (20 NP)

KRONSTADT 1921 by Victor Serge. An erstwhile supporter of the Bol-
sheviks re-examines the facts and draws disturbing conclusions. 6d.(23NP)

G'M W U.: SCAB UNION by Mark Fore. A close look at one of Britaints
biggest unions. Are the unions still working class organisations? 1/-

THE BOISHEVIKS AND WORKERS CONTROL 1917-1921 (The._State and Counter~
Revolution) by Maurice Brinton. !Workers control! or workers! self -
management? The story of the early oppositions. An analysis of the
formative years of the Russian bureaucracy. -5/- (25 NP)

THE CRISIS OF MODERN °'SOCIETY by Paul Cardan., The interlocking
crises in work, politics, values, education, the family, and relations
between the sexes. - 1/- (5 NP)

FROM BOLSHEVISM TO THE BUREAUCRACY by Paul Cardan. Bolshevik
theory and practice in relation to the management of production. An

‘introduction to-A. Kollontai's 'The Workers Opposition'. 1/- (5 NP)

THE KRONSTADT COMMUNE by Ida Mett. The full story of the 1921 events.
The first proletarian uprising against the bureaucracy. Contains hith-
erto unavailable documents and a full bibliography. 68 pp. 4/- (20 NP)

PARIS : MAY 1968. An eye-witness account of the great upheaval. A
first vindication of our analysis of modern capitalism and of the
nature of its crisis. 1/6 (74 NP)

MODERN CAPITALISM AND REVOLUTION by Paul Cardan. A fundamental
critique of the traditional left. The problems of our society (bureau~
cratisation, political apathy, alienation in productlon, consumption
and leisure). What are revolutionary politics today? 5/~ (25 NP)

THE GREAT FLINT SIT~-DOWN STRIKE AGAINST GENERAL MOTQRS 1925157.
How to struggle ... and win, 1/6 (74 NP)

" THE ‘FATE OF MARXISM by Paul Cardan. Can a theory which set out

‘not only to interpret the world but to change it! be dissociated from
its historical repercussions? 6a. {24 NP)

Postage extra., Order from H.Russell, 53A Westmoreland Rd, Bromley, Kent.




- 9 -

S0GIAL RESPONSIBILITY LD, 2

The Annual General Meeting (AGM) of the British Society for Social
Responsibility in Science (BSSRS), held on November 14, 1970 in Oxford, -
proved to be Act II of a drama that had opened with the Durham Teach-in,
early in September. : .

After 7 hours of completely uninhibited discussion, the Teach~in
had accepted a resolution calling upon scientists 'not to conceal from the
public any information about the general nature of their research and the
dangerous uses to which it might be puti. Though many practising scientists
had voted for that resolution a minority had tried to prevent a. vote -peing
taken., When defeated they had preferred to abstain from voting on the issue
itself rather than vote against it. The Teach-in had been sponsored by
BSSRS - the resolution itself had not. It was only natiural that BSSRS o
would at some stage have to clarify its own stand on this mattem, And so
it did. o

* * * L%

J_—

Things had been happening between the Durham Teach-in and the- AGM
in Oxford. The 'New Scientist', which had hailed the Durham Resolution,
came under pressure from scientists opposed to it. J.C,. McILauchlan, Chair-
man of the Institution of Professional Civil Servants, wrote that !the
bledge could only antagonise a large body of practicing soientists, and so
tend to defeat the objects of the society'. (New Scientist, Sept. 17) He
had in wind scientists working under the Official Secrets. Act, as well as
those who work in ‘competitive industry'. On Octobeér 22 'New Scientist!
had published a long article by Professor Sir Ernst Chain, FRS. Under the
title !Social Responsibility and the Scientists', Ernie had spelled out - '
in clear and unambiguous terms the credo of Establishment scientists (alias
'soldier-technicians'), !The first responsibility of a scientist is to
the nation of which he is a member. It is quite obvious that the very
nature of the development of war weapons is such that the results of this
research must be kept secret from the enemy. ... This applies to defensive
methods as well as to the aggressive methods ,.. Secrecy is also essential
in industrial organisations as these are the producers of wealth for the
nation. As long as patents exist .,. discoveries of economic importance
made in industrial laboratories must be kept secret?. '

Gl

‘Ernie then posed the question whether the university secientist should
be involved, in times of peace, in secret work directed towards the devel~ "
opment of war technology. His answer was 'no'. But 'esonot because of
moral considerations, not because such activities are incompatible with
the responsibilities of scientists towards mankind, but simply because in- .
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unlver51ty surroundlngs there is not suff1c1ent security to keep 1mportant
discoveries secret!. To put it bluntly: ‘'The scientist working in a
laboratory concerned with war technology who gives away secrets is a
traitor'. (New Scientist, October 22, 1970).

An actual case then cropped up. A Swedish physicist had developed
a simple and cheap technique for separating isotopes, which would enable
every ordinary physics laboratory to produce quickly large quantities of
heavy hydrogen (the essential element of the H-bomb). The Swedish scien-
tist, perturbed by the implications of his discovery, asked an official
of the Pugwash Conference for advice. 'His attitude is in accord with the
"Durham Resolution". adopted last month', commented 'New Scientist! (Octo~ .
ber 22), The scientist eventually decided to publicéise his invention.
The Guardian, commenting on this case on November 17, bemoaned the fact
that 'the public is, in the matter of control, largely powerless?!, Exactly.

Who then is 'in control'? The Government? Parliament? Some obs-
cure politicians? When it comes to financial and political decisions,
perhaps. But not when it comes to the real business of carrying out scien-
tific decisions. At the end of this particular chain of command, there is
often a highly skilled and specialised scientist. So skilled, and so
specialised, that-without his cooperation the decisions often cannot 1n
fact be 1mplemented.

Some4Q£ these scientists are intelligent and fully aware of the
social inpgplications of ‘their work. Yet even those with purely tedhnlcal
minds -~ and they constitute the majority - hate to be labelled 'soclally- )
irresponsible' by their neighbours or fellow scientists, They are highly
sen31t1ve to such a charge, probably because deep inside they know it to' "
be trues It is precisely pressures of this sort that the BSSRS shotild be
bringing to bear on various 'soldler-technlclans' who try to evade thelr
respon51b111ty as scientists,

But to do this the BSSRS would first have to make up its own mind
whether it wanted to play such a role;, whether it wanted to accept the
'Scientists' Pledge' (of which.the Durham Resolution was but one point) -
or whether it too would prefer.to evade actual, real responsibility and
smother it under hecaps o words about respon51b111ty in general.

* Some alarmlng 51ghals had been detected in an ecarlier meeting of
BSSRS, held in Imperial College in mid-~September. The meeting had con-
cerned itself with how to introduce the theme of 'social responsibility
in scienese! into the curricula of universities and schools. The dlscus51on
had centred on teaching techniques, the subject mattér of which was never
defined, When a speaker was asked from the floor whethor he v1suallsed

"examinations in the subject, he replied: 'Why not?!. Could the ‘speaker
visualise a situation wherein someone got an 'A' in such an exam but later
behaved in a socially irresponsible way? Reply: 'Why not?  After all we

L
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teach.religion in schools yet-don't necessarily expect those who study it

. to become religious'. Not ohe of the founding members of the BSSRS present
'in 'the hall challenged this view. These were ominous signs, foreshadowing

the AGM,

* * * *

The AGM itself had three resolutions on its agenda. Two related
to the Durham activities, and one to the organisational structure of the
BSSRS. The whole meeting was as drab and formalised a ritual of institu=
tionalised democracy as one can imagine. Only the lively chairing by
Hilary Rose saved the few under-40s from dozing off. S e :

The meeting started with an audience of about 50, “The organisa-
tional issue came up for discussion after an hour. Theé ‘proposed ressvlution
read: !While recognising the importance of branches having.considerable-

,aﬁtonomy, the society asserts its belief that its effectiveness is propor-

tional fo its unity and that while a federal structure is.desirable, the
ultimate authority for the aims and policy of the society rests with the
National Committee representing the National society', . This typical bur-
eaucratic proposal, which anyone ever involved in direct-action activities

.could smell a mile off, was taken off the agenda, its proposals to be

introduced bit by bit into the organisational rules. BSSRS discovered
that, despite its fashionable name, it could not evade the conflict between
the autonomy of the base groups (who act upon their own initiative) and

, ,tﬁéﬁau#hority of the centre.

”Emhé issue became urgent wheﬁ.é cdnflict of policy emerged between

f%he London group of the founding members. and some base~groups. It was

amazing how people in the centre, some of ‘whom are fairly experienced in
left politics, still believe that they can stem the tide of direct-action

_.of the base groups. As a matter of fact most base groups representatives
did not turn up at the AGM. They considered the scene irrelevant. The

‘centralising' measures were intrcduced with hardly a fight. A resolution
was then voted upon, which was a veiled reprimand for those who had parti-
cipated in the Durham events. The veil was so thick that the proposer

had explicitly to spell out that the Durham activities 'alienated the
goodwill of the public and many scientists'. The motion‘was”carried.

* . * * %

The crunch came when the BSSRS itself was confronted with the
Durham Resolution, for which several of its leading members had voted a
few weeks earlier., Adding insult to injury, the proposer of the resolution
had the nerve to quote from the forementioned article by Sir'Ernst Chain:
'The responsibility of the scientist is to warn his fellow men who have no
scientific or technological knowledge of the dire consequences of modern
war weapons, chemical, biological or ballistic explosives, conventional *

-or thermonuclear. But he must do more. He must inform and warn soclilety

about the dangers of the pollution of air, soil and water through techno-

logical advances ... and altogether keep society constantly informed
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about progress in science and technology!. Surely, if Sir Ernst Chain

-considered it the scientists' responsibility to !'warn' and 'inform'! the’

layman, an organisation called BSSRS could not fail to bass a motion calling
upon scientists 'not to conceal! information from the publié., But it turned

" out that things were not so simple.

Professor J. Ziman (Physics, Bristol) stood up. He wanted 4o know
whether the resolution was meant as a policy statement for BSSRS. Or was
it a private statement by individual members? If it was meant as a policy
statement, then there would first have to be a long, thorough discussion.
And there was no place for such a discussion at the AGM. (Rather like the
absence of time for fundamentals at meetings of the British Association?)
Hilary Rose replied from the chair that while the resolution was being put
forward by a group of individual members it was fully in line with the
general policy of BSSRS and there was no point in making the distinction.
She was immediately contradicted from the floor by her husband, Professor .
Stephen Rose (Biology, Open University), a co-founder of BSSRS. ' Professor
Rose insisted that BSSRS had never azccepted the Durham Resolution as its
policy, nor did it intend to. Its aim was to spread the idea of social
responsibility, not to define it or implement it within its own ranks. )

'{A vote was taken and the resolution was defeated. Some of those who
had voted.for the resolution in Durham - among them founding members of

. BSSRS - _voted against it at the AGM in Oxford. It transpired that the BSSRS
‘is not to..be confused with a Society of Socially Responsible Scientists.

Many of its members, at the Centre at least, have a limited view of the role
of their society. The job is apparently to spread the general idea of social °
responsibility among scientists (while carefully“refraining”from;olarifying
its nature) and to keep members at all costs (i.e. not to lose those who
signed the Official Secrets Act). It is, indeed, BSSRS Ltd. ‘

-

..., Organisations of this sort are by no means unique nowadays., They rep- .
resent a trend of the established social order to recuperate, neutralise,,

and. absorb those internal social tensions which threaten the smooth func— .
tioping of its institutions. Modern iudustrial society depends on its
scientists. Scientists cannot be made to work by coercion. If they start

to doubt, opt out, or oppose their.assigned role, it beoomes imperative to
create channels that will provide-them with an outlet, without simultane-

ously endangering the functioning of the system as a whole. BSSRS is such

an outlet. It is not a plot. It is an authentic expression of the conflict
within some scientists, which is but an:internalised version of the social
conflict at large. Many members .of BSSRS are liberal~minded. Some are

.marxists, others socialists of various shades. " One of them defined his

situation in Durham as 'a tragedy; it looked like the generation gap, and .I

was caught in the middle'. People who define an eXternal issue as 'a tra-
gedy' are merely projecting their own inability to résolve a conflict of .
loyalties. Tragedy has two elements: ‘an dinevitable development towards

doom and a permanent struggle to overcome it. For some BSSRS members, having
to face .the alternatives of loyalty to the Official Secrets Act or loyalty '
to the !Scientists' Pledge' is equivalent to doom. Others will welcome it.

It will force them to gain insight into themselves and to make.a choice.

F, N. Stein
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~Ocientist’s dilemma:
Resaonsbnlnty to whom?

SOME BASIC |SSUES

'The prospect is that perhaps by the end of this decade science will
have learned how to transplant genes into a fertilised egg and create a
umber of genetically identical human beings, exactly as you would breed
trlze cattle ... To give only one example: the Government would be able
to solve the problem of draft resistance in this country by breeding genetic
copies of the ideal U.S. Marine. This is not nearly as absurd a prospect
as most people think'.

The man who spoke these words* was one of Dr Jonathan BeckW1th's team
at Harvard University who achieved a major breakthrough in molecular biology
in 1969, namely the isolation of a gene. To breed prize Humans or not?

For what purpose? What is a 'prize Human '? Who is to decide? Governments?
Scientists? Politicians? Can we ignore these questions? Can we expect
that somehow they'll fade away, or take care of themselves? 1Is all this

' mere phantasy of a youthful, overexcited mind? Far from it. )

-Shortly after the news broke that the Harvard group had isolated the
gene ‘'Shapiro (one of the team) received a telephone call which awakened
his worst suspicions and influenced his decision to break with scientific

ork. It was from one of the large private medical foundations asking him
to collaborate in a '"Manhattan project', a secret and well financed crash
Qrogramme of research similar to the development of the atomic bomb during
he war, which would make genetic engineering on human beings a reality
within a few years. "That telephone call shocked mef said Shapiro., "It
shows that an elite group of rich men and complalsant scientists are ready
to rush ahead with a branch of biology which presents soc;ety with the
gravest moral and political problems, and to do it in secret, concealing
from the publlc the very facts 1t is essentlal that they know",!

To conceal 1nformatlon from the public? Or to inform the people?
To rush ahead with exPerimentation and large scale implementation before .
the issue has been publicly discussed? To accept work under conditions of
secrecy? Or to refuse to work under such conditions? Here are some basioc
» issues of social responsibility confronting scientists today.

- . ,
See 'Evening Standard', February 11, 1970.




PR

THE BSSRS /\/O\/E/\/IBER CO/\/FERENCE

A conference on 'The Social Impact of Modern Blology' was reoently
organised by the British Society for Social Responsibility in Science:
(BSSQS) in London It was an attempt td air and discuss these issues in
public, 1In calllng -and arranging- this conference (which took place on
November 26-28, 1970) BSSRS provided a forum for open discussion of pro-
blems and opinions which many scientists consider taboo. The arrangement
of passing microphones in'the audience so as to enable anyone to put 2
questions to the speakers, or to express his own views, is strongly to be
reconmended.

On average about 1000 people attended the various meetings. Among
the soientists one could count at least 4 Nobel Prize wirners. Their
statements, like those of everyone inthe audience, refleécted the fact that
science, as a form of human endeavour, was in its worst crisis ever. Every-
one agreed that it was no longer possible to ignore the social responsi-
bility of the scientist.

But here the differences appeared. Some argued that a scientist's
responsibility is to 'his nation’. Others claimed that a scientist has no
more responsibility than, say, a bank manager. Some reduced social res-
ponsibility to political responsibility. They would be willing to do in
the East what they were unwilling to do in the West. Some, like J. Monod,
argued that science must generate from within itself its own 'scientific!
moral code. Others argued that the prevailing ideology conditions the
scientific categories themselves. Some wanted scientists to become auto-
nomous decision-makers on all matters related to science. Another group
openly advocated misleading the politicians in order to obtain funds.
There were as many differing, and mutually antagonistic, oplnlons as there*f
were speakers from the platform - and from the floor.

There was not one speaker from the platform - inqluding the Nobel
Prize winners -~ who was not challenged from the floor. A few years ago
no layman would have dared publicly to question the moral assumptions of
scientists speaking or their own subject, and no Nobel Prize winner would
have reacted hysterically when his motives were challenged. He ¢ould have
afforded to disregard such challenges. o '

Nowadays such challenges and responses are no longer unique. Scien-
tists today, especially younger ones, question the motives, assumptions,
values and priorities of their elders. There is a generation gap within
the scientific community just like everywhere else. There are of course
many complaisant careerists among the younger generation too. But they can
no longer refer to their motives (money, fame, easy job, sheer curiosity,
tsearch of Truth for Truth's sake', etc.) as 'obvious', 'natural', and
'normal'!. "All this is questioned and challenged -~ in public - by fellow
scientists. All this exploded in the conference.
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Today, the scientific community is graduwally splitting up into two
camps. Each has its own moral code. These two codes, which reflect a
differentiation occurring in modern socicty at large, are not merely dif-
ferent. They are mutually exclusive, and cannot coexist. One side consi--
ders a scientist's first responsibility to be to this country!, this firm',
'his personal well-being'. Or to 'Science itself'. The other camp consi-

.ders itself responsible to the entire population of this planet, including

the future generations. (This 'entire community of the planet! becomes

very real when issues like radioactivity, manipulation of genetics, pol-
lution, etc., are considered.) The first camp considers its adversaries
as 'radicals', 'extremists', 'a risk to national security', whereas the

latter consider the Establishment scientists as 'carcerists!, !socially

irresponsible scicntists', and 'a threat to mankind!,

THESE CAMPS ARE AT WAR

According to Sir Ernst Chain' (New Scientist', O¢tober 22, .1970):
'The first responsibility of the .scientist is to the nation of which.he .is
a member ... this applies to the defensive methods as well-as "to the
aggressive methods'. 'The scientist working in a laboratory concerned with.
war’ technology who gives away secrets is-.a traitor%. I1Secrecy is also
essential in industrial .organisations as these are the producers of wealth
‘for -the nation'. 'Should the university scientist be involved, in times
of peace, in secret work directed towards the development of war technology?

~ so.- Should the university scientist cooperate with industry in research

projects which, for the time being, must be kept seocret? ... No. ...because
in university surroundings there is not sufficient security to keep import-
ant. discoveries secret'. No .mincing -of words here, but Ernie merely arti-
culates what many scientists accept implicitly.

Jdonathan Beckwithf»speaking at the BSSRS. conference, saw it other-

‘'wise: I do-not-believe that the directions and applications of this work

(i.e.. genetic engineering) should be decided.by a group of tprominent

scientists' any more ‘than it should ‘be decided by -2 group of politicians.
These are political questions that require a much wider participation in
decision-meking, a participation that-our present system.does not allow!,

"*If the speed with.which science is progressing must be.slowed down in

order to spread the benefits of science among-all people, so be it!. IThe .

“substitution of a scientific elite to make decisions instead of a political

elite holds no-greater guaranteec for the wellbeing. of mankind, A necessary
step is for scientists to bring science to the people!. !'The view of
science as a purely progressive force, the lure of ‘prizes and many other
factors, justify -the most corrupting levels of competition ... the organ-
isation of labs for the greatest efficiency leads to a degrading master-

"slave relation between.supervisor, student, and technician. What benefit
.is a:cure for cancer to man if in the process he.is losing his humanity?'.
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‘Js Monod at the BSSRS November conference. He in fact used this example
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Can someone with views like Beckwith's work with someone who up-
holds Chain's views? There are those who believe that such a collaboration
is possible, if omly because:they themselves cannot resolve the conflict
of loyaltiés,” BSSRS itself .is full of such people, They seek to avoid
conflict by speaking in generalisations about social responsibility 'in
science’, evading the issue of the personal responsibility of the scientist.
'Science’ is.ndt responsible for anything. The scientist is.

]
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. Those who prefer to sit on the fence love to refer to the classic
example of the construction of the first Atom Bomb. !Of course it was a
tragic..decision’to make such a weapon. But what if the Nazis had made it
first?t. ‘Moreover it wasn't the Scientists who decided to drop bombs on
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Some of them were against it. It was Trumants
decision. It was the politicians, not the scientists, who decidedt!., We
were offered this apologia for the umpteenth time by Nobel Prize winner

in an attempt to show that the 'Durham Resolution! was 'too simple to deal

‘with the complexities of real life'.

Some of us, however, challenged  Monod from the floor: 'Germany
surrcndered on -May 8, 1945. At that time scientists in the USA did not
yet have the Bomb. The decision on how to use it was not with the politi-
cians for the simple reason that there was no bomb to decide about. Tt
was up to the hundreds of scientists working in Los Alamos to decide
whether to go on constructing the yet unfinished Bomb. Those who worked
on, whether affer conscious deliberation or just without considering thec

implications, cannot excuse themselves by referring to arguments of the 2
'Nazis might get it' or 'the politicians decide' type. Was not this an R
example of socially irresponsible behaviour?'. . Jacques Monod squirmed, g
but finally he had to admit that these scientists had indeed bchaved in a . .
socially irresponsible manner. . . .

The 'Durham Resolution'*states simply that ‘As a socially respon~
sible scientist I hereby undertake not to conceal from the public any .
information about the general nature of my research and about the danger- .
ous uses to which it might be put!.  There is nothing revolutionary, s
radical or extremist in its wording, yet it forces all thosc scientists
who accept secrecy clauses as part of their conditions of work (and they
constitute the absolute majority of those working for governments or ind- .
ustrial firms) into an 'untenable situation', as the BSSRS Newsheet put
it (January-February 1971). Both the BSSRS Newsheet (loc. cit,) and The -
Guardian (Sept. 10, 1970) have conjured up spurious arguments to alleviate

the scientist's dilemma.  How can scientists know that theif work might be-

put to dangerous uses? They 'cannot conceal from the publilc something they -
simply don't know'. But what when they do know ~ as at Los Alamos for o

example? No wonder the Guardian moans that 'many scientists will not enjgyfl A

doing' what the Durham Resolution advocates. Secrets - from whom? 'Dang*jff'

erous - for whom? Loyalty and responsibility =-.to whom? ) -
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Frank N. Stein

* For full text of 'Durham Resolution' sece Solidarity vol.VI, no.6.



