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ABSTRACT 

Over the past thirty years, public interest science organizations have had 

significant and varied effects on the course of several contemporary social movements, 

on public knowledge of science, and on policy ranging from weapons to toxic waste to 

recombinant DNA. This dissertation considers the origins of these organizations, and 

their differential ability to survive. Archival, interview, and secondary data from three 

prominent public interest science organizations: Scientists' Institute for Public 

Infonnation, Science for the People, and the Union of Concerned Scientists are used to 

examine these questions. 

This research shows that these organizations were formed by scientists in the 

1950s and 1960s who found that their political commitments were increasingly at odds 

with scientific demands for objectivity and value-neutrality. The tension arose as a 

result of three factors: the liberalization of the political climate in the 1950s and 

1960s, the development of political protest that charged science with being complicit 

making war possible and the encouragement, even demand, that Leftists find ways to 

join their professional and political lives. As a result, some scientists created new 

organizations that publicly defined scientists as socially responsible. 

Once created, however, these organizations faced a rapidly changing political, 

scientific and organizational climate that made their survival difficult. I show how 

early choices about goals, membership, activities, and division of labor in each group 

strongly shaped the differential ability of organizations to survive over time. Adaptive 



survival is shown to be related to the ability of an organization to engage in repeated 

and routinized exchanges with other individuals and groups, which is in turn 

dependent on choices organizations make within months of their founding. The last 

section of the dissertation suggests how public interest science organizations (both 

individually and collectively) expand the political capacities of scientists and the 

public, affect the practice and subject matter of science, and shaped the lives of the 

participants. 

12 



1.1 Introduction 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

13 

Political protest is typically thought to have its most significant effects in the 

short term, through changes in the provision of monies and rights to protesting groups. 

But political protest has other, less obvious, political consequences that have rarely 

received attention: the creation of new organizational forms which structure political 

access in the long term. Because they are more permanent than loose-knit 

aggregations, organizations are capable of having repeated exchanges with other 

political organizations, constituencies, and the state. But not all organizational forms 

are equally good at engaging in such interactions. Indeed, part of the task groups that 

were formed during cycles of political protest is to fmd ways to make the transition 

from movement group to taken for granted member of the policy community. 

My dissertation examines how cycles of political protest produce new 

organizational forms, and why some of these organizational forms survive and prosper, 

while others remain marginalized or collapse. To do so, I consider one of the ways in 

which some members of a privileged group, scientists, responded to the challenges to 

their authority posed by the movements that comprised the cycle of protest that took 

place during the 1950s and 1960s. The social movements of this period, particularly 

the Ban the Bomb and Antiwar movements, were highly critical of the historical 

separation of science from other aspects of society, blaming it for among other things, 



making the war in Vietnam possible, for developing weapons that threatened and 

killed millions of people, and for promulgating a way of thinking that lead to 

technological elitism and alienation. 

14 

Such criticism posed a dilemma for scientists who were sympathetic to or 

active in these movements, for it meant trying to be true to two masters, science and 

politics, that were not easily joined. The legitimacy of science rests on its claims to 

value-neutrality and objectivity, so engaging in political action on the basis of 

scientific identity had the potential to undermine that basis. In addition, since many of 

the protests against the tie between science and the military took place on college 

campuses and the very buildings where scientists worked, being involved in protest 

and movement activities disturbed daily work routines. 

One of the ways in which scientists sought to resolve this dilemma was to form 

new collective identities that were based upon (but not reducible to) the ties that 

members had to science and politics. These new identities redefmed what science 

was, how it should be used, and what its relation to the rest of society was. Rather 

than creating one unified collective identity, contending identities that incorporated 

science and politics were fonned by diverse groups of scientists who were negotiating 

pressures from their professional institutions, their colleagues and social movement 

groups. In some cases, these identities were formalized and made more durable 

through the creation of new organizational forms, known now as public interest 

science organizations. 
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Over the next two decades, these organizations struggled to survive in a 

changing political and professional climate. Some did quite well, securing for 

themselves a valued place among policy makers, citizens groups and the media, and 

others collapsed without having made such grand accomplishments. In two ways, 

these organizations' differential ability to negotiate this changing environment was 

shaped by the collective identity around which the group was organized in the fIrst 

place. First, collective identities set in motion routines that take on a life of their own, 

by structuring interactions among group members and between organizations. Second, 

collective identities have direct effects when they are invoked by members at times of 

crisis as a way of directing and legitimating group action. 

The dissertation is organized around the examination of three related sub

questions: 1) how do social movements promote the creation new organizational 

forms? 2) what is the relationship between collective identity and organizational form? 

and 3) how does organizational form affect the survival of an organization? The 

evidence presented here focuses on three organizations: Scientist's Institute for Public 

Information (SIPI), the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS), and Science for the 

People (SftP). Although the three organizations are similar in that they were formed 

under similar political circumstances, the differences in systems for interacting with 

other groups and the status of scientists as members that were developed early on 

produced widely varying effects on the survival and prominence of each group. 

To begin to answer these questions, I have organized this chapter around two 
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major sections: a theoretical section which is organized around the sub-questions that I 

posed above. and section devoted to describing my data collection and analytic 

strategy. I begin the fIrst section by examining the ways in which other writers have 

conceptualized outcomes of cycles of political protest. I then tum to a discussion of 

how social movements promote the formation of new collective identities and the 

circumstances under which these new identities will be codified in new organizational 

forms. The final section considers other explanations for organization survival. I 

conclude with a discussion of the data and methods used in the dissertation. 

1.2 Social Movements as Sources of New Collective Identities 

Social movements and cycles of protest are often referred to as agents of social 

change. yet students of social movements are rarely explicit about either their 

consequences or the mechanisms that lead to particular outcomes. Snyder and Kelly 

(1979) lamented the problem nearly a decade and a half ago. and more recently. 

McAdam. McCarthy and Zald (1990) again noted the lack of research in the area. In 

spite of these calls for more studies. the focus of research on political protest has still 

remained centered on origins rather than outcomes. There is. however, an 

accumulated body of literature which suggests some of the determinants of social 

movement outcomes. We should not be surprised to fInd that most studies have found 

that consequences are rarely dramatic. because most social movements are reformist. 

hence their goals are usually rather modest. Their consequences are further limited by 

the fact that they operate in complex political and social arrangements, in which 
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numerous groups vie to maintain and acquire power. As Tarrow suggests, changes in 

political structure "cannot be understood as either a mechanical reflex to the threat of 

insurgency or as a rational conspiracy to draw its teeth" (1982, p. 97). Nor can the 

political outcomes of insurgency be seen as the result of a single cause, such as 

disruptive action. Rather, they must be seen as the result of the interplay of 

historically specific political arrangements in which movement organizations are but 

one important actor (Burstein. 1979; Burstein and Freudenberg, 1978; Tilly, et al., 

1975; Goldfield, 1989). 

As Burstein (1979) has shown, it is difficult to attribute independent effects to 

political protest on the passage of legislation, given the length of time it takes to 

propose, pass and implement legislation, and the various interests of the many groups 

besides protestors who are often involved in the policy process. In addition to 

methodological problems, knowledge of the outcomes of political movements is further 

limited because there are few studies of outcomes of social movements and cycles of 

protest per se. Much of what we know comes from studies focused on the short-term 

passage or enforcement of laws, or extension of formal political rights (Tilly, 1984; 

Goldfield, 1989; Freeman, 1975; McAdam, 1982; Huberts, 1989), and the increased 

delivery of new services and monies (piven and Cloward, 1971; 1979 Issac and Kelly, 

1981; Schramm and Turbett, 1983). In each of these studies, researchers have shown 

that political protest has led to the extension of rights and monies to the protesting 

group. 
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What determines these outcomes? Cross-national research has shown that the 

structure of available channels of political access is particularly important for 

understanding the ability of broad groups of movements to achieve some measure of 

success (Nelkin and Pollack, 1981; Rucht, 1992; Kriesi, 1992). The availability of 

political opportunities, (regardless of the more or less permanent channels of political 

access that exist) (McAdam, 1982), the actions of countermovements (Faludi, 1991). 

actions of elites (Piven and Cloward, 1979; Jenkins and Eckert, 1986), and the actions 

of the state (G. Marx, 1979; McAdam, 1983b; McCarthy, Britt and Wolfson 1989) 

have been also been shown to play a crucial role in determining the ability of 

protestors to acquire political and economic power. l In addition, much of the work 

on the outcomes of protest has examined "success" and "failure" as determined by 

factors internal to a movement (Zald and Ash, 1966; Stoper, 1983; Freeman, 1975; 

Staggenborg, 1986). In short, this earlier work has focused on short-term. discrete, 

and intended legal and fiscal changes, or those made by the state in direct response to 

protest. 

This narrow emphasis on legal and economic outcomes and on the short-term 

effects of protest for the protesting group has overshadowed another equally important 

way in which social movements and cycles of protest produce social and political 

change. Left out of these analyses are the unintended, indirect and contingent 

1 We have little knowledge of what leads to failure among movements, in part 
because we generally study successful and visible movements. 
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outcomes of protest. Social movements may make inroads into the political process 

that affect not only the protesting group, but the ability of other groups and citizens to 

have access to the political system. This may occur in several ways. Movements may 

help pass laws or regulations, which signal a receptiveness of the political arena to 

change (McAdam, 1982). Second, cycles of protest often call into question and 

change existing social arrangements that may not be codified in law, but nonetheless 

structure and guide everyday political and social action. 

Such a view presumes that power is embodied in the institutions and taken-for-

granted arrangements that are part of everyday life.2 It also presumes a model of 

social action that has only recently begun to be explicated. In contrast to rational 

choice theory, this emergent theory of action sees individuals as often unreflective, 

engaged in action based on routine and habit, and motivated by moral, affective, 

material, and status concerns, rather than by profit maximization. It presumes that 

because options for action are often ambiguous, and sees negotiation, rather than 

strategy, as the dominant mode of interaction3 (Powell and DiMaggio, 1991; Feree, 

1992; Gamson, 1992a; England, 1992; Blumer, 1953/1967). As Feree (1992) argues, 

... people are not bundles of unambiguous and stable preferences that 

2 This does not mean that formal legal and economic systems are unimportant. 
Instead, I mean to develop another, complementary explanation for the relationship 
between cycles of protest and political outcomes . 

3 This does not mean that power considerations are unimportant, but simply that 
individuals are not always able to be rationally strategic because they lack information 
on probable outcomes, so instead, they negotiate. 



may simply be "followed"; rather they experience inner tension between 
conflicting desires and commitments. Any single "utility function", no 
matter how complex, obscures this dynamic interrelation ... (p. 33). 

It is the taken-for-granted aspects of social life that movements may call into 

question. Under ordinary circumstances, we think little about how our worlds are 
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structured--why we use forks to eat, why we drive on the right side of the road, why 

professional conferences are organized around the presentation of the work of 

authorities to an audience, or why we mow lawns rather than letting grass grow. But 

social movements ask some groups to do just the opposite, to change arrangements 

that are not always formalized.4 Social movements are engaged in visible, public, 

often disruptive activities that call into question existing power relations. By 

occupying an abortion clinic, by bombing a building, or through a work stoppage, 

protestors make public, collective statements about the legitimacy of existing power 

relations. These relations are sometimes formalized in law (such as laws prohibiting 

union organizing or protecting the rights of fetuses), but at other times they are simply 

taken for granted (such as disproportionate occupation of political offices by older, 

rather than younger people or the household division of labor). While most research 

has shown how political protest calls into question and changes formal rules, it also 

calls into question these kinds of taken for granted structures of power relations. 

Of course, not all people in a given society or location will be affecten. by ti,e 

4 Any aspect of life can, in theory, be politicized, in the sense that an analysis of 
power relations can be constructed. 
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kinds of challenges posed by protest. Under what conditions might these challenges 

be responded to? One set of circumstances is this: when they disrupt or call into 

question salient collective identities.5 Salient identities are those that are invoked 

frequently, especially on a regular, daily basis. Protest is especially powerful when it 

points out contradictions between salient collective identities, and when it provides 

models for joining existing salient collective identities. 

When identities become incompatible with political action, people may quit 

protest, quit membership along some other dimension (though obviously this is not an 

option with ascribed statuses), or, they may try to reconcile them, sometimes through 

the creation of new collective identities. As I suggested earlier, social movement 

participants are not always engaging in protest simply as political actors, but also as 

old people, Catholics, doctors, union members, women, Chinese, and any other 

number of other status or class identities around which people are organized. When 

these identities become incompatible with political action, new collective identities 

may be formed. Collective identity can be thought of as 

a group's shared definition of themselves and their social world, 
including a more or less shared and dynamic understanding of the goals 
of their action, as well as the social field of possibilities and limits 
within which their action takes place (Gamson, 1992b, emphasis 
added). 

5 I use Stryker's definition of salience: the frequency with which it is invoked. As 
Friedman and McAdam (1992) argue, all identities are coiiecu:ve in some sense, since 
they derive from a a social relationship. 
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Collective identity has received a great deal of attention from social movements 

scholars in recent years, particularly from writers in the "new" social movements 

tradition (Habermas, 1981; Offe, 1985; Touraine, 1985; Melucci; 1989). In general, 

students of social movements have examined two relationships between collective 

identity and political protest: collective identity as a sought-after goal of movements 

(Habermas, 1981; Offe, 1985; Touraine, 1985; Castells, 1983; Melucci, 1989), and its 

functions in social movements (Friedman and McAdam, 1992; Taylor and Whittier, 

1992; Gamson, 1992a). 

Writers in the fIrst group, mainly Europeans, have given primary importance to 

the role of collective identity in understanding the emergence and content of social 

movements of the 1970s and 1980s. These writers have argued that unlike political 

protest in earlier periods, contemporary movements are organized for the purpose of 

developing new collective identities among participants. Indeed, they identify this 

process as the central unifying feature of these new movements (Cohen, 1985). In 

addition, they presume that participants lack a collective identity, and that engaging in 

collective action is a way to create one. 

The American writers in the second group have generally rejected the notion 

that collective identity is distinctive of new social movements, seeing it as necessary 

for the emergence and development of any political protest. Their concerns have been 

with another problem: what functions does it have once it is in place? The problem 

here is that its existence is presumed by most American writers concerned with 
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political protest, but the causes and processes of its development are rarely considered. 

More importantly for this project, the ways in which movements may unintentionally 

create new collective identities, and their long-term consequences, are left unexamined. 

The idea that new collective political identities are formed as a result of 

tensions between political action and an existing identity, however, is exemplified in 

but rarely explicated in the work of a number of writers. For example, one of the 

results of the civil rights movement was to provide a model for how to join ethnic 

identity and student and activist identities. Research on the most recent women's 

liberation movement shows that this movement called into question a wide array of 

institutionalized aspects of femininity, masculinity, and relations between men and 

women, including the division of household labor and parenting among men and 

women, sexual relations between men and women and the prevalence of sexual 

violence, the presumption of heterosexuality, and the derogation of characteristics such 

as nurturance that were thought to be associated with women (Evans, 1979/1980; 

Firestone, 1970; Rich, 1979). Women who participated in this movement often found 

themselves in contradictory situations, in which being an activist and their relations 

with men were incompatible. One of the ways that they resolved this dilemma was to 

create new collective identities that could incorporate these contradictions. Familiar 

examples are "political lesbians" and lesbian separatists, as Taylor and Whittier (1992) 

suggest. 

Smith (1991) has also shown how this process occured in his research on the 
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development of Liberation Theology among Catholics who sought to join their 

religious and political beliefs. In chapter 2, I show how the cycle of protest that took 

place between 1955 and 1972 prompted the formation of new collective identities. In 

the next section of this chapter examine some of the basic features of the process by 

which collective identities are formed at the group level.The pro-life movement has 

provided ways for women to join their identities as mothers with their identities as 

church members, and the abolitionist movement provided ways for women to extend 

their identities as keepers of the moral flame at home into public life. 

1.3 Forming Collective Identities 

Collective identity has several important features. First, it often involves 

redefming a role which has served to support existing political structures. Familiar 

examples of this process are the redefinition of black's existing and rightful position in 

America that occured during the civil rights movement, and women's new sense of 

their relationship to men and society in the women's movement. Second, creating a 

collective identity is similar to what Taylor and Whittier (1992) and Kanter (1978) 

(drawing on Hughes' (1945) work on status contradictions) call "boundary 

heightening": the process by which members of a group exaggerate or heighten their 

attributes to distinguish themselves from non-members. Taylor and Whitter (1992) 

provide three "analytical tools" for understanding collective identities are formed: 

boundaries, consciousness and negotiation (p. 111). What they do not do, however, is 

to link these three tools temporally as I try to do in the next section. On the other 
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hand, Taylor and Whittier are two of the few writers who are explicit about the 

functions of collective identities after cycles of protest die down. They argue they 

provide ways of organizing "abeyance structures" that can be activated in later cycles 

of protest (see Rupp and Taylor, 1987). Thus conceived, they view these "abeyance 

structures" as essentially politically donnant. In contrast, as I show below, I view the 

fonnation of new collective identities, particularly among those who are in positions of 

power to begin with. as having important and powerful consequences for the 

development of new channels of political access. 

The process of building a collective identity is a political process, because it is 

a claims-making activity that concerns who has particular (formal) rights and political 

statuses. Oieryn's (1983) study of scientists' efforts to acquire political power by 

making particular knowledge claims is illustrative of this process. It also 

takes place at the group, rather than individual level. The creation of a new collective 

identity occurs not among isolated individuals, but among people who are already in 

contact. Freeman's (1973) analysis of the origins of the women's liberation movement 

provides a good example. Through their shared experiences in the civil rights 

movement and the New Left, the women who were to later fonn the radical wing of 

the movement came to see themselves as sharing similar identities: subordinates of 

men, radical leftists, and for many, Marxists. They also came to develop a critique of 

existing forms of organization which they believed perpetuated inequality. From their 

early sense that they shared a similar position of subordination, they developed a more 
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fully formulated critique of existing women's organizations and of the shortcomings of 

the black civil rights movement as a vehicle to end all fonns of inequality. 

More formally, the creation of a new collective identity has three steps, which 

take place among emergent groups: keynoting, or search behavior in which potential 

members try on new actions and accounts for size, boundary heightening, in which 

members elaborate the group's defining characteristics often by creating a new 

organization, and present them to outsiders, and finally, the establishment of fonnal 

ceremonial behavior which demonstrates who IS a member and who is not. I elaborate 

on this model in chapter 3. 

1.4 Collective Identity and the Development of New Organizational Forms 

Collective identities are especially powerful when they are made public and 

formal, as they are in when they are used as the basis of new organizational forms. 

Cycles of political protest, then, are particular good sources of new organizational 

forms. This linkage between social movements and organizational form, however, is 

uncommon among students of either social movements or complex organizations, in 

spite of the long history of at overlap, at least rhetorically, of the two fields. 

As researchers began to reject the overly psychologistic and pathological views 

of collective action, they began to emphasize the more structured, rational and political 

bases of collective action (Zald and Ash, 1966; McCarthy and Zald, 1973; 1977; 

Jenkins and Perrow, 1977; McAdam, 1982; Jenkins and Eckert, 1986; Jenkins, 1987b; 

Staggenborg, 1986; Gamson, 1990). In spite of the focus on complex organizations, 
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there is actually very little use made of theories of complex organizations to 

understand political protest.6 

If students of social movements have ignored literature on formal organizations, 

students of complex organizations have typically ignored how political protest 

contributes to the development of new organizational forms. One of the reasons for 

this is that the field has focused its attention on the dynamics of fIrms engaged in 

economic, rather than strictly political enterprises. In addition, like scholars of social 

movements, organizations scholars have focused substantial attention on the processes 

by which organizations develop and prosper, but little on where new forms come from 

in the first place. 

The three leading schools of organizational theory assume that (innovative) 

organizational forms are in place, but diverge in their explanations of what facilitates 

the spread of innovation. Resource dependence theorists (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; 

Zald, 1970b) suggest that new kinds of organizations spread as a result of the infusion 

of new resources (particularly capital) into an organization or organizational field. 

Underlying this explanation is a rational economic logic, which suggests that 

organizations are fundamentally ways of organizing resources toward the pursuit of 

fairly well-defIned goals. When new resources become available, organizations are 

able to take advantage of innovative changes. Applying this logic to the formation of 

6 The clear and notable exception here is Mayer N. Zald, whose work has made 
use of theoretical and empirical insights from both fields. 
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a particular kind of social movement organizaion, McCarthy and Zald (1973; 1977) 

argued that social movements were increasingly taking on a particular form: formal, 

often nonprofit organizations that were staffed by professionals. They explained their 

development as a function of the increased availability of resources for such 

organizations. 

Population ecology theorists (Hannan and Freeman, 1989; Aldrich and Fiol, 

1992; Ranger-Moore, 1992) posit a very different account. It is not simply the sheer 

availability of resources (be they members, capital, meeting space) that allows new 

kinds of organizations to prosper. As changes in the environment occur, new space is 

opened up for the establishment of new kinds of organizations.' Existing and newly 

founded organizations compete for space in the changing environment. Since 

environmental "niches" cannot support an infinite number of organizations, those that 

are able to adapt to this new environment are selected and survive, while those that are 

unable to change and adapt collapse. 

The third major explanation for the development of innovative organizational 

forms comes from institutional theory, which suggests a cultural logic. In this view, 

organizations observe innovations that are made by other (major) organizations within 

their field. They adopt innovations that will enhance their ability to succeed. 

Adoptions of innovations are not necessarily made for purely economic reasons; it 

may be that adoption is necessary in order to seen as a "member" of a particular 

, These changes may be legal, economic or demographic. 
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organizational field (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Powell and DiMaggio, 1991; Meyer 

and Rowan, 1977; Fligstein, 1990). Like population ecologists, institutionalists often 

presume that an organizational field or population is in place; the task is to understand 

what drives the continuation of forms and the modification of old ones (Zucker, 1983; 

DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Fligstein, 1990). 

As I suggested earlier, students of social movements and social movement 

organizations have been remarkably silent on the problem of organizational innovation. 

To the extent that they have been concerned with the role of organizations in social 

movements, attention has been focused on two issues: the role of existing 

organizations in facilitating or hindering protest (Tilly, 1978; Freeman, 1975; 

McAdam, 1982; Piven and Cloward, 1977), and with the way in which infusions of 

resources allow organizations to successfully challenge their targets (McCarthy and 

Zald, 1973; 1977; Jenkins and Perrow, 1977). 

What this brief review has shown is that neither students of complex 

organizations nor students of social movements have addressed the question of where 

new organizational forms have come from, focusing instead on what allows new forms 

to flourish or how existing forms are used in political protest. This project addresses a 

prior question: from where do the new forms arise in the fIrst place? I suggest that as 

cycles of protest challenge existing institutional patterns, the resolution of these 

challenges often entails the creation of new collective identities, which become more 

powerful when they are solidified in new organizational forms. Thus, in contrast to 
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McCarthy and Zald's theory, I propose an alternative explanation: the fonnation of 

these organizations was driven the need of professionals to reconcile their professional 

and political identities. These new "professional social movement organizations" were 

not exclusively for the promotion of political or professional goals. Instead, they were 

created in many cases for the simultaneous promotion of both kinds of goals. In this 

view, rather than simply adapting to an "environment", the organizations that are 

created as a result of cycles of protest may focus their attentions on a number of 

different environments. 

Work by Downey (1986, 1988) Starr, (1979) and Evans (1979/1980) provides 

several examples of how the negotiation of tensions between existing identities can 

result in the creation of new collective identities and new organizational fonns. 

Downey's (1986) research on the organizational structure of the Clamshell Alliance, a 

loose-knit New England-based anti-nuclear group provides a good example of the way 

in which organizational fonn expresses group identity. The "Clam" as it was known, 

was organized on the basis of non-hierarchical "cells" of 10 to 15 people that made 

decisions by consensus. Downey argues that members were not simply looking for 

organizational strategies that would produce particular political results. Instead, this 

fonn of organization allowed members to maintain commitments to pacifist, non

dominating identities, and to reproduce the sense of community that existed in the 

non-political aspects of their lives. Elsewhere, he shows that Union of Concerned 

Scientists chose forms of action that enabled them to preserve their identities as 
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objective research scientists while engaging in political action (Downey, 1988).8 Paul 

Starr's (1979) essay on the fonnation of consumer cooperatives provides another 

example. He shows that the creation of new identities and organizational fonns was a 

way for individuals to join seemingly incongruous commitments. On one hand, 

individuals were engaged in decision-making by consensus, and were committed to 

anti-capitalist, environmental and democratic values and non-exploitative personal 

relationships. These values seemed incongruous with enaging in a business (in this 

case, a grocery store). These individuals found a way to reconcile these competing 

demands by creating a new organizational form: food cooperatives. This process also 

took place in the most recent women's movement. Many women who had been active 

members of the civil rights movement found that in fighting for the equality for blacks 

that they were being denied that same equality by the men in the civil rights 

movement. One of the ways that women sought to resolve this dilemma was to create 

a new collective identity--radical feminist--and a new organizational fonn, variously 

called rap groups or consciousness raising groups (Evans, 1979/1980). In doing so, 

women created public demonstrations of the kinds of relations that they hoped to 

establish in other realms of life: egalitarian, women-centered, open organizations. 

These women drew upon organizational models of the New Left and the Civil Rights 

• 8 Downey's aim is to show how scientists reproduced identities as scientists 
through discourse and nonverbal action. In contrast, my work is concerned with 
showing how scientists transformed and changed scientific identities by joining them 
with political committments. As well, my work shows how such transformations lead 
to the development of new organizational forms. 
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Movement, particularly the decentralized, loose knit organization pioneered by SNCC, 

the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee. The adaptation of such a model 

demonstrated their identity as New Leftists and radicals. This form, however, was not 

simply adopted wholesale. Instead, these women modified it, and created something 

new by bringing what they considered to be feminist ways interacting to bear on the 

SNCC structure. 

When might new collective identities be made more permanent and formal 

through the creation of new kinds of organizations? One part of the answer is this: 

when the identities that are being reconciled are both highly salient, and when groups 

have the opportunity to do so. In other words, new identities might be created as a 

way of reconciling incompatible identities, but they do not always result in new forms 

of organization. They might create new forms when they are given the opportunity to 

do so. 

In sum then, the creation of new collective identities, and in turn new 

organization forms, is in part the result of the efforts by participants in social 

movements to reconcile competing identities. In particular, the moral and ideological 

commitments of members and their previous political experiences are important 

determinants of organizational form. This view is compatible with institutionalist 

theories of formal organizations, because it assumes that the maintenance of legitimacy 

is important to founders of organizations--in this case legitimacy within the scientific 

and political communities. Thus, in forming new organizations that are at the 



intersection of two institutions to which members desire ties, we would expect forms 

to be hybrids of both institutions. 
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The formation of new collective identities and their formalization into new 

organizations provide a "solution" for those who have political commitments, but are 

also deeply wedded to other, sometimes contradictory identities. Through the 

formation of new organizational forms, they are able to use pieces of old identities to 

forge a new collective identity that makes sense of both the past and their new vision 

of the future. In this section of my dissertation, I ask a number of questions: Are 

member's political experiences good predictors of organizational form? How do 

member identities and relations with other societal institutions affect the form that 

organizations take? 

Why are new organizational forms important? Because they provide new 

channels for action for members and sometimes for nonmembers. Their mere 

existence, however, is not enought to guarantee that the channels for action that are 

opened up can be used. That depends on the ability of the organization to survive and 

to flourish. In the next section of the project, I consider other explanation for survival 

and growth of organizations, and propose another explanation that was developed from 

this research. 

1.5 Accounting for the Differential Ability of Organizations to Survive 

Over the past thirty years, students of social movements have produced a 

number of works which suggest why some organizations are able to survive, while 
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others fade from view. Perhaps the best known study of this link is Gamson's (1990) 

study of fifty-four American protest groups. Gamson showed that movements could 

be examined according to the degree to which they received what he called 

"acceptancell from adversaries, and "new advantages". The acquisition of new 

advantages means that the group in question has, by their own definition, acquired 

meaningful changes. Acceptance means that the relationship between the protest 

group and its target has changed from hostility or indifference to a recognition as a 

representative of an aggrieved group. His analyses (and subsequent reanalyses) have 

shown that a group's desire not to replace members of the polity, the number of 

alliances a group has with other groups, the absence of factional disputes, specific and 

limited goals, and a willingness to use sanctions against other groups, all lead to 

acceptance by their opponents, and to new advantages. In terms of form, he found that 

bureaucratic and decentralized organizations were most likely to gain acceptance, and 

those that were bureaucratic and centralized were most likely to gain new advantages 

(1990:95). 

Other writers have agreed that particular kinds of action, particularly disruptive 

action, often result in positive outcomes for social movement organizations (Fain stein 

and Fainstein, 1974). Finally, organizations which are assisted by third parties (who 

usually have access to resources and political ties) have also been shown to have a 

higher likelihood of success (Schumaker, 1978; Jenkins and Perrow, 1977; Lipsky, 

1971; McCarthy and Zald, 1973; 1977; Mirowsky and Ross, 1981). Table 1-1 



summarizes the factors that have been shown to lead to positive outcomes for 

movement organizations. 

TABLE 1-1 HERE 
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In general, at the organizational level, disruptive action, third party support, 

bureaucracy, and moderate goals are associated with a groups' ability to accomplish 

stated goals. This list, however, has very little internal coherence. Disruptive action 

and moderate goals, for example, are unlikely to exist within the same organization. 

Like research on the outcomes of cycles of political protest, this research emphasizes 

the intentional and strategic outcomes of particular ways of organizing. One of the 

problems with such a perspective is that it fails to consider the ways in which 

organizational action and interaction with other groups is contingent on early ways of 

organizing. That is, organizations' ability to survive is path dependent: initial ways 

of organizing affect their later choices and actions. 

I do not, however, mean to imply that either a) all important organizational 

outcomes are unintended, or b) that organizations are unable to change because of 

their initial way of organizing. Indeed, signficant changes are often made through 

deliberate action, and some organizational forms are more flexible than others. 

Because of the existing emphasis by students of social protest on the intended and 

strategic outcomes of particular organizational structures, I focus on the other side of 
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that coin: how initial ways of organizing shape the ability of an organization to 

survive over time. What this view necessitates is an emphasis on how organizational 

forms enable organizations to take advantage of particular features of their 

environments. 

In this study, I emphasize how governance structures shape organizational 

histories. They do so in several ways. First, they shape the kinds of information that 

can be exchanged with other organizations, including the state. The ability to 

exchange information with other organizations makes it more likely that other groups 

will be accepted by and sought after by other powerful groups. For example, the 

Union of Concerned Scientists made the exchange of information with the Atomic 

Energy Commission (later the Nuclear Regulatory Commission) routine; the same staff 

position ("Information Officer") was in place, and the state could easily contact a 

specific person at UCS (Pollard, 1979). Although they were frequently adversaries in 

disputes over the risks associated with nuclear power and nuclear weapons, the State's 

dependence on UCS for technical information made UCS's request to be a member of 

the Combined Federal Campaign possible.9 

Governance structures also affect the ability of an organization to be seen by 

other members of an organizational field as a reliable and predictable actor. 

B ureacratic organizaitons might increase the likelihood that other groups would 

9 CFC is an employee donation fund in which all federal employees and military 
personnel can participate, and which provides UCS with a steady source of income. 
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participate in coalitions or group actions. Conversely, a loose-knit, decentralized 

organization with frequently changing leadership and goals may be a liability in terms 

of coalition formation. 

Third, governance structures may affect the ability of an organization to react 

quickly to a changing political, economic or cultural environment. Organizations 

which have a strong division of labor and hierarchical leadership may be in better 

shape to negotiate changes in an organizational environment than decentralized and 

loose-knit groupS.l0 

In this section of the dissertation, which is comprised of chapters 5 and 6, I 

ask how the existence of a core staff and management structure affects an 

organization's relations with other actors, and how this varies over time. I also ask 

why, in spite of increasing marginality within a movement, organizations might still 

use a decentralized and unpredictable structure and strategy. I draw on the work of 

Stinchcombe (1965) to explain why some organizations change their structure over 

time, while others do not. In addition, I ask how the reliability and predictability of an 

organization either helps or hinders the movement in its quest for particular goals. 

1.6 Defining Organizational Form 

Up to this point I have used the term organizational form loosely. My 

conception of form borrows from Hannan and Freeman's (1977) study of the 

10 Non-hierarchical and loose-knit structures have additional benefits, because 
they make infiltration much more difficult, and allow local groups and individuals 
more input and creativity. 
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population ecology of organizations; it expands their typology by adding in several 

new dimensions. Form can be thought of as a combination of the following elements: 

goals, authority structure, resource allocation scheme, arrangements for connecting 

with other groups and type of membership. 

Goals are simply the objectives of the organization. Clearly there may be a 

variety of goals, and in some organizations, conflicting or contradictory goals, and in 

others, a sort of laissez jaire attitude in which members are free to chose their 

particular goals from within a broad frame or set of ideological choices. 

The authority structure refers to the way in which an organization makes 

decisions, and who, if anyone, is given the power to do so. It also includes levels of 

authority, as one would find in a bureaucratic profit-making fum. In addition, 

following Weber (1968/1978: 954) charismatic leadership is also included under this 

heading. That is, I make a distinction between authority structures that feature routine 

decision-making, and those that are essentially charismatic, functioning as "master 

framers" (Snow, et al., 1986) by linking the organization with broader cultural themes 

and problems. 

Organizations, whether they be social movement organizations, profit-making 

firms, or nonprofit organizations, are all engaged in the process of resource allocation. 

They allocate resources to members or employees; these might include salaries, 

opportunities to engage in various tasks, etc. Many organizations are also engaged in 

distributing resources to members outside of the organization. In a profit-making firm, 
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this may be by selling a product; in a social movement organization, a wide variety of 

other resources may be exchanged: the provision of shelter, as in the sanctuary 

movement, the provision of skills, as members of Freedom Summer did in the 

Freedom Schools, or any number of other things. Organizations develop, or 

sometimes do not develop, systems for distributing resources both within or outside 

the organization. These systems may be highly structured. An example of this is an 

organization that has a named position whose occupant's job is to disseminate 

resources. 

Membership in a social movement organization can take a variety of forms. 

Among organizations that have membership, the relevant distinctions are dues paying 

and nondues paying memberships, having formal lists or simply allowing those who 

want to join to declare themselves as members, and membership as dependent upon 

participation in activities. 

To summarize the chapter thus far, what I have shown thus far is that cycles of 

protest may have longer lasting effects through the short term creation of new 

collective identities that are codified in new organizations, which in turn effect 

political access and cultural notions of what may be brought up for debate and by 

whom. Movements, then, may change political access by affecting what can be 

brought up for debate, and in what way (Kingdon, 1984). In Joseph Gusfield's words, 

the most important outcome of movements is that they provide a new "vocabulary and 

an opening of ideas and actions which in the past was either unknown or unthinkable" 



(1981: 325).11 Tarrow makes a similar point in suggesting that political protest 

provides "new action frames that become part of the common sense of capitalist 

democracies" (1982: p. 55), and that 

Through changes in political access and institutions, through public 
policies which are frequently reversed when the heat of controversy dies 
down, and through recruitment into possible positions of power 
individuals who were socialized during periods of protest, the political 
system integrates policy consequences that are scarcely discemable 
during the peak of the (protest) cycle (Tarrow, 1982, p.97). 

In the next section of the chapter, I tum to a discussion of the analytic strategy and 

empirical case. 

1.7 Analytic Strategy 
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Many studies of social change start with a particular political outcome or event 

and move backwards, asking what kinds of actions, interests and resources were 

important in the development of the outcome. I use a different approach. Since I am 

asking a series of historically dependent questions about the process of change over a 

relatively long period of time, and am examining the process at several different levels 

of analysis (macro/political, organizational and individual), I have chosen to use an 

historical approach. I begin by describing the challenges that were posed by the last 

cycle of protest, then turn to the responses of scientists and their representative 

11 It is the broader diffusion of a vocabulary of accounts for legitimate action that 
are of crucial importance here. The notion of a new vocabulary is central to my notion 
of collective identity, since new vocabularies can be used to account for and legitimate 
new courses of action among different groups. 
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sought to reconcile the political and scientific committments of members. I end by 

examining the political effects of each organization on science, the political process 

and on members. 
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This method allows me to reconstruct the process by which scientists and 

science as an institution responded to challenges. Underlying my argument is the 

notion that scientists did not know exactly how to respond to challenges, that they 

could not easily predict how different ways of organizing would be responded to by 

activists or scientists, and that they had little knowledge of how political arrangements 

would shift over time. By using a life history approach to studying these 

organizations, I hope to have captured the contingent and unpredictable nature of the 

decisions and activities in which the groups were involved, and the kinds of 

difficulties that they faced in negotiating the boundary between science and politics. 

I have chosen to compare three, SIPI, UCS, and SftP, organizations for two 

reasons. First, it allows me to examine how different ways of organizing affect 

political outcomes. It also allowed me to examine how different combinations of ties 

to science and to politics shaped, but did not determine, collective identity and 

organizational form. Chosing three, rather than say 2 or 5, allowed me to engage in in

depth analysis, but still make useful comparisons. The choice of these three 

organizations is motivated by both theoretical and practical reasons; each of the three 

organizations exhibits variation in origins and in outcomes, and each of the 
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organizations was willing to be the subject of research. I defmed public interest 

science organizations as those groups that sought to promote the social utility of 

science, but were not exclusivly professional organizations. My original list of possible 

subjects included: 

The Federation of American Scientists 
The Bulletin of Atomic Scientists 
Science for the People 
Computer Professionals for Peace 
Scientists' Institute for Public Information 
The Union of Concerned Scientists 
Center for Science in the Public Interest 
Science Information Service 

The list was generated from The Encyclopedia of Organizations and from previous 

research by Nichols (1974). Candidates had to have been formed during a period of 

social movement activity, to exhibit variation in form and outcomes,l2 and to be 

willing to be the subject of research. The three that have all three characteristics are 

those under study here. 

I began my research with a list of topic areas that would guide the 

examination of primary and secondary documents. The subject areas are as follows: 

goals 
activities 
membership 
relations with the State 

12 This might be viewed as a selection problem, in the sense that I have only 
chosen "successful" organizations. I am not, however, interested in the survival of each 
organization, but a process by which they negotiate a changing political landscape, and 
the their differential effects on the political process. Each organization exhibited 
remarkable variation on these dimensions. 



relations with other movement organizations 
recruitment techniques 
background of original members, including scientific discipline 
sources of [mancial support 
institution(s) from which organization arose 
funding levels of science over time 
role of social movements of the 1960s in mobilizing scientists 
impact of the building of the atomic bomb on science 
traditions of political activism among scientists 
language used by members 
decision making processes 
publications 
conception of the relationship between science and politics 
members' experience in politics 
age of members 
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After preliminary data collection was completed, a questionnaire was generated. 

The questions were derived from both theoretical and empirical sources. The 

questionnaire is a list of the questions that are designed to provide detailed information 

about the origins, development and impact of each organization. In essence I am 

"interviewing" all the relevant and available documents. Appendix A contains a copy 

of the questionnaire. 

I used three kinds of information to fill out the questionnaire: 1) data from 

archival sources, including those actually deposited in an archive, data from the 

organization itself, and papers from individuals, 2) interviews with central founding 

and later members, and 3) data from secondary sources. The archival data includes 

position statements, financial data, including twenty years of funding information for 

each organization, memos, newspaper clippings, petitions, published and/or publicly 
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distributed material, membership lists, annual reports, records of internal and public 

conferences, curriculum vitae, and numerous other documents. I have also relied on 

Science for the People. Environment and Nucleus. published by SftP, SIPI and UCS 

respectively, to fill out the questionnaire. For SIPI, the primary sources of information 

were organizational memos, publications and letters that are part of the papers of 

Barry Commoner, housed at the Library of Congress, financial records provided by the 

organization, and information from annual reports. Data for SftP comes from private 

collections of members and correspondence and memos that I examined from the 

records of the organization. I asked all interviewees for any papers that they would be 

willing to share, and for the names of others that might have papers. In addition, I was 

given access to all extant records kept by the organization itself. ues information 

came from correspondence and other records housed in the UCS collection at 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology Archives and Special Collections, from the 

library of ues, and from financial records provided by the organization. 

In terms of secondary sources, I have used Science, The New York Times 

Index. and The Alternative Press Index. Data on the funding and the demographic 

composition of science presented in chapter 2 comes from Science and Engineering 

Indicators. published by the National Science Board. Whenever possible, I double

checked each source with another, independent source. 

The interviews were conducted in 1991 with 18 individuals; approximately 

equal numbers came from each organization. Individuals were chosen in the following 



way. From the publications Nucleus. Environment. SIPISCOPE. and Science for the 

People. I made a list of all contributors, editors, staff, and local organizational 
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contacts. I then randomly chose ten people from each organization, and looked for an 

address in either a major telephone directory (New York, Boston, Berkeley, Chicago, 

Madison), wrote to the organization and asked if the person was in contact with the 

organization, and examined the National Directory of Faculty. I was successful in 

contacting all members of the sample. All but one agreed to be interviewed, and one is 

deceased. I interviewed each person in his or her office or home. Rather than 

standing alone, the interviews were intended to complement the organizational data. A 

copy of the interview schedule is contained in Appendix B. In addition to providing 

information about the organization, the interviews provided information not available 

elsewhere on individuals' early political experiences and backgrounds. Currently 

eighteen interviews have been completed, with another ten remaining. 

1.8 An Overview of SIPI, ues and SftP 

The oldest of the three organizations that is under study here is SIP!. 

Originally called the Committee for Nuclear Information (eNI), the organization was 

formed in St. Louis by a group of scientists at Washington University who responded 

to citizen's calls for increased information on fallout. St. Louis had levels of fallout 

that were much higher than in other American cities; St. Louisians were clamoring for 

information about its effects on health. The original organization was composed of 

local elites and members of St. Louis society, particularly women who were involved 



46 

in philanthropic activity, and scientists from Washington University. One of the most 

active members of the organization was Barry Commoner. The original organization 

took a form that was very much like a local PTA or lobbying organization: it had 

elected officers, regular meetings, a secretary, membership lists and a strong division 

of labor between scientists and nonscientists. The organization worked to provide 

"unbiased facts" to citizens about the effects of fallout Their strategy was to provide 

interpretations of scientific evidence without openly criticizing the state, while 

maintaining an "apolitical" stance. They viewed their purpose as restoring a faltering 

democratic system by providing citizens with facts to be used to make informed 

decisions about science-related issues. Their mission was the undertaking of their civic 

duty to keep citizens informed on scientifically related issues. 

The formation of the other two organizations, Science for the People and the 

Union of Concerned Scientist, took place nearly ten years later at the height of the 

antiwar movement. As the antiwar movement grew, some scientists who were part of 

the movement began to search for ways to join their scientific and political identities. 

Science for the People, originally called Scientists and Engineers for Social and 

Political Responsibility (SESPA), (the only group of the three with the word political 

in its title), was formed in 1969 at an American Physical Society (APS) asnnual 

meeting by a group of graduate students and of faculty, many of whom were involved 

in the movement. They were particularly unhappy with the APS's failure to oppose the 

war in Vietnam, and with its failure to acknowledge the role of scientists in 
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perpetuating that war. Local groups in Berkeley, Cambridge, Chicago, Ann Arbor and 

Madison were formed from this initial meeting. The Boston group soon became the 

dominant group, publishing a magazine called Science for the People. The group 

began with a radical analysis of science; science, they argued, was anything but a 

politically neutral institution. Its primary function was to prop up capitalism by 

providing legitimation for state projects and policies. The critique of the role of 

science became increasingly complex over time, including the role of science in 

imperialism, in perpetuating racism, sexism and poverty, and in polluting the 

environment. SftP was committed not simply to sharing scientific knowledge, but also 

to teaching it to people in free or low-cost math and science courses. Their idea was to 

teach science to "the people", to demystify science, and to use science for projects that 

would benefit "the people" and not the state. They did not believe that they had any 

special privileges as scientists that would allow them to make decisions; instead, they 

were interested in empowering the poor with scientific knowledge, expertise and 

products. 

Unlike the federated structure of SIPI, Science for the People began as a 

decentralized, loose-knit group. The organization had no official leader or director; it 

members volunteered for all tasks, including magazine production, on a rotating basis. 

Members shared equally what they called "shit work": secretarial tasks, answering 

letters and cleaning the office. Decisions about the magazine were originally made by 

all members in attendance at a meeting, and they had to be by consensus. There were 



no paid staff positions, and their method of connecting to other organizations and 

individuals was on an ad hoc basis; anyone who answered the telephone or who was 

inclined to write a letter could feel free to do so. 
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A second public interest science organization that was formed the same year as 

SftP was UCS. It was formed by a group of faculty and graduate students at 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Students at MIT, led by four graduate students 

in physics and biology, had developed the idea of a one day research stoppage to 

protest the Vietnam War. The original name of the group was Science Action 

Coordinating Committee (SACC), adapted from the civil rights organization Student 

Nonviolent Coordinating Committee (SNCC). In the fall of 1968, the semester before 

the research stoppage, students at MIT housed a conscientious objector in one of the 

dining halls. That fall the campus was the site of an increasing number of antiwar 

protests, and the presence of SDS was increasing on the MIT campus. 

The students organizing the research stoppage recruited faculty from nearly all 

departments on campus to sign a petition declaring their opposition to the war, and to 

participate in the work stoppage. Between December of 1968 and February of 1969, 

tensions between the faculty and the students increased; the students felt they had their 

own agenda, which was more critical of MIT's role in the war as a developer of 

weapons guidance systems. Similarly, the faculty did not want to be implicated in the 

actions of the students, but instead wanted to work within in the university system. 

As the split between the students and faculty increased, the two began to meet 
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separately. The faculty formed their own organization, known as the Union of 

Concerned Scientists; the name being given to them by one of the students in SACCo 

UCS viewed its mission as that of a government watchdog, making sure that science 

was being used in an accurate and beneficial way by the state. Among the faculty who 

formed the core of the Union of Concerned Scientists were scientists who had been 

members of the Manhattan Project The effect of their participation in the Project was 

that they had a tremendous gUilt about their role in the creation of the atomic bomb; 

many of them found it hard to cope with the possibility that again, science would be 

responsible for the destruction of an entire society. 

The Union of Concerned Scientists was originally a small informal 

organization, in which members decided what to do on a case by case basis. There 

were, in the first year of the organization, leaders. They were in contact with the 

Boston Globe, and with other organizations, but on an intermittent basis. 

In sum, rise of peace movements in particular and their location on college 

campuses where many scientists worked, contributed to the formation of these 

organizations. In contrast to other writers who posit that the increased participation of 

scientists was due to the rise of a "new class" that was trying to obtain political power 

over other competing classes (Gouldner, 1979; McCrea and Markel, 1989), I show that 

the rise of these organizations and the political mobilization of scientists (and other 

professionals) was due to the unprecedented breadth of the critiques that this cycle of 

protest made, making it difficult for any American groups to stay out of the fray. 
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Although the organizations under study here all eventually incorporated as 

nonprofits, they continued to vary widely in their decision-making systems and 

strategies. Science for the People (SftP), for example, had little apparent interest in 

forming a bureaucratic structure or one with a strong division of labor. Nor, as 

predicted by developmental theories, did they seek to gain legitimacy among a broad 

national audience. Strategies tended to be radical, disruptive, and unpredictable early 

on; later members continued with the radical tradition of the organization, but another 

branch of the group became increasingly focused on the production of the magazine 

(Science for the People. 1969-1989; Nichols, 1974). 

Scientist's Institute for Public Information (SIPI), on the other hand, 

increasingly came to resemble a conventional board-governed nonprofit social 

movement organization; it served as an umbrella organization for twenty smaller 

organizations (Primack and von Hippel, 1974). The organization was governed by a 

board staffed by prominent scientists (Margaret Mead and Barry Commoner have been 

among them), which was advised by a second board of scientists. The board also 

directed a staff that published the journal Environment. 

Finally, the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) evolved into a structure and 

strategy that was different from either SIPI or SftP. It was governed by a chief of 

staff, who met with small staff and with scientists who volunteered to work in small 

groups to analyze particular issues scientifically. Their strategy followed a liberal 

reform pattern. They worked within existing political and economic institutions by 
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educating the public on the risks associated with nuclear power, and by making public 

their scientific objections to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's findings on the 

safety of nuclear power (Pollard, 1979). Finally, they demanded reform of the 

regulatory process. More recently, it has sponsored public education weeks at various 

college campuses (Nelkin, 1971; Downey, 1988). 

Currently, the Union of Concerned Scientists is a bureaucratic, centralized 

organization, with over 100,000 dues paying members. Science for the People, on the 

other hand, is essentially defunct. They have ceased publishing their magazine, and 

there are few people, if any, who participate in activities in the name of Science for 

the People. Scientists' Institute, in contrast, is a bureaucratic, decentralized 

organization with a 2.5 million dollar budget, but no members. 

The remainder of the dissertation develops the ideas I have layed out in this 

chapter in more detail. The dissertation is divided into three parts. The flIst section, 

contained primarily in chapter 2, describes how the cycle of protest that took place 

between 1955 and 1972 called into question the historical separation of scientific and 

political agendas. In the next section, I examine how scientists responded to these 

challenges by forming new collective identities and new organizations. This is the 

subject of chapter 3. All three groups were founded in a distinctive historical period, 

but were based on very different conceptions between science and politics, and had 

very different ways of organizing. The political, economic and cultural arrangements 

that gave rise to these organizations, however, did not remain in place forever. In 
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chapter 4 I show how these arrangements changed, and were changed by these new 

organizations. The way in which each organization's distinctive form allowed (or did 

not allow) it to adapt to a rapidly changing political environment is the subject of 

chapter 5. I am concerned here with tracing out how strcutures set up early on and 

commitments to identities affect the ability of an organization to survive. I am 

particularly interested in examining what happens to social movement organizations 

after they face crises: why they incorporate or don't abandon existing identities, and 

how they deal with a changing external environment. In this case, I examine how 

each organization dealt with the decline of the movement of which they were 

originally part; in the case of SIPI, the Ban the Bomb movement, in the case of SftP 

and ues, it meant the antiwar movement. I also ask to what extent organizations bear 

the imprint of founding members? In what ways to these effects last? Are some 

organizations less imprinted by founding members? Why? 

The third and fmal section of the dissertation focuses on the effects these 

organizations, and mobilization of scientists in general, on three areas: 1) science, 

including the practice of science and the relationship between science and the state, 2) 

the environmental and antinuclear movements, and 3) the individuals who participated 

in each of the organizations. I am especially interested here in linking organizational 

form to outcomes. Organizations that have few standard methods of linking to other 

organizations and individuals are likely to have very different kinds of effects than 

other organizations. This section, rather than being a rigorous analysis of impacts, is 



meant instead to be a suggestive overview of the outcomes of social movement 

organizations. 
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Table 1-1 

Factors Determining Favorable Outcomes for Movement 

Author 

Gamson (1990) 
Steedly and Foley (1979) 
Mirowsky and Ross 
(1981) 

McAdam (1982) 
Piven and Cloward 
(1979) 

Schumaker (1978), 
Jenkins and Perrow 
(1977), McCarthy 
and Zald, 1973; 1977) 
Lipsky (1971) 
Mirowsky and Ross (1981) 

Issac and Kelly 
(1981) 
Goldfield (1989) 
Gamson (1990) 

Fainstein and 
Fainstein (1974) 
intervention of third parties 

Organizations 

Factors Associated With Success 

moderate goals, bureaucracy 

disruptive action in a favorable 
political climate 

intervention of third parties 

disruptive political action 

disruptive action and the 
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CHAPTER 2 

THE ORIGINS PUBLIC INTEREST SCIENCE ORGANIZATIONS 

2.1 Introduction 

Public interest science organizations are a relatively new phenomena in 

America, appearing only after World War II. Scientists have, of course, formed 

organizations that were independent of existing professional and political organizations 

before 1945, but these were generally for the promotion of science and the welfare of 

scientists as a profession, not to demonstrate the social utility of science (Dupree, 

1957; Kuznick, 1987). 

In the post-war era, the formation of these organizations appears in three 

waves: immediately after World War II two organizations were formed, between 1958 

and 1965, and again in the late 1960s. Each wave of organizational formation brought 

more and more organizations, and a wider variety of organizational structures and 

activities. Table 2-1 lists the names and founding dates of these organizations, and 

Figure 2-1 illustrates the pattern of foundings over time. 

TABLE 2-1 HERE 

FIGURE 2-1 HERE 



Numerous case studies have documented and described the formation of particular 

organizations (Primack and von Hippel, 1974; Nelkin, 1971; Smith, 1965; Downey, 

1986, 1988), but none have explained the general rise over the period, nor how their 

development at this historical juncture affected the practices and structures of these 

organizations. 
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In this chapter, I answer the first of these two questions--what accounts for the 

pattern of foundings of public interest science organizations between 1945 and 1970? 

My answer is that the close tie to the state that developed after World War n 

jeopardized scientists claims to political and intellectual autonomy. But their ability to 

express such autonomy, and their need to do so, was conditioned by the variation in 

political arrangements over the period. The popular consensus during the Cold War 

that containing the spread of communism was dependent in part on a strong military 

that was fed by scientific developments meant that scientist's close tie to the state 

generally served to promote science as a practice that served tJle public good. And for 

those liberal and radical scientists who opposed the expansionist policies of the state, 

except for a brief period following World War n, the period between 1945 and the 

late 1950s seriously discouraged the expression of autonomy from the state. 

In the early 1960s, a new cycle of protest developed as the political climate 

thawed. In their protests against the war in Vietnam and of the ties between the 

military and universities, the social movements of this period engaged in strong 

criticisms of technocracy, militarism and, by the late 1960s, rationality itself. For 
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scientists who were located on the campuses where these protests took place, who 

worked in the very buildings against which protests were aimed, and who were very 

often sympathetic to or participating in these movements, such criticisms posed a 

dilemma. How to participate in political movements that are critical of the products, 

organizational representations and bases of authority of science? One of the ways that 

scientists sought to resolve this dilemma was to form public interest science 

organizations. 

This chapter has two sections. In the fIrst, I discuss the origins and 

consequences of the tie between science and the state. In the second, I show how 

political shifts between 1945 and 1970 provided scientists with opportunities, and the 

need, to deal with these consequences. While increased funding from the state was on 

one hand a boon for scientifIc research, as the Cold War began to wane and social 

protest that was critical of the military and of rationality itself grew, scientists with 

liberal and radical political commitments found themselves in troubling and 

contradictory position. 

2.2 The Origins of Financial Ties between Science and the State 

From the founding of the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) by Abraham 

Lincoln in 1863 until the fust World War, the federal government provided very little 

financial support for science. The NAS was supposed to provide a link between 

science and government matters, but was little but a gentleman's club, with no real 

effect on policy or formal fInancial sponsorship of science (Dupree, 1957). The major 
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federal associations and engineering boards had no scientists on them, save for a few 

mathematicians. According to Thomas Edison, this was because 

very few practical men are mathematicians, though it is advisable to 
have one or two men on the board, who could figure to the 'nth' power, 
if required (quoted in Kevles, 1974/1978: p.109). 

Unlike other western countries, American science in the Second half of the 

19th century was funded mainly by private patrons and industry (Pursell, 1966, pp. 

302-343). To the extent that federal monies ~ spent on scientific projects, it went 

toward large-scale surveys and agriCUltural research. To the dismay of the growing 

numbers of research scientists, even the provision of these monies was not 

institutionalized; with the exception of the Department of Agriculture and the National 

Bureau of Standards, no federal science agencies consistently received funding. Even 

the large and well-respected surveys, such as the Geologic Survey, operated under the 

assumption that when their particular tasks were completed, funding would cease 

(Pursell, 1966). 

The federal government was not wholly disinterested in funding science of 

course, but until the second World War, scientists had not demonstrated the kind of 

practical payoffs that might induce consistent federal sponsorship of science (Dupree, 

1957). What the state needed was to have at its disposal people who could produce 

items such as weapons and airplanes, not simply theorize about them. Indeed, the state 

rarely recognized the importance of theoretical and "pure" research in making practical 

inventions possible (Pursell, 1966). 
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Although scientists could not convincingly show the state that their abstract 

ideas and experiments had practical value in the long run, it was not for a lack of 

effort; they made a number of attempts to convince the state of their worth. Their 

cause was furthered by the great leaps in technology that had taken place in the late 

19th century, giving credence to their claim that payoffs from science might not be 

obvious and immediate (Price, 1954). 

During this period, however, the efforts toward sponsorship did not take the 

form of the provision of scientific information to the public, particularly through 

expositions, as it did in other countries (Turner, 1980). Instead, it took the opposite 

tack. As scientists became professionalized, they claimed that knowledge production 

ought to be done for its own sake, not for its immediate technological payoffs or for 

its social utility: 

... as nineteenth century science evolved from a hobby for the rich to its 
twentieth century status as a profession, most scientists retreated from 
public communication activities (Friedman, et aI., 1986: p. xiv). 

The state's lack of interest in federal sponsorship of science began to change 

during World War 1.13 Several prominent scientists were able to secure an audience 

with President Wilson, and to convince him that the NAS could provide an arsenal of 

science for the country that would be vital for American hegemony and military 

superiority. Wilson agreed to form the National Research Council (NRC) as a branch 

13 This period also coincides with a broad period of state-building that took the 
form of state sponsorship of many other activities besides science. 
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of the NAS to meet this goal. The NRC's mission was to "encourage pure and 

applied research for the ultimate end of the 'national security and welfare'" (Kevles, 

1974/1978, p.112). Scientists also managed to present their case strongly enough to 

persuade Wilson tc form a Presidential Science Advisory Board (pSAB).14 Although 

founded for the benefit of the state, Wilson was not keen on spending government 

monies for the services of scientists: like most other scientific research at the time, the 

NRC was funded by the Carnegie and Rockefeller Foundations (Price, 1954: 42). 

Neither the PSAB nor the NRC were particularly successful in acquiring the 

kind of broad fmancial support enjoyed by scientists in other western nations. 

Although staffed with members of the NAS, and intended to provide scientific advice, 

in actuality they played little role in political decision-making. As outsiders, scientists 

on the PSAB and NRC were unable to convince the military that they could be trusted 

with secrecy in weapons development (Kevles, 1974/1978; Dupree, 1957). However 

unsuccessful they were, the establishment of these organizations marked at least a 

minimal increase in state interest in the benefits of science for making war. Perhaps 

more importantly for the intellectual development of American science over the next 

twenty years, scientists such as Robert Millikan, George Hale and Frank Jewett were 

able to use their positions as members of the NRC to successfully acquire increased 

funding from philanthropists and industry--who remained the primary sponsors of 

14 That these two groups needed to be formed is in part testimony to the failure of 
the NAS to provide the state with valuable scientific information. 
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science until the second World War (Kuznick, 1987, p.10-12). 

Despite the unsuccessful effort to work directly through the federal 

government, industrial scientists (particularly chemists) did contribute to the 

development of weapons in the fIrst World War--so much so that World War I is 

sometimes called "The Chemists War". At the beginning of the war, the U.S. 

government had no gas masks or gas shells, and only 250 airplanes--none of which 

was equipped with a machine gun. The U.S. Navy's best submarine detector could 

not detect a submarine more than 200 yards away, let alone pinpoint its location. By 

the end of the war, U.S. chemists had developed optical glass (prior to the war, all 

optical glass was imported from Germany), nitrates and poison gases, and physicists 

were critical in developing aeronautical instruments, airborne photographic 

instruments, and most importantly, submarine detection devices (Kevles, 1974/1978, p. 

137). By the end of the war, the federal government had at least come to recognize 

(if not reward with funding) the importance of science in war-making: Secretary of 

War Baker for example, said that he opposed draft exemptions for any group, "even a 

group of such importance to our national welfare as the men of science." (quoted in 

Kevles, 1974/1978, p. 137). 

Although the inter-war period was marked by a decline in the meager federal 

support for scientists, it is clear that the emerging alliance between the state and 

science did not disappear: 

Thoughtful officers in the armed services, made aware by the war of the 



impact of civilian scientists might have upon the advance of defense 
technology, did not want the military to retreat from its historically 
unparalleled involvement with civilian science (Kevles, 1974/1978, p. 
145) 

In particular, the Office of Naval Research was making increasing use of scientists, 

and was able to maintain steady federal funding to do so (Pursell, 1966). 

In the 1920s, science enjoyed immense public popularity, but still little 

assistance from the federal government. Spurred by the efforts of scientists and 

philanthropists, and with the help of the burgeoning advertising industry, science 
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became popular as a producer of technological marvels that would reduce the working 

day, make homes cleaner, and generally improve the lives of Americans (Kevles, 

1974/1978, p. 174). By the mid 1920s, the public popularity of science skyrocketed, 

and total amount spent on scientific research came to over $200,000,000--but with 

industry providing more than twice as much as the federal government (Kevles, 

1974/1978, p. 182). This happy state of affairs did not last with the onset of the 

Depression in the 1930s. 

Rather than being praised for their contributions to the betterment of everyday 

life, and as the producers of technological miracles, during the 1930s scientists were 

condemned as the producers of machines that took away jobs. Scientists themselves 

were also increasingly joining the ranks of the unemployed: nearly 20% of the 

chemists living near New York City in 1932 were unemployed, and hundreds of 

engineers in major cities remained jobless throughout the 1930s (Kuznick, 1987: pp. 
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24-31). Prominent and active scientific researchers at universities were also 

increasingly joined the ranks of the unemployed (Kuznick, 1987, p.28). Federal 

assistance for scientific work dropped 12.5% between 1931 and 1932, going from 

$75,800,000 to $66,300,OOO.IS 

Scientists tried to use their loose ties to the executive branch to bring more 

money to science, with some degree of success. By 1936, federal funding levels were 

back up to their 1932 levels. The total amount spent on science, however, was still 

meager: in 1939, the government was spending only $50 million on research and 

development, most of it on agricultural research (Lapp (1965: 45). The only other 

significant government sponsorship of science was though the National Bureau of 

Standards, which busied itself with little more than making sure that weights and 

measures were standardized across states--and even they limped along with a budget 

of only $2 million (Lapp, 1965: 45). 

The impetus for major state sponsorship of science came in the late 1930s, as a 

result of the convergent political interests of scientists and the state. As I suggested 

earlier, severe unemployment in the 1930s did not spare scientists. One of the ways 

scientists dealt with this problem (and not a solution that was unique to scientists) was 

to form employment organizations that would help create new jobs, and match 

scientists to existing jobs. As fascism began to spread in Europe and the Communist 

15 "Reductions in Appropriations for Scientific Work Under the Federal 
Government." Science, 7/29/32. 
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movement grew in the U.S., many of these organizations became more political in 

nature. Scientist's employment organizations began to tout scientific solutions to the 

Depression, and to argue for an increased role for science in the defeat of fascism. For 

these reasons, they encouraged the state to support science (Kuznick, 1987). 

Scientists had another, explicitly political reason for opposing the spread of 

fascism. Having watched the decimation of scientists in Germany and the rapid spread 

of fascism, many were convinced of the need to act quickly to defeat Hitler. By 1938, 

American scientists were firmly behind the broad anti-fascist sentiment that was 

emerging in the U.S. Led by Jewish and Eastern European emigre scientists--many of 

whom left to escape persecution--groups were formed to bring prominent Jewish 

scientists to the U.S. These groups provided relocation assistance and stipends for the 

newly arrived scientists, using funding provided by industrialists and Jewish 

philanthropists (Kuznick, 1987). It was not simply through organizations that 

scientists expressed their opposition to fascism. Nearly 1300 scientists and scholars 

signed a document which called for the U.S. to stop the spread of fascism.16 

Out of this political context came scientist's proposal to build an atomic bomb. 

Fearful of the Nazi's political power and convinced that German scientists could build 

an atomic bomb, Eugene Wigner and Leo Szilard, two Jewish Hungarian emigre 

physicists, urged Albert Einstein to approach President Roosevelt to ask for funding 

16 The definitive history of this activity is Peter J. Kuznick, Beyond the Laboratory 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1987). 
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for the development of such a bomb by American scientists. In 1939 Einstein asked 

Roosevelt for such funding. Although skeptical, Roosevelt appropriated $6000 for the 

project The project, now known as the Manhattan Project (MP) was transferred to the 

National Defense Research Committee (set up by prominent scientists in 1940 to 

streamline the tie between science and weapons production). After early success, the 

MP grew dramatically, employing as many as 5000 scientists at one time (Kevles, 

1974/1978, chapter 19). 

After the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the state's debt to science was 

undebatable, as Lasby (1966) notes: 

The widespread attention lavished upon [science and the military] in 
victory represented more than natural and spontaneous adulation. It 
expressed a realization that both had emerged from the war as strategic 
elites--groups with special knowledge, skills and values ... (p. 267). 

The White House called the atomic bomb "the greatest achievement of organized 

science in history" (Kevles, 1974/1978, p.334), and physicists in particular were hailed 

as heroes by the public. They were 

exhibited as lions at Washington tea parties, were invited to conventions 
of social scientists, where their opinions on society were respectfully 
listened to by life-long experts in the field, attended conventions of 
religious orders and discoursed on theology, were asked to endorse 
plans for world government, and to give simplified lectures on the 
nucleus to Congressional Committees (Allison, 1950, quoted in Lasby, 
1966, p.270). 

Because scientists were able to demonstrate the phenomenal utility of science 

in producing usable military hardware, federal funding for science increased 
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dramatically after the war. These inventions changed the very meaning of national 

boundaries; no nation could afford to be without a scientific work force that could 

produce such weapons, lest they be vulnerable to attacks from nations far from their 

own borders. Shifting political alignments after the war also meant that the U.S. could 

no longer count heavily on Europe (particularly Germany) to provide basic scientific 

research (Price, 1954: 32-33), and must therefore invest in the development of its own 

scientists. For these reasons, World War II marked the beginning of the massive state 

funding of science. As Dickson (1984/1988) and Kevles (1974/1978) observe, 

Mter the war ended, the government needed little convincing that 
substantial federal support for academic science, previously considered 
taboo on both sides, promised a path to civilian prosperity. (Dickson, p. 
26). 

If it was the responsibility of the civilian scientist to contribute his 
expertise to defense research, it was also the responsibility of the federal 
government to finance the basic research and training on which the 
nation's security ultimately depended (Kevles, p. 341). 

New agencies with an applied focus were set up, and existing agencies received 

vastly increased funding, as Figures 2-2, 2-3, and 2-4 show. 

FIGURE 2-2 HERE 

FIGURE 2-3 HERE 

FIGURE 2-4 HERE 

The agencies receiving the largest proportion of funding, (Defense, the Atomic Energy 
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Commission and NASA) were those with military applications and those related to the 

space race, crucial to U.S. superiority in the Cold War. Conversely, those receiving 

the lowest percentages of funding were the National Science Foundation and the 

National Institutes of Health, both of which are engaged primarily in basic research17. 

Not only was science now closely tied to the state, it was especially central to the 

military needs of the state; indeed, by 1959,59% of the federal rand d budget went 

toward defense-related research. IS 

Federal expenditures for science were considerably less than 100 million 

dollars in 1930, but by 1945 they had reached a billion dollars--a 10 fold increase. 

That figure doubled in 1954, with the U.S spending well over 2 billion dollars a year 

on science research and development (Price, 1954: 35). 

By 1953, the federal government had overtaken industry and philanthropies as 

the major source of funding for science, providing 53% of all rand d funds, 48% of 

those for basic research, and 59% of those for applied research. By 1968, the 

17 Basic research is defined as research directed toward increases of knowledge in 
science with "the primary aim of the investigator ... a fuller understanding of the subject 
under study rather than a practical application thereof." Applied research is research is 
simply that which is "directed toward the practical application of knowledge." 
(National Science Foundation. 1972. National Patterns of Rand D Resources: Funds 
and Manpower in the United States. 1953-1970. p. 21). 

18 National Science Foundation. 1977. National Patterns of Rand D Resources: 
Funds and Manpower in the United States, p. 34. 
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percentages increased to 60%, 64% and 55%, respectively.19 Thus, by the early 1950s 

the government was the major sponsor of science, a significant change from the 1920s, 

when it was industry and philanthropy that were the major supporters of science 

( n. ... " .. n 1 9f:.f:.\ rWt3...."u., .L vVJ. 

The launching of the Soviet satellite Sputnik in October 1957 sent U.S. 

expenditures even higher, with more and more monies devoted to NASA's Apollo 

missions. As Price suggests, 

We had to turn not merely to a state of constant armament and 
psychological warfare, but to a process of looking a decade ahead with 
respect to the production of the scientists who were to carry on the 
basic research that would serve as the technological basis for future 
weapons systems. [constant mobilization] required the continuous 
managerial subsidy by government of the higher education of scientists 
and others (1954: 39). 

In 1958, the president signed the National Defense Education Act, which made 

available 250 million dollars for the improvement of public school facilities--

particularly in the sciences. Many schools around the nation adopted the Physical 

Science Study Committee plan for physics research, designed to make American 

students competitive with Soviet students (Kevles, 1974/1978, p.367). In that same 

year, the JASON division of the Institute of Defense Analysis (IDA), a special branch 

of the Department of Defense, was formed. Its purpose was to bring the best and 

brightest physicists to work on problems of national defense. Work done under the 

19 National Science Foundation. 1977. National Patterns of Rand D Resources: 
Funds and Manpower in the United States. 1953-1977. pp. 32-3. 
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aegis of JASON was classified, and primarily involved the development of weapons 

such as the anti-ballistic missile system (ABM) (Cabn, 1971). 

The continued rise in federal science funding was largely stimulated by the 

Cold War, which demanded not only that the U.S. keep up with the Soviet Union 

technologically through weapons development, but also symbolically by demonstrating 

the superiority of American schools and scientists. That science was an integral part 

of the battle against the Soviet Union is evident in a statement by a member of the 

Department of the Budget, who in commenting on the huge increases in funding for 

science said: 

In short, the demands of the cold war and the need for better weapons 
have been the major factors in the tremendous expansion of government 
support [for science] and for the level of expenditures for research and 
development we are now experiencing20 

But it was not just military interests that drove the large-scale funding of 

science; economic factors were also important. In 1955 economists told the Congress 

and the president that "scientific research and invention provided a more important 

basis for long term growth than capital accumulation" (quoted in Price, 1954: 34). 

As funding for research grew, so did the number of scientists. The number of 

science Ph.D.s rose at the same rate as other disciplines: an 18 fold from 1945 to 

1970. But the rise within particular scientific disciplines was quite different than the 

20 William D. Carey, Department of the Budget, "The Support of Scientific 
Research, in Scientific Manpower, 1957:23, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 
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general trend. Throughout the 196Os, the number of doctoral degrees awarded in 

biology grew at a faster rate than any other major scientific discipline. Figure 2-5 

shows the differences in growth between selected disciplines. 

FIGURE 2-5 ABOUT HERE 

Although the growth in doctoral degree recipients in science is consistent with 

the growth of doctorates in all fields, the demand for scientists outstripped supply by 

the late 1950s, in part due to the pressures of the Cold War, as Lee A. DuBridge, 

president of Cal Tech (and later target of activist scientists) argued: 

It is perfectly obvious. of course, that one of the principal reasons for 
the immediate shortage of technical personnel in the United States is the 
grave military and economic contest we must wage with the U.S.S.R.21 

By the early 1960s, government sponsorship of science was firmly entrenched, 

and the Cuban Missile Crisis only reinforced the need to be prepared militarily. The 

NASA budget doubled yearly, and sometimes tripled between 1959 and 1964 when the 

initial investment in the Apollo missions and efforts to put an American on the moon 

were initiated. 

Primarily because of their ability to produce knowledge that could be used for 

weapons development and for economic growth, and in part because of the prestige 

21 Lee A. DuBridge. "Scientists and Engineers: Quantity Plus Quality." Science 
8/17/56. 
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that a highly productive scientific community could bring in the Cold War, scientists 

enjoyed steady and high levels of government sponsorship. While a boon for scientific 

research, this new tie to the state had other, more troublesome implications for 

scientists claims to autonomy, and social responsibility. As the peace and antiwar 

protests of the 1950s and 1960s began to question the militarism on which many 

aspects of social and political life were based, and a counterculture which challenged 

rationality as the dominant organizing principle of modem societies, scientists found 

themselves no longer touted as heroes , but portrayed as villans responsible for a 

variety of social and political ills. 

2.3 Social and Intellectual Implications of Federal Sponsorship of Science 

Historians and sociologists of science have portrayed the close tie between 

science and the state as mutually advantageous. Indeed, it has been a financial boon 

to science, and politically and militarily indispensable for the state. Science has 

received steady and high levels of funding from the state, and in return, has been 

granted a high degree of freedom from state interference in research. The state 

benefits from this arrangement by insuring that it has continual production of 

technical knowledge that it may appropriate, and maintains a "reserve anny of labor" 

that can be mobilized in times of war for weapons production (Dickson, 1984/1988, 

Kevles, 1974/1978; Mukerji, 1989). In addition, as Mukerji (1989) illustrates, the state 

also depends on scientists to legitimate various kinds of claims and actions, by making 

use of the popularly held belief that science is objective, independent and disinterested. 
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Science and scientists are a valuable resource for the state, because since the 

Renaissance science has represented the pinnacle of intellectual development: rational, 

rather than religious, thought at its most advanced. Science then, becomes crucial in 

understanding a broader set of questions about state maintenance: how does the state 

legitimate itself! And how does it mobilize resources and knowledge for making war 

against international enemies and against dissenting groups within the nation? 

Scientists' ability to monopolize claims to objectivity and rationality (Mulkay, 1981) 

make it especially important for the state to maintain alliances with science as an 

institution (Lapp, 1965). 

While science is an important component of state power, it is also clear that 

the participation of scientists in state politics gives scientists themselves considerable 

structural power that is in addition to the power they derive from knowledge claims. 

Through their participation in advisory boards and informai channels that link them to 

agencies in the legislative branch, scientists are able to participate in decision making 

without being subject to the formal rules, norms and sanctions that govern the work of 

elected politicians and bureaucrats (Lapp, 1965). 

This tie between scientists and the state might seem to satisfy both parties-

scientists are assured the steady funding that they had sought for so long, and the state 

is assured the steady production of scientific knowledge that it had come to believe 

was essential for economic and military growth. But such a view overlooks the 

uneasiness with which some scientists accepted this arrangement. Beginning even 
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before the end of World War II and continuing throughout the 1980s, scientists have 

repeatedly expressed ambivalence about this relationship, often by engaging in actions 

which oppose state policies, activities and scientific claims. While this has sometimes 

been in a relatively institutionalized and genteel fashion, at other times this expression 

has taken a much more radical tone. Financial dependence then, has not easily 

translated into a seamless political alliance.22 

Why has this been so? The close tie threatened to undermine one of the key 

tenets of scientist's claims to professionalism: autonomy. Professions are those 

occupations where members make claims to a monopoly on a particular skill, and 

claim autonomy from the interests of other groups (Luker, 1984; Slayton and 

Treblicock, 1977; Abbott, 1988). As a profession, however, science is under more 

pressure than other groups to demonstrate autonomy. As Kleinman (1992) 

demonstrates, while scientists welcomed the state sponsorship of science after World 

War II (and were in a strong position to set the terms of this tie), even the most 

central actors in the debate over the tie were uneasy about state control over science. 

Autonomy (independence from the interests of other groups) is one of the central 

bases of the legitimation of science as a practice. as sociologists of science have long 

observed. Robert K. Merton for example, viewed the disinterestedness-as one of the 

22 If financial dependence ~ to translate into political dependence, then we 
would expect that a drop in funding to account for an increase in organizations that 
were at least in part opposing state policy. Figure 2-3 shows that federal funding for 
science actually went up between 1947 and 1970. 
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central nonns of science (Merton, 1942/1973). By disinterestedness, he meant the 

quality of making scientific judgements that were independent of the interests of 

scientists or their sponsors. Other writers have also suggested that autonomy is central 

to the practice of science: 

The decisive fact is that in the autonomous scientific community, 
decisions as to truth and falsity, as to feasibility, and appropriateness are 
made by scientists in the light of standards which their own best 
judgement recommends. These standards are inherited in the scientific 
tradition. They are the product of the reflection, observation, and genius 
of the best minds of several centuries;. they undergo continual and 
gradual revision, clarification and improvement in accordance with the 
judgement of scientists who respect their own tradition and yet move 
freely, critically, and creatively within it (Shils, 1956: p. 611). 

Undirected scientific research is the investment capital out of which 
technological applications must emerge ... while the utility of any of piece 
of research may not be predictable, it is axiomatic that the total effort 
will payoff in the long run." (Reagan, 1969: p. 5). 

At the end of World War II, many scientists feared (and as it turns out, justly) 

that capturing science financially meant capturing science intellectually (Kevles, 

1974/1978; Smith, 1965; Price, 1954). It was around this issue--intellectual autonomy-

-that debates over the funding, regulation, and oversight of the AEC, and later the 

National Science Foundation, revolved. Scientists wanted the AEC to be free from 

military control, believing that such control would prevent the free exchange of 

information, and hence, the development of science. The AEC was not de jure tied to 

the military, but its major function has been the production of plutonium for weapons 

(Dawson, 1976; Hewlett and Hall, 1983). One of the ways in which scientists 
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compromised with the state on the issue of autonomy was to allow state control over 

the AEC, but scientific control over what was to become the National Science 

Foundation. In the document which most clearly stated the position of scientists on 

the issue of autonomy--Science-The Endless Frontier--Vannevar Bush and his 

colleagues advocated an organization "free from the influence of pressure groups, free 

from the necessity of producing immediate practical results, free from dictation by a 

central board. (Bush, 1960: 79, quoted in Kleinman, 1992:22) 

A second distinctive feature of science as a profession is that it serves a 

"client" which is distinct from the clients of other professional groups: humanity in 

toto. Science is not in the service of a highly organized or identifiable group, but 

rather, in the service of a diffuse and differentiated group that is presumed to be 

served by uncovering knowledge that can be used by non-scientists for the betterment 

of humanity. As I showed above, at the end of World War II, scientists were hailed as 

heroes for having produced a weapon which helped the U.S. decisively stop the spread 

of fascism. While scientists were justifiably proud of this achievement, the 

development of the bomb left a heavy moral burden to bear, which threatened to call 

into question the notion of scientists as servants of humanity. There could be no 

doubt that scientists were in some way responsible for the horrific destruction of 

Hiroshima and Nagasaki. After the detonation of the test bomb at Alamogordo New 

Mexico, Kenneth Bainbridge, the chief of operations said to Robert Oppenheimer: 

"Now we're all sons of bitches." (quoted in Kevles, 1974/1978, p.335). Since a close 
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tie between science and the state was rapidly developing after the war, many scientists 

wondered if this meant that all of science would now be directed toward the 

development of weapons for destruction (Smith, 1965; Strickland, 1968; Grodzins and 

Rabinowitch, 1963). In the eyes of many scientists, this was not an agenda that was 

compatible with the broad scientific imperative to serve humanity: 

If we take the stand that our object is merely to see that the next 
war is bigger and better, we ultimately lose the respect of the public. In 
popular demagogy we [will] become the unpaid servants of the 
'munitions makers' and mere technicians, rather than the self-sacrificing 
pUblic-spirited citizens we feel ourseives to be (ll Rabi, quoted in 
Kevles, 1974/1978, p. 335). 

The close tie to the state, then, had the potential to threaten two elements that 

were central to science as a profession and as a practice: autonomy, and commitment 

to the betterment of humankind.23 However, the need to express these elements 

varies over time. At particular historical junctures, political arrangements made it 

feasible for--and sometimes forced--scientists to engage in activities which 

demonstrated service and autonomy. One of the ways in which they did so was to 

form public interest science organizations--organizations that used science for the 

betterment of humankind, and which were often critical of the state. In the next 

section, I show how the initial formation of public interest science organizations after 

23 Scientists formed organizations that were independent of existing professional 
and political organizations in other historical periods, of course. The kinds of activities 
and claims that these groups made, were conditioned by their relations with other 
institutions in society and the kinds of action that were open to them. 
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the war was followed by a period of inactivity on the part of scientists, but picked up 

again in the late 1950s as the political climate became more receptive to political 

dissent. 

2.4 The "Scientist's Movement:" 1945.1946, and Fallout Information Groups, 

1958·1963 

In 1946, an organization called the Federation of American Scientists (FAS) 

was formed by former Manhattan Project (MP) scientists to lobby for civilian rather 

than military control over the AEC. (Smith, 1965; Strickland, 1968). FAS, then, acted 

on behalf of scientists who wished to demonstrate intellectual autonomy from the 

state. But FAS did not satisfy an important need of some members of the scientific 

community--the expression of moral independence from the state, and was wisely read 

by liberal intellectuals (DeBenedetti, 1990: 14). 

At the University of Chicago, members of the MP's Metallurgical Laboratory 

("Met Lab"), were vehemently and actively opposed to the state's military agenda for 

science. Even before the end of the war, Met Lab scientists, led by Nobel Laureate 

James Franck and Leo Szilard, had opposed dropping the atomic bomb on the 

Japanese. In what is now know as the Franck Report, they pleaded with Secretary of 

War Stimson to demonstrate the power of the bomb in New Mexico for Japanese 

officials. They argued that to do otherwise would open the door to "an era of 

devastation on an unimaginable scale" (quoted in Kevles, 1974/1978, p.335). The 

Chicago group was rebuffed by Stimson, who acted instead on the advice of another 



group of scientists that advocated the bombing of the Japanese (Smith, 1965; 

Strickland, 1968). 
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The actions of Stimson showed Franck, Szilard and others at Chicago that the 

close tie to the military meant that an arms race would soon develop, and that 

scientific research would soon be directed toward that goal (Kevles, 1974/1978, p. 

336; Lanouette, 1993). FAS provided some possibility for establishing an independent 

voice among scientists. They were, however, quickly disappointed, when it became 

clear that FAS was primarily a voice for the promotion of intellectual autonomy. 

They did not, however, give up the struggle to direct the intellectual and moral activity 

of science. Instead they founded the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists (BAS), a journal 

which was to become the major voice for scientists wishing to express political and 

moral positions regarding science. This publication was and remains one of the 

central vehicles for the exchange of political and moral ideas about science, 

particularly between scientists. 

In addition to BAS, another organization that sought to express the moral 

autonomy of science from the state's military agenda was founded in 1949: The 

Society for Social Responsibility in Science (SSRS). Founded at the cusp of the Cold 

War, and espousing a more openly political stance than BAS or FAS, the SSRS had 

difficulty attracting members. It collapsed in 1953 (Nichols, 1974). 

In spite of a promising start in the effort to demonstrate autonomy and moral 

responsibility to humanity, the 1950s brought the suppression of these debates. 
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Opportunities for dissent were sharply curtailed by the Cold War and McCarthyism. 

There was no shortage of reminders to scientists of the costs of dissent. During the 

1950s, FAS became nearly defunct, and the BAS fell into a period of apoliticism. 

After Alan Nunn May and Klaus Fuchs, two British scientists who had worked on the 

British Atomic Bomb program, were found guilty of espionage for the Soviet Union, 

state control of scientists became more stringent In 1948, three out of four papers 

produced by the atomic energy commission were classified. All AEC fellowship 

recipients were required to have security clearance, and some members of Congress 

tried, unsuccessfully, to have a similar requirement imposed on NSF fellowship 

recipients. Foreign scientists were denied visas to the U.S (Kevles, 1974;1978). 

But even more chilling in their effects were attacks on the loyalty of eminent 

scientists who just a few years earlier had been hailed as heroes and patriots. Among 

those investigated by the House Un-American Activities Committee (HUAC) was 

Edward U. Condon, former head of the American Physical Society, who was accused 

of having "entertained or associated with Soviet agents." (Kevles, 1974/1978: p.379). 

The clearest message to scientists came in 1954, when J. Robert Oppenheimer was 

denied security clearance, and his position with the AEC was terminated. The 

evidence against Oppenheimer was that he had associated with Communists in the 

1930s, and had opposed the development of the hydrogen bomb on moral grounds. 

Oppenheimer was found to be loyal, but that he had exhibited "a willful disregard of 

the normal and proper obligations of security, and had ... evidenced fundamental defects 



80 

in his character" (Kevles, 197411978: p.381). The effect of the state efforts at control 

was the suppression of dissent among scientists. As Harvard physicist Edwin Kemble 

said, "Many scientists have felt it prudent to avoid political entanglements. Join 

nothing, sign nothing, and you are pretty sure not to get into bad company!" (Quoted 

in Kevles, 1974/1978, p.383). In addition to a repressive political climate, the strong 

consensus that scientists were helping to defeat, or keep at bay, the Soviet Union, 

made the necessity of making other claims to serve humanity less pressing (Price, 

1954). 

By the end of the 1950s, however, the the political climate became more 

hospitable for the expression of political and intellectual opinions that were critical of 

the state. The kinds of loyalty oaths and investigations that had characterized the 

earlier part of the decade had become less common, and the expression of political 

dissent more common (Ladd and Lipset, 1974; McAdam, 1982; Katz, 1986). One of 

the consequences of this change was that the informal restrictions on the exchange of 

scientific infonnation were lessened. Data on the effects of lOW-level radiation on 

genetic mutation began to receive more attention, and more articles on the subject 

began to appear.24 Unlike fallout from atomic bombs, the fallout from h-bombs 

24 As early as 1953, Science contained reports of the levels of fallout from atomic 
testing (see Eisenbrud and Harley, in volume 117, p. 141). In 1956, the NAS released 
a public report which was also reported in Science, which stated that byproducts of 
atomic fallout accumulated in human bones ("Pathologic Effects of Atomic Radiation." 
Science 7/13/56. A month later, MerrH Eisenbud and John H. Harley reported in the 
level of radioactive products found in the atmosphere of the 25 American cities where 
collection devices had been set up. Some, like Grand Junction, Colorado and Salt Lake 
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could be carried around the world and return to the ground far from the point of 

explosion (Katz, 1986: 14, Eisenbrud and Harley, Science. 8/10/56). In 1956 scientists 

at Washington University showed that strontium-90, a byproduct of nuclear explosions, 

was mistaken by human bodies for calcium, and absorbed by the bones. The problem 

was that no one, including scientists, was quite sure how much radiation would harm 

people of various ages, but it was clear that radiation was not harmless.2S The 1963 

publication of biologist Rachel Carson's book Silent Spring. in which she documented 

the deadly effects of DDT on wildlife, provided scientists and the public with more 

information about the costs of "progress" through science. 

At the same time that scientists were circulating more information about fallout 

among themselves--data which was not always consonant with that of the federal 

govemment--peace protests began to rise, in part because of the launching of Sputnik, 

and in part as a result of the dramatic increases in nuclear tests by both the Soviet 

Union and the United States (Katz, 1986). Rather than acclaiming scientists for their 

achievements, this movement condemned scientists for going along with the military 

agenda of the state. The relationship between the peace movement of the period and 

the development of these organizations is shown in Figure 2-6. It is clear that the 

City, Utah recorded levels 4 or 5 times the national average, while others like 
Rochester, New York, were well below average ("Radioactive Fallout Through 
September 1955" Science, 8/10/56). Of the twenty-five cities in which these collection 
devices were set up, 15 eventually had a "fallout information group" formed. 

2S Greater St. Louis Committee for Nuclear Information. 4/21/58. Founding 
Resolution. LOC, Be papers, box 431. 



formation of public interest science organizations closely follows peaks in peace 

activism. 

FIGURE 2-6 HERE 
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One of the leading organizations in the peace movement was the National 

Committee for a Sane Nuclear Policy (SANE). SANE was not exclusively a 

scientists' organization, but a pacifist organization that was founded in part by 

scientists. Many of these scientists had become involved after the 1954 H-Bomb test 

that showered a Japanese fishing boat called the Lucky Dragon with fallout. One of 

the crew members died, and the others became severely ill (Katz, 1986). Norman 

Cousins, Albert Einstein, Linus Pauling and Albert Schweitzer were among the 

scientists who were instrumental in the founding and launching of SANE. Cousins 

had been motivated in part by his discussions with Barry Commoner over the fallout 

issue (Commoner, personal communication; Katz, 1986). SANE worked with other 

U.S. peace groups to restrict the testing of nuclear weapons (and, they hoped, 

ultimately to eliminate all atomic weapons) and later, to work for peace in Vietnam 

(Katz, 1986). Most significantly, SANE widely publicized the dangers of fallout and 

questioned the notion of progress through technocracy. 

Some scientists began to look for ways to use science for what they considered 

to be more productive ends. Harvard physicist George Kistiakowsky said that there 
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was a need for "the skillful interpreter who can translate scientific results into 

language the average reader can understand and appreciate." (quoted in Nelkin, 1987: 

136). In a 1959 address to scientists convened for a London conference of the 

Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament that was reprinted in Science. Bertrand Russell 

summed up the task facing scientists by arguing that 

I do not think this work can be successfully accomplished except by the 
help of men of science. They, alone, can speak with the authority that 
is necessary to combat the misleading statements of those who have 
permitted themselves to become merchants of death. If disinterested 
scientists do not speak out, the others will succeed in conveying a 
distorted impression not only to the public but also to the politicians .. .I 
think men of science should realize that unless something rather drastic 
is done under the leadership or through the inspiration of some part of 
the scientific world, the human race, like the Gaderene swine, will rush 
down a steep place to destruction in blind ignorance of the fact that 
scientific skill has prepared for it.26 

In spite of the fact that the public, in the broadest sense, did not view science with 

disapproval,27 some scientists and members of the federal government apparently did 

26 Bertrand Russell, "The Social Responsibility of Scientists." Science 2/12/60. 

27 The new concern among scientists to demonstrate the social utility of science 
was not driven by public disapproval of science--indeed the popularity of science in 
the late 1950s and early 1960s was perhaps the highest it had ever been. In January 
of 1961, for example, Time magazine selected fifteen prominent scientists as its 
collective men of the year, stating that "statesmen and savants are their [the 
government and industry] servants ... science is at the apogee of its power." (quoted in 
Dickson, p. 29). In 1963, 92% of Americans said that they rated the "prestige or 
general standing of science" as "excellent". Nine years later it had dropped to 86% 
(though this drop followed a general decline in the prestige of all professions, with 
scientists consistently ranking higher than nearly all other professions) (National 
Science Foundation, 1992, p. ). In 1957 94% of Americans agreed that "Science and 
technology are making our lives easier, happier and more comfortable." In 1979, 80% 



feel that at least some members of the public were mistrustful of science. The Joint 

Committee on Atomic Energy said in a report that "Information on fallout has 

evidently not reached the public in adequate or understandable ways ... " (quoted in 

Commoner, 1958). Scientists themselves also believed that the public was skeptical 

about science: 

Besides being poorly informed, the public has been confused by 
disagreements among scientists regarding the biological danger of 
present and anticipated radiation levels from fallout. The public is 
accustomed to associating science with truth and is dismayed that 
scientists appear to find the truth about fallout so elusive (Commoner, 
1958: p. 1024). 

Thus, three factors were respnsible for the development of the tension between 

development of the peace movement, in which some prominent scientists were 
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involved, the spread of new scientific infonnation about fallout among scientists, and 

thaw in the previously repressive political climate, posed new challenges for scientists. 

For scientists who had leftist political sympathies and involvements, these 

developments posed a challenges. One of the ways in which scientists dealt with this 

of Americans agreed. (National Science Board. 1991. Science and Engineering 
Indicators. 10th ed., p. 455). In 1957, 58% of Americans said they had "great 
confidence" in science; the percentages had dropped to 56%, 32%, and 37% in 1966, 
1971 and 1972, respectively. (National Science Foundation, 1992, p.). In addition, 
public opinion researchers argued that "Launchings of Sputnik and other satellites have 
not created any change in the number who see the world as worse or better off 
because of science, nor in the attribution of responsibility for these effects." (Stephen 
B. Withey. 1959. "Public Opinion About Science and Scientists." Public Opinion 
Quarterly 23: 387). Thus, it is unlikely that scientists involvement was driven by a 
generalized mistrust of science by the public. 
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problem was to form, at a local level, scientists' committees for atomic infonnation. 

Between 1958 and 1963, 19 such organizations were formed.28 The committees were 

located in cities with large research universities, such as Rochester, New York, 

Boston, Stanford, and Sl Louis, and undertook to gather, "translate" and disseminate 

information on the levels of fallout in the U.S., and the dangers of such fallout. 

These organizations sought to discharge their moral duty to serve humanity by 

providing the public with information about fallout, arguing that state control of 

science had corrupted democracy. The Jeffersonian ideal of an educated public 

making informed political decisions had become perverted, because citizens were 

denied access to the kinds of information they needed by an overly secretive 

government (Weaver, 197x; Commoner, 1958; Katz, 1986; DuBridge, 1963; Dubos, 

1965). The formation of fallout information groups was halted, however, when fears 

of the "hazards of atomic fallout were dampened by the Test Ban Treaty of 1963 which 

halted above-ground atomic bomb testing. 

2.5 The Rise of Campus Protest and Formation of Public Interest Science 

Organizations, 1965-1970 

The third, largest, and most varied wave of public interest science organization 

took place in 1969. The rise of this new wave of activism among scientists came 

emerged from very different sources than earlier activism: 

28 Scientist's Institute for Public Information. 2/17/63. Press Release announcing 
the fonnation of SIPI. LOC, BC papers, box 429. 



... the origins of this movement can be found in the political convulsions 
which were taking place around the Vietnam War and the civil rights 
movement. Many people working in science initially developed a social 
conscience and became politically active, not around scientific 
questions, but around these non-scientific issues (Beckwith, 1986: p. 
120). 

Before 1965 protest activity had been largely confined to the civil rights 
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movement, had taken place largely in the south, and was most often locally aimed at 

institutions such as stores and transporation companies that discriminated against 

blacks, with the intention of pressing the federal government into enforcing the rights 

of blacks (McAdam, 1982). The civil rights movement, however, opened the door for 

the development of protest by other groups, as Jenkins (1987a) shows 

The early civil rights victories ... unleashed the general wave of new 
movements by providing models of effective action, identifying new 
resources, and giving proof of the new political opportunities ... social 
movement successes typically inspire new challenges by training new 
cadres, furnishing strategic models, and generating new enthusiasms (p. 
289) 

By 1965, the effects of the civil rights movement were becoming more visible, as the 

numbers of protests around other issue grew, and increasingly took place on college 

campuses. The "models" of action that Jenkins notes were often brought to college 

campuses by Freedom Summer participants. Freedom Summer was a civil rights 

movement project in which hundreds of mainly white, northern college students came 

to the south to assist blacks in voter registration, teaching and other civil rights 

activities. At the end of the summer, many participants returned to their colleges, 

bringing with them the models of action and enthusiasms that Jenkins notes (McAdam, 
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1988). 

Mter 1965, the focus of political protest in America changed dramatically, as 

Figure 2-7 shows. 

FIGURE 2-7 HERE 

President Johnson's commitment to increase the number of troops in Vietnam 

was especially important in the development of antiwar protest (Morgan, 1991: p. 

102). Students began to uncover the linkages between universities, the military, and 

the war in Vietnam. The targets of their attack were those representations of this 

arrangement that were most accessible--most often this meant universities themselves 

(Breines, 1982/1989; Morgan, 1991, p.90). As Morgan (1991) observes: 

Feeling anguish over the war and increasingly powerless to stop it, 
students demanded that their institutions cease all activities linked to the 
war effort, if not take a stand against the war (pp. 90-1). 

The significance of this stepped up protest for scientists was that they were 

increasingly located on college campuses where antiwar protest was taking place, as 

Figure 2-8 shows. 

FIGURE 2-8 HERE 

The antiwar movement was only one of a number of intertwined movements that arose 
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in the 1960s. Students, women, Chicanos, Asians, American Indians, and consumers 

were among those mobilized around issues particular to their community. But other 

movements encompassed members that incorporated individuals from many 

communities (though most often they were students). These included the hippie 

counterculture, and fundamentalist Jesus Freaks (Morgan, 1991). 

These movements (the antiwar movement and the counterculture in particular) 

were important in shaping the rise of a new wave of public interest science 

organizations. They provided a critique of the role of science and technology in 

contributing to the ills of society, and a call to join the personal with the political. 

The critiques were a direct threat to the autonomy of science and to the notion that 

science was a force for the benefit of humanity. Unlike the earlier two periods, there 

was no broad public consensus that weapons were necessary to keep America safe; if 

anything, there was a broad questioning of the militarism that had characterized the 

post-war period, and a broad suspicion of the state and those associated with it (Gitlin, 

1987; Breines, 1982/1989). 

In the 1960s, humanist intellectuals began to challenge the hegemony of 

science and technology, providing a critique of science and technology as a cause of 

the very unpopular war in Vietnam, and as a cause of more general problems in 

society. In Pentagon of Power for example, Lewis Mumford argued that since 1940, a 

science-military-industrial machine had emerged that subordinated human purposes to 

its own needs (Mumford, 1967). Theodore Roszak indicted science and scientists 



for providing the image of nature that invited the rape [of the 
environment] and ... the sensibility that has licensed it .. those who defend 
rationality speak for a valuable human qUality. But they often seem not 
to realize that Reason as they honor it is the Godword of a specific and 
impassioned ideology [which leads to an] unavoidable technocratic 
elitism.29 

In 1966 Evert Clark argued that the scientific elite in the 

U.S. was "an implement-and even a cause of war, to be dismantled or at 
least blamed for all our current ills and punished in some way.,,30 

Scientists were accused of viewing with horror 

the creation of a political organization that could present them with 
anything like the power that is required to undo the policies that have 
made them key agents of waste and destruction ... 31 
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The attack on science and technology was so widespread that at a White House 

Ceremony for the National Medal of Science Award President Johnson was compelled 

to defend scientists: 

An aggrieved public does not draw the fme line between 'good' science 
and 'bad' technology ... You and I know that Frankenstein was the 
doctor, not the monster. But it would be well to remember that the 
people of the village, angered by the monster, marched against the 
doctor (quoted in Kevles, 1974/1978, p. 400). 

As the movement developed on college campuses, actions were directed against 

the most accessible representations of the arrangements that were thought to be the 

29 "Some Thoughts on the Other Side of This Life." New York Times. 4/12n3, p. 
L-45. 

30 "The Scientific-Government-Industrial Machine." The New Republic. 8/27/66, p. 
32-35. 

31 "Scientists, Once Gods, Now Victims." Scientific Research. 4/16/69, p. 24. 
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cause of the war. Often, this meant that protests took place at the military-supported 

buildings and laboratories in which scientists, where scientists were increasingly likely 

to work. 

Thus, in contrast to the 1940s and 1950s when alliances with the military could be 

seen as helpful in demonstrating scientist's commitment to human welfare, in the 

1960s this alliance became a serious liability. In Cambridge, Massachusetts, Students 

for a Democratic Society (SDS) protested against the strong military focus of science 

at MIT; Lincoln Laboratories and the Instrumentation Laboratory were the prime 

targets (Leslie, 1993; interview with Ira Rubenzahl, March 1991). At Stanford, 

protests were directed against the Stanford Research Institute, another science facility 

that had strong military ties; at Berkeley, protests were against Lawrence Livermore 

laboratories. Even before the protests at Livermore, participants in the Free Speech 

movement in 1964 condemned the university for its military focus (Morgan, 1991, 

p.115). At Columbia University in 1968, protesters rallied against the universities' ties 

to the IDA by protesting at the Pupin Laboratory, which was largely funded by 

Department of Defense monies. At Madison, Wisconsin, a young engineer, frustrated 

at the University's ties to the military, bombed the Army Math Research Center, 

killing a scientist (Leslie, 1993; Bates, 1992; Morgan, 1991). 

The counterculture that emerged at this time was also highly critical of science 

and rationality. On college campuses students were experimenting with drugs, 

astrology, psychedelic art, the occult and eastern religions--all based on entirely 
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different premises than Western rationality. The I Ching, astrology, American Indian 

rituals and yoga became preoccupations of a counterculture that sought to find ways to 

experience the human potential from within. Counterculture members valued 

experience rather than objectivity, and a kind of experience that was very different 

from the rigid, objective way of understanding reality espoused by science. Drugs 

were used because they 

revived the fresh, subjective and wide-open eyes of childhood. Instead 
of imposing an order on the ~orld, the tripping person would 
experience openness and wonder toward phenomena ... Psychedelic 
perception therefore reinforced feelings of horror at human 
destructiveness--the bombing of Vietnamese villages, the grinding 
desperation of the ghetto, an oil spill that turned fragile wetlands into a 
death swamp ... hallucinogens heightened the subjective experience of 
events otherwise made dry and abstract by technocratic 
verbiage ... (Morgan, 1991: pp. 199-200, emphasis added). 

Instead of embracing scientific modes of thought, thousands sought enlightenment and 

inner peace through religion, particularly Asian religions such as Bhuddism, Hinduism, 

and the many hybrids that emerged during the 1960s. Many traveled to Asia to 

experience and learn about these religions fIrst hand; thousands of others learned from 

the many gurus in the U.S. at the time (Morgan, 1991: pp. 200-201). 

The epistemological challenge to the dominance of rationality posed by the 

counterculture was heightened by developments in the philosophy of science which 

challenged the notion that scientific ideas were somehow more privileged and "true" 

than the ideas of other disciplines and fields. Works by Karl Popper and Thomas 

Kuhn provided an intellectual framework that was compatible with the ideas that 



humanist intellectuals were discussing. As a member of Science for the People 

recalled: 

I was sitting in on philosophy graduate courses, even though I was a 
chemistry graduate student I was interested in seeing how science fit in 
with knowledge as a whole. I became very influenced by the writings of 
Karl Popper ... his major thrust when he wrote about political subjects 
was that people like Marx distorted philosophy in the service of 
pernicious political ideas .. J was being very persuaded by Popper's 
writings, and at the same time becoming more and more active in a 
practical sense, being very much concerned about the issues that were 
emerging, and going to all these demonstrations and meetings and 
everything ... He [popper] really believes that intellectual structures are 
very provisional and you can knock them down at will; that they're 
there to be knocked down. That was a very liberating thing for me.32 

But it was not simply that these attacks were being made by non-scientists. 

Large numbers of young scientists were located on college campuses. Although the 
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median age of all scientists stayed relatively constant from 1950 to 1970, the median 

age category for physicists and biologists dropped from 30-35 to 25-29 between 1960 

and 1970.33 Over 70% of these young scientists were working on college campuses 

between 1965 and 1969.34 It was on college campuses that scientists were exposed to, 

32 Interview with Stuart Newman, Valhalla, NY, March 13, 1991. 

33 National Science Foundation. 1972. American Scientific Manpower p. 54;' 
National Science Foundation. 1970. American Scientific Manpower, p. 66; National 
Science Foundation. 1968. American Scientific Manpower, 1966, p. 76; National 
Science Foundation, 1966. American Scientific Manpower, 1964, p. 98. National 
Science Foundation. 1964. American Scientific Manpower, 1962, p. 20; National 
Science Foundation. 1961. American Scientific Manpower, 1956-1958, p. 17. 

34 National Science Foundation. 1972. American Scientific Manpower. p.54. As I 
show in chapter 3, it was not simply young scientists who were involved in these 
organizations, but it was young scientists who were often the most active. 



and often participated in the movements of the period: 

We [MIT students] ... had an AWOL soldier, and we protected him. I 
remember going to a lot teach-ins and demonstrations. Louie Kamp, 
[No am] Chomsky, they were giving these teach-ins ... The Resistance was 
b· 35 19 ... 
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For many of the younger scientists who had taken part in the programs of the 

National Defense Education Act in the late 50s and early 60s, the war in Vietnam and 

their increasing realization of the tie between science and the war, represented 

something very much alien to t.~eir idealized role of science as one of the bulwarks of 

democracy and freedom. For example, one scientist interviewed in 1991 recalled his 

fascination with science, and the social importance it had been accorded: 

It [where I became interested in science] was a National Science 
Foundation Program36 for high school students [at Cornell for the 
summer of 1960]. I worked in a laboratory, a pathology lab. It was like, 
wow! All these kids from all over, mostly New York State, but from all 
over, and you know, they were really bright kids .. .it was the Sputnik 
era. Sputnik was a real big thing, they started putting money into 
science, and it was clear that it was important. But also, you had 
opportunities, and I liked science.37 

Another scientist recalled the development of his political consciousness about the 

relationship between science and the war in Vietnam: 

I was quite disturbed by [Nobel Laureate Sidney] Drell's idea that 

35 Interview with Ira Rubenzahl, March 20, 1991. 

36 Sponsored by the National Defense Education Act of 1958. 

37 Interview with Ira Rubenzahl. 



"Well, if the war [in Vietnam] costs 25,000 American lives, well, that's 
not so bad .. it's worthwhile to save the country from Communism." I 
don't know where he got those figures from, but I found them 
horrendous .. .I was leaving Stanford that [Charlie Townes] told me that 
Drell was actually head of the panel on the electronic fence in 
Vietnam .. .It was very clear that Drell was very, very excited by his 
contact with power. You know, running around sitting in tanks, going 
to Washington and talking about how smart McNamara was and how 
dumb Dean Rusk was .. .!t just seem to me to be really nauseating to put 
it mildly ... they weren't thinking about what they were doing so much as 
they were glad for the glamour of it, and that bothered me.38 

Older scientists who had been involved in the MP again felt gUilt over having 

participated in an activity which was producing weapons of destruction, rather than 

improving the quality of life: 

It was a funny relationship that we [physics graduate students at MIT] 
had with these guys [older faculty at MIT], because it was almost like 
they were reliving their lives, I don't know how else to put it. But they 
had all this guilt over the bomb, that was real clear.39 
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Even at traditionally conservative campuses that were strongly tied to the military and 

the government, such as MIT, physicists signed petitions opposing the war in 

percentages comparable to professors of political science, psychology and philosophy 

(Ladd and Lipset, 1974: p.67). The most widespread mobilization of scientists against 

the war took place on March 4, 1969, when thousands of scientists at MIT, Chicago, 

38 Interview with Michael Goldhaber, February 2, 1992. 

39 Ira Rubenzahl, 1991. 
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Yale, Stony Brook, Princeton, Columbia, Rockefeller, Stanford, Berkeley, Harvard, and 

a number of other college campuses protested the role of science in making the war 

possible, and the close relationship between science militarism in general by engaging 

in a one-day research stoppage (add New York Times, Boston Globe, Science 

references). Instead of engaging in research, the day was set aside to discuss the role 

of science and society. The March 4 movement, as it came to be known, forced many 

college campuses to reexamine their ties to the defense establishment: Chicago severed 

its ties with the Institute for Defense Analysis, sponsor of the elite JASON group, as 

Columbia and Princeton did later.40 

In addition to signing petitions and having teach-ins, sometimes scientists 

provided the kind of inside information that was used as the basis of protest against 

military sponsored campus research institutes: 

At the top of the Experiment's [a student-run alternative school] hit list 
was the Stanford Research Institute (SRI), which, for many student 
radicals, symbolized the military's presence on campus ... Starting in 
1965, radical student and community groups (apparently with inside 
help) began leaking details of SRI's chemical weapons and 
counterinsurgency research through the underground press. These 
charges, culminating in lengthy exposes published by the Experiment 
and the local chapter of SDS, attacted widespread attention from the 
Stanford Community (Leslie, 1993: p. 244, emphasis added). 

The movements of the 60s forced professionals of all sorts to reevaluate their 

role in society by asking how their profession contributed to solving problems such as 

poverty, pollution, war, the oppression of women and blacks, and other problems. The 

40 "The Dropouts.1I Newsweek, 4/1/68. 
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call from the New Left was to make one's work relevant and practical, to do work that 

would enhance that quality of life, rather than detract from it (Hoffman, 1989; 

Students for a Democratic Society, 1967). The goal was to join politics with everyday 

life, to incorporate into work the values that one espoused in political activities. 

Radical caucuses arose in professional organizations in medicine, planning, science, 

teaching, nursing, law and architecture, to name only a few (Hoffman, 1989; Science 

for the People. 2:1, p. 2). 

The movements of the 1960s, then, asked scientists to join their political 

commitments with their professional lives. In other words, this meant joining one's 

identity as a radical, pacifist, liberal or one of many other political identities, with 

one's identity as a scientist. 

One of the ways in which scientists sought to do this was to form public 

interest science organizations. Not including radical caucuses within professional 

organizations (which included physics, chemistry and microbiology), or short lived 

antiwar groups made up of scientists, at least 35 new organizations were founded 

between 1968 and 1970, including the Center for Science in the Public Interest, the 

Union of Concerned Scientists, Science for the People, HEALTH/P AC organizations, 

the Council for a Livable World and Medical Committee for Human Rights (Nichols, 

1974; Primack and von Hippel, 1974). Membership included both established, older 

scientists as well as graduate students (Arditti, et al., 1980). These organizations were 

highly critical of the state's involvement in Vietnam, and of its use of technology for 
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purposes that scientists considered immoral or scientifically unwise. Some encouraged 

members to look for work that was independent of the military, and to take a greater 

role in directing the uses of science toward socially productive, rather than destructive 

ends. 

They differed from their earlier counterparts in several important ways. First, 

there was a much wider variety of activities in which scientists were involved. 

Whereas organizations such as FAS and the fallout information groups were engaged 

primarily in lobbying on behalf of scientists and in providing public information, later 

groups were involved not only in these activities, but also in "direct action", and in 

providing expert testimony on issues that were not directly of concern to scientists as a 

political group. These activities were often more radical than those of earlier groups, 

and were (following the model popular among the New Left) designed provide a 

deeper critique of the role of science in society (Schwartz, 1970). The later 

organizations also exhibited a wider range of organizational structures. Earlier groups 

were organized as federations or on the basis of subscriptions; later organizations 

defined membership as participation in the activities of the group (Cahn, 1971; Nelkin, 

1971; Primack and von Hippel, 1974; Dickson, 1984/1988; McCrea and Markel, 1989; 

Beckwith, 1986; Allen, 1970). 

2.6 Conclusion 

The emergence of public interest science organizations in the post-war era is 

linked to two very general factors--the need to demonstrate autonomy from the state 
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and to demonstrate the social benefits of science. The fact that there were far fewer 

organizations of this sort formed in the 40s and 50s is explained by the broad 

consensus that there was a moral, political and economic enemy--the Soviet Union-

whose defeat depended on scientists, and upon the wholesale repression of dissent. 

Scientists, then, could comfortably view their work as preventing the spread of a 

politically repressive system. This period was also marked by political repression that 

raised the costs of dissent among scientists. This consensus broke down in the early 

1960s, as a broad questioning of the technological and military basis of American 

society arose from social movements of the decade. The opening up of the political 

arena and the new pressures to reconcile the notion that science was indeed a force for 

the good of humanity allowed scientists--many of whom were activists themselves--to 

fmd new ways to publicly demonstrate that science was indeed a force for the good of 

humanity. Thus, the more widespread formation of public interest science 

organizations in the 60s was due not only to their need to maintain autonomy from the 

state, but also as a reaction to the strong critiques from social movements which 

challenged the consensus that the activities of science were a force for the good. 

The broad outlines of the emergence of these organizations, does not, however, 

explain the wide variation in form and activities among public interest science 

organizations, which I will take up in the next chapter. 



Table 2-1 

Founding Dates of Public Interest Science Organizations 
in America, 1945-1970 

Federation of American Scientists 1946 
(Incorporating Federation of Atomic Scientists, 
Association of Los Alamos Scientists, 
Association of Manhattan Project Scientists, 
Atomic Engineers of Oak: Ridge, 
Association of Oak: Ridge Scientists at 
Clinton Laboratories, 
Oak Ridge Engineers and Scientists) 

Society for Social Responsibility in Science 1949 
(collapses -1951) 

Scientists' Institute for Public Information 1963 
composed of local Fallout Information Organizations from: 

Rochester, NY 
St. Louis 
New York City 
Cleveland 
Philadelphia 
Palo Alto 
Northern New Jersey 
Bethesda, MD 
Washington DC 
Missoula, MT 
Berkeley, CA 
Fairfield County, CT 
Hartford, CT 
New Haven, CT 
Newark, DE 
Pittsburgh, P A 
Topeka, KS 
Kalamazoo, MI 
Tucson, AZ 
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SANE (Society for A Sane Nuclear Policy) 1958 

Committee for Nuclear Responsibility 1963 

Science Action Coordinating Committee (SACC) 1969 
(collapses summer 1969) 

organizations formed for the March 4 activities 
an estimated 25 campuses 1969 

Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) 1969 

Scientists and Engineers for Social and 
Political Responsibility 
(later Science for the People) 1969 

locals in: 

Palo Alto 
Boston 
New York 
Madison 
Los Angeles 
Chicago 
Berkeley 
Stony Brook 
Philadelphia 
Washington 
Little Rock 
Ann Arbor 

Center for Science in the Public Interest 

Stanford University Science Graduate 
Students Organization 

Computer People for Peace 

Healthpac 
(Continued on next page) 

1969 

1969 

1968 

1969 
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Sources: Federation of American Scientists: Strickland, 1968; SSRS: Nichols, 1974; 
Smith, 1965; SIPI: SIPI, 1963; SANE: Katz, 1986; Science for the People: Science for 
the People. 1970; Center for Science in the Public Interest: interview with Ira 
Rubenzahl, March, 1991; Nichols, 1974; Stanford University Grads: interview with 
Michael Goldhaber, 1992; CPP: interview with David Kotelchuck, March, 1991). 

*Public Interest Science Organizations are organizations that are devoted to promoting 
social, political and moral action on the part of scientists through education or political 
activity, that are organized outside of government or professional organizations. 
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CHAPTER 3 

DOING GOOD WHILE DOING SCIENCE: 

CREATING NEW COLLECTIVE IDENTITIES 

3.1 Introduction 

The challenges that the most recent cycle of protest posed for science provoked 

a variety of responses from scientists, at both an organizational and individual level. 

On one hand, many scientists and science organizations simply ignored the criticisms 

(Alien, 1970). Others, however, formed radical caucuses within professional 

organizations, some quit science, and some quit politics41 (Beckwith, 1986). Still 

others formed new organizations that sought to reconcile conflicts posed for scientists 

who were active in, or sympathetic to, the very movements that were critical of 

science. These organizations have come to be known as public interest science 

organizations. Such organizations were places where scientists struggled to define 

what kinds of responsibilities they had for their work, and what the proper relationship 

between science and other elements of the social world ought to be. Between 1968 

and 1970, at least six major organizations of this type were founded, including the 

Center for Science in the Public Interest, the Union of Concerned Scientists, Science 

for the People, HealthlPAC organizations, the Council for a Livable World and the 

Medical Committee for Human Rights (Schwartz, 1970; Cahn, 1971; Nichols, 1974; 

41 Goldhaber, January 1991. 
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Primack and von Hippel, 1974; Beckwith, 1986). Membership in these organizations 

included both established, older scientists as well as graduate students (Arditti, et al., 

1980; Beckwith, 1986, see also Table 3-1). 

In this chapter, the major question that I address is this: how did scientists 

negotiate the challenge to the bases of the legitimation and power of science that were 

posed by the movements of the 1950s and 1960s? To engage in political action, 

scientist had to resolve three dilemmas: how to be critical of the very professional and 

academic organizations which represented and promoted science? How to engage in 

politics without undermining one of the bases of the legitimacy of science: value

neutrality and objectivity? And finally, how to be critical of the very practices in 

which scientists are engaged every day? 

I concentrate on the way in which the creation of new collective identities that 

were made public, and durable in new organizational forms enabled scientists to at 

least temporarily negotiate the tension between science and politics in such a way that 

allowed them to maintain legitimacy in both institutions. To create new collective 

identities, they engaged in three kinds of work: keynoting, boundary heightening, and 

the development of formal ceremonial behavior. I use examples from Scientists' 

Institute for Public Information (SIPI), founded in 1963, the Union of Concerned 

Scientists (DCS), and Science for the People (SftP), both founded in 1969 to illustrate 

this process. 

As I explained in chapter 1, new collective identities may be formed when 
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existing, highly salient identities, come into conflict. These new identities are made 

more public and durable when groups are given the opportunity and encouragement to 

create them. What is striking in the cases that I examine is that groups with a similar 

created by heterogenous sets of scientists. While dissimilar in terms of their number 

of years in science and discipline, their common status as scientists meant that they 

faced similar constraints in negotiating a new bridge between science and politics. 

In the remainder of the chapter, I examine how the characteristics of founding 

members of each organization, analyze the constraints that all three groups of 

scientists faced in negotiating the boundary between science and politics, and provide 

a model of the search process that scientists used to go about this negotiation. Finally, 

I apply this model to the formation of SIPI, ues and SftP. 

3.2 The Founders of SIPI, ues and SftP 

Appendix e lists the names and affiliations of the founding members of each 

organization, and Table 3-1 provides a summary of this information, as well as 

additional information on members. 

TABLE 3-1 HERE 

Several patterns emerge from these data. Founders of ues had been in science for 

the longest time, were nearly all male, and were located at a very prestigious and old 

institution. They were also more likely to be members of the National Academy of 

Sciences, Nobel Prize winners, and department heads, as compared to the other 
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groups. Members of SftP had been involved in science for the fewest number of 

years, but were also working at prestigious institutions such as the University of 

Chicago, Harvard and Berkeley. SftP had a significant number of women as early 

members, and as I show below, the organization that was the precursor to SIPI did 

too. While many founders of SftP were graduate students or held postdoctoral 

positions, there were a significant number who were associate and full professors, or 

who held positions outside academic science. SIPI members were generally associate 

professors (of biology) and physicians who held research positions, two were members 

of the NAS, and like members of SftP and UCS, they generally came from prestigious 

research centers such as Stanford, Rockefeller University and Johns Hopkins. 

What about formal political ties? Some UCS members had had some contact 

with Communists in 1930s but none since that time. Nearly all members had received 

government funding for their work or had served on a government committee.42 

Henry Kendall, the leader of the group after its first six months of existence, had once 

chaired the elite Jason division of the governments's Institute for Defense Analysis 

(Downey, 1988). 

The significant political ties among members of SftP were to New Left 

organizations. Many founders had some experience in labor organizing, radical 

feminist groups, the antiwar movement or Students for a Democratic Society (SDS). 

42 American Men and Women of Science. 12th edition. 1971. New York: R.R. 
Bowker. 
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SIPI founders had a wider variety of political ties. Several members had assisted 

Adlai Stevenson's campaign in 1956, and Commoner had ties to SANE (an early New 

Left group that sought disarmament) through Norman Cousins.43 Other members had 

little formal political experience44 Two members had been involved in peace work 

through the American Friends Service Committee.45 

Overall, what stands out are the strong ties to science among UCS founders, 

and the strong ties to the New Left among SftP founders. It is also clear that founders 

of all three organizations were not marginal scientists, but people who were working 

or studying at prestigious institutions. Finally, UCS appears to be the most 

homogenous group on the dimensions presented in Table 3-1, while SIPI appears to be 

the least homogenous. 

In spite of their different ties to scientific fields, different levels and types of 

political experiences, and different career stages, the founders of all three groups went 

through a similar process in seeking to find a way to reconcile their political and 

scientific commitments.46 

3.3 The Creation of a Collective Political Identity: 

43 John Fowler, 1962. "A CNI History". LOC, BC papers, Box 434. 

44 

Interview with Barry Commoner, June 12, 1991. 

45 Fowler, "A History of eNI." BC papers, LOC, box 436. 

46 While all three groups created a similar form, the initial (seemingly small) 
differences between the three became magnified over time, as I show in chapter 5. 
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As I suggested in the Chapter 1, the process of creating a new collective 

identity is not a natural one, in the sense that contact with others is not equivalent to 

the recognition of common social location, yet the process by which it is formed is 

rarely studied by students of contemporary social movements. Despite this lack of 

interest in the process by which it is formed, concern with the development of 

collective identity actually has a long history in sociology, although it has gone by a 

number of different names. Karl Marx (1848/1972) for example, was concerned with 

the development of a particular kind of collective identity--class consciousness. Class 

consciousness can be thought of as the subjective recognition of a group's objective, 

material conditions. For Marx. its occurrence among the proletariat depended on both 

the proximity of members of the working class, and the existence of objective 

economic conditions of oppression (Marx, 1848/1972). He argued that when these 

conditions were met, the proletariat would realize its common interest, and, on the 

basis of that shared recognition, act to overthrow capitalism. Lenin (1927) further 

developed this idea by arguing that membership in the party and cadres of leaders 

were necessary for workers to recognize their class position, but still held that 

proximity and oppression would lead to class consciousness (Lenin, 1927: p. 132-133). 

For Marx and Lenin, the process was unproblematic once these conditions were 

fulfilled. Of course, it turned out to be more difficult that what they had originally 

predicted, and scores of writers over the last hundred years have concerned themselves 
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with understanding when and how it actually does occur. Wright's (1985) review of 

literature on class consciousness suggests that it is far more difficult than what Marx 

and Lenin had originally predicted. 

Marxists have been successful in identifying central, but sometimes assumed 

element of sociallife--collective political identity--but less successful in understanding 

its development. Another strand of work in sociology, the collective behavior 

tradition, has been more concerned with the relationship between the development of 

collective identity and collective behavior. Herbert Blumer's (1953/1967) work 

perhaps best exemplifies this tradition. He was concerned with (among other things) 

how groups moved from a state of unrest to a state of social order. Blumer used the 

term "esprit de corps" to talk about the end result of group formation: 

it [esprit de corps] is the sense which people have of belonging together 
and of being identified with one another in a common undertaking. Its 

. basis is constituted by a condition of rapport .. people have the sense of 
sharing a common experience and forming a select group (1953/1967: 
105). 

Following Blumer, Turner and Killian elaborated on these ideas. They were 

concerned with how groups come to find new ways of forming social order after a 

period of unrest. They described that process in the following way: 

When an unusual, difficult-to-assimilate event occurs, an undecided, 
ambivalent audience is created. Individuals entertain a variety of 
interpretations of the event. They may engage in a brief period of covert 
restructuring activity, turning over in their minds various possible 
explanations of what the situation is and what action may be appropriate 
(1989:59). 
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More recently, after twenty years of social movement research dominated by 

attention to macro level phenomena such as resource acquisition and the role of 

political opportunities (McCarthy and ZaId, 1973, 1977; McAdam, 1982), questions 

about the development of political consciousness and the translation of such 

consciousness into action have begun to receive more attention.47 The new work is 

in response to a lack of attention to social psychological factors in the emergence of 

collective action in the models that dominated collective behavior research in the 

1970s and 1980s. These older models, such as resource mobilization and political 

process, have assumed that collective political identities exist. Resource mobilization 

scholars for example, assume that grievances, plans for action and shared 

understandings of possibilities for success exist (Jenkins and Perrow, 1977; McCarthy 

and Zald, 1973; 1977). Political process scholars presume that the indigenous 

organizations that form the basis of political protest easily make the transition from 

serving their original purpose, to serving as a political vehicle (McAdam, 1982: 125-

142).48 But even when established organizations or social networks serve as the 

47 I do not want to suggest that the process of creating new political identities is 
always fraught with difficulty, since obviously it is sometimes straightforward and 
unproblematic. Gamson (1992) makes a similar point about the general process of the 
formation of collective identities in political action, arguing that processes of identity 
formation are not only of concern in "new" social movements, but are part of the 
formation of any movement. 

48 Some writers were concerned with what they called the "structural" 
preconditions for the development of consciousness, such as the existence of social 
networks and "micromobilization contexts, but by and large the process by which the 
develop of consciousness occurred was ignored. 
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basis for collective action, what they provide are routines and scripts for action that 

may be appropriated for political action, not ready made notions of the group's 

political role and appropriate courses of action. 

New work by scholars in the "new social movements" tradition (Pizzorno, 

1978; Habermas, 1981; Cohen, 1985; Touraine, 1981, 1985, 1988; Melucci, 1989; 

Castells, 1983; Eyerman and Jamison, 1991; Scott, 1990) have focused on the 

importance of collective identity in contemporary movements, emphasizing two 

particular features: collective identity as a sought-after goal of contemporary 

movements centered around issues such as ecology, gender, peace and nuclear energy; 

and the search for collective identity as a distinguishing feature of middle class 

movements. 

While welcoming this new focus, Gamson (1992a) and Friedman and McAdam 

(1992) have argued that collective identity is a part of the formation of any 

organization, not simply recent social movements, nor movements composed of the 

western European middle class.49 The formation of a collective political identity is a 

general social process in which all groups engage when undertaking collective action. 

But what has gone unexplicated is the way in which cycles of protest by those at the 

bottom end of stratification systems have forced those at the top to re-create new 

49 In the movements of the 1960s, however, personal identity came to have 
immense political importance; changing one's personal actions came to be see as a 
way of sharing the collective identity of the group (Freeman, 1973; Brienes, 
1982/1989). 
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collective political identities. Second, and related to this point, while other writers 

have seen its accomplishment as a goal of social movementsSO or have examined its 

function in political movements, I view it as an unintended outcome of cycles of 

protest. 

In my view, one of the things that cycles of protest do is to call into question 

existing relations of power. This abstract process may be experienced at a very local 

and group level, or more distantly, as it would be if one were to read about it in a 

newspaper. When protest makes the continuation of business-as-usual daily routines 

more problematic--as it does if it impedes the ability of groups to get to work or to 

engage in business for example--it is especially powerful. But it may also exert a 

powerful influence if participating in protest is incompatible with other strongly held 

committments. For example, members of southern urban black churches throughout 

the fIrst part of the 20th century had typically focused their attention on otherworldly 

concerns, viewing their rewards as coming in the afterlife, not in the present. 

Engaging in civil rights protest, however, had quite the opposite focus: it demanded a 

concern with the present, and a more confrontational attitude than had been common 

in these churches. One of the ways that this conflict was resolved was to change the 

meaning of what it meant to a church member. Thus, the process of reconciling 

so It should be noted that psychological fulfillment is not typically a goal of cycles 
of protest, as there is more than adequate evidence to demonstrate that historically its 
is access to material goods, power, and civil rights that drives political protest. 
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competing and salient identities may result in the creation of new collective 

identities.s1 

Thus, the problem of publicly locating one's group in a cultural and political 

system is not simply a problem for those who are not central players on the political 

field. It becomes problematic for many groups when existing political and economic 

arrangements are challenged. When relatively privileged members of society engage 

in this work, it is sometimes couched in terms of "profession building" (Helfgot, 

1981), but such a view fails to take into account that those involved are not simply 

unabashedly promoting a profession, but are sometimes seeking ways to reconcile their 

political and professional commitments in new ways (Students for a Democratic 

Society, 1967; Hoffman, 1989). 

Collective identity is often thought of as unobservable and thus not lending 

itself to empirical study. But such a view is erroneous, as Gamson points out: 

Collective identity need not be treated as some mysterious intangible 
but can be as empirically observable as a T-shirt or haircut. To 
measure it, one would ask people about the meaning of labels and other 
cultural symbols, not about their own personal identity (1992a: p. 60). 

While Gamson's work provides a clear understanding of what the end product looks 

like, it provides little guidance in understanding its formation. To develop a model of 

its development, I draw on the work of Blumer (1953/1967) and Turner and Killian 

Sl Other ways to resolve this problem are to abandon one identity, or to ignore the 
conflict. Abandonment might occur when one of the identities is not salient. Ignorance 
of the conflict is likely to occur when there is no opportuntity for public resolution. 
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(1989). The creation a collective identity turns on three processes: keynoting, 

boundary heightening, and the \!stablishment of formal ceremonial behavior. These 

elements are similar to what Blumer saw as crucial in the development of an esprit de 

corps: 

.. .it [esprit de corps] would seem to be developed chiefly in three ways: 
the development of an in-group-out-group relation, the formation of 
informal fellowship association, and the participation in formal 
ceremonial behavior (p. 106) 

Keynoting (Turner and Killian, 1989: 59-60) is the process by which a 

participant or participants offer possible ways of combining into a new group. Not all 

of these solutions are heard or are acted upon in the group. The status of the person 

or persons who offer the new ideas is one reason that a suggestion might be acted 

upon, or the degree to which people perceive the idea to be compatible with their 

existing interests, world views and organizational ties may be another (Gamson, 

1992c: chapter 8). The point is that it is only through trial and error--offering 

suggestions and getting feedback from potential members, opponents and allies--that 

certain features of the group are highlighted and begin to take on a permanent status. 

The second feature of collective identity formation is boundary heightening 

(Kanter, 1977). In this process, the group demonstrates who they are through symbols 

that are visible to them and/or to others. Examples are the use of secret handshakes, 

clothing, logos, hairstyles, argot and music (Taylor and Whittier, 1992). For my 

purposes, an important element of boundary heightening is the adoption of distinctive 
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organizational fonns, practices and activities. These organizational fonns provide other 

movement groups, the media, and the state with clues as to who the group is. 

The third feature of the fonnation of collective identity is the establishment of fonnal 

ceremonial behavior, in which members participate as a way of demonstrating their 

membership in the group. Examples of such behaviors are attendance at meetings, 

requiring activity at a demonstration, donation of funds, or working in an office. This 

behavior can be thought of in concentric circles; there might be some behaviors that 

show who is part of the inner core, and others that show who is more peripheral, for 

example. 

Thus, forming a new identity is a process through which participants arrive at 

an agreement on what the goals of their action are and the field of possibilities for 

their action.52 

Simon (1946/1976) makes a similar point in his discussion of bounded rationality. 

Individuals have only limited kinds of infonnation and orient their action toward only 

limited kinds of activities. Here, scientists wanted to maintain identities as scientists 

and as political actors, and their particular ties to science and politics shaped what 

52 52 This process of negotiation suggests that new group identities cannot be 
read directly from interests or networks, but rather, that interests and networks provide 
the boundaries within which nebulous groups will negotiate identities. We may look 
back on these groups and say that it "makes sense" that each organization looked the 
way it does by imputing importance to particular interests and ties to the scientists 
who fonned them. But as I show below, what is observed is a sort of trial and error 
process of finding out what would work and what WOUldn't, by pushing the boundaries 
of science and politics. 
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they could create. Within such boundaries, scientists collectively searched through a 

series of iterations in which each group tried on new ways of joining science and 

social responsibility. 

3.4 Collective Identities and New Organizational Forms 

One of the most important and enduring consequences of the formation of new 

collective identities is that they are sometimes codified in new organizational forms. 

When might this be the case? When the new identity is especially threatening to 

others, since organizations make stronger and more durable public statements than 

loose-knit and nonformal organizations. 

Few scholars of social movements or organizations have been concerned with 

where new forms come from. Indeed, much of the emphasis in the literature on 

complex organizations has been focused on the consequences of particular kinds of 

organizations for workers, managers, the accomplishment of work and the survival of 

organizations, among other things. 

The exception to this rule comes from research on how the availability of 

resources shapes organizational form and action (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; McCarthy 

and Zald, 1973; 1977). In their influential 1973 work on the trend of social 

movements in America, McCarthy and Zald showed that social movement 

organizations were increasingly taking a particular form: professionally staffed 

organizations dependent on outside funding. This trend, they argued, was due to an 

increase in voluntary association participation, an increase in the relative size of social 



service, administrative, and academic professions, a change in career aspirations 

among professionals that facilitates staffing of movement organizations, and most 

importantly, growth in funding from foundations. 
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Work by Ylvisaker (1987) and Jenkins (1987b) (some of which is presented in 

chapter 5 of this project) suggests that funding for professional social movement 

organizations did increase after 1970, and indeed, professionally staffed political 

organizations have proliferated since that time. What McCarthy and Zald' s work does 

not show, however, is where these professionally staffed organizations came from in 

the first place. They suggest that it was the availability of resources that allow 

professionals to become involved, as though they had wanted to all along, but were 

prevented from doing so. What is missing in their account is an explanation for why 

professionals would participate in these activities in the first place, given that political 

protest in the 1960s was directed against those in positions of power. 

Several other factors make their explanation at best, incomplete. Professionals 

are those who are probably least likely to need external resources to engage in 

political action. Numerous studies have also shown that fmancial sponsorship is likely 

to be doled out to reward or channel more moderate groups (Haines, 1984; McAdam, 

1982; Jenkins and Eckert, 1986; Jenkins, 1987b), thus coming after the creation of 

new forms of action. In all three of the groups that I study here, that was the case. 

None of the three engaged in seeking funding for their work from outside sources until 

after they had had initial successes. Thus, only after the group defined a program of 
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action would they engage in the process of acquiring a particular kind of resource. 

I am not suggesting that resource considerations are not important for the 

proliferation of organizational forms, since they have been shown to be crucial in 

understanding the form that "fields" of organizations or "industries" take (Hannan and 

Freeman, 1989; McCarthy and Zald, 1977). Instead of viewing resources as the key 

determinant of new organizational forms, I suggest that they may also be formed by 

groups who are trying to reconcile political commitment and professional 

commitments. 

Thus far what I have shown is that one way to respond to the conflicts posed 

by cycles of protest is to re-form collective identities. The process of redefining who 

they are and what their relationship is to other groups and institutions is something 

that is negotiated at a group level, and often results in the formation of new kinds of 

organizations. 

3.5 The Empirical Case I: What Did Scientists Have to Negotiate in Joining 

Science and Politics? 

Scientists who were involved in or sympathetic to the cycle of protest that 

stretched from 1955 to the mid 1970s had to be true to two masters: politics and 

science. In their efforts to resolve this dilemma, a wide range of scientists, including 

professors, graduate students, Quakers, feminists, Marxists, liberals and Zionists, 

formed new organizations and collective identities that expressed their dual scientific 

and political identities. That these organizations were places where new ways of 



negotiating the tension between science and politics was summed up nicely (if not 

particularly modestly) by Barry Commoner in a 1991 intelView I did with him: 

I started the whole thing you see. You have to understand, I invented a 
way in which science could relate to social issues without falling apart 
over the political interests of different scientists, or without bringing the 
mistrust of the public as we did it.s3 

It is also evident in the call to organize SftP: 

An essential task is one of self-identification. We reject the old credo 
that IIresearch means progress and progress is good" ... we shall establish 
a forum where all concerned scientists--and especially students and 
younger members of the profession--may explore the questions, Why 
are we scientists? For whose benefit do we work? What is the full 
nature of our moral and social responsibility? (emphasis added)54 

The same search for a way to join science and politics is also evident in the call to 

form VCS: 

••• We propose to ... Investigate innovative forms of political action 
(emphasis added).55 

Was organizational formation simply a way for scientists to retrench, and 

124 

reestablish the kind of power that science had had since the second World War? That 

explanation oversimplifies the situation. Most of the scientists who formed these 

53IntelView with Barry Commoner. 

54 Michael Goldhaber, Martin Perl, Marc Ross and Charlie Schwartz. n.d. 
"Announcing the Formation of a new organization of Scientists dedicated to Vigorous 
Social and Political Action", emphasis added. 

55 VCS, IIBeyond March 4", n.d .. The same document is reproduced in Allen 
(1970). 
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organizations were involved with protest not as scientists, but as concerned liberals, 

citizens, Old Leftists or radicals. For example, 88% of the founders of Science for the 

People, the three most central members of SIPI and at least 5 of the central founding 

members of ues were involved in political action prior to the formation of each 

organization.56 And, as I suggested in chapter 2, scientists were not simply trying to 

find ways to defend science alone, but to make science and politics work together in 

new ways. 

More specifically, political mobilization posed three related problems for 

scientists. First, it involved attacking the very organizations to which scientists were 

tied. Scientists at first sought to reconcile scientific and political agendas using 

professional organizations as a vehicle. Through these organizations, activist scientists 

hoped to engage their colleagues in critical debates about the role of science in 

society, and the extent to which science and scientists were responsible for particular 

social ills. Ideally, what many activist scientists hoped for was that these professional 

organizations would take a stand on particular social and or political issues. For many 

scientists then, the promotion of an activist agenda through existing professional 

organizations seemed an attainable and not unreasonable goal. 

Professional science organizations, however, proved to be much less flexible in 

this regard than some scientists had hoped they would be. In all three cases, 

professional organizations were unwilling to take a stand in a way that could be 

56 see footnote at end of Table 3-1 for a list of sources. 
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construed as critical of science. Members of professional organizations viewed such 

action as incompatible with the interests of the profession in two ways: they saw 

professional organizations as only for the promotion of a discipline and not for its 

condemnation, and second, they were unwilling to undertake actions that could be 

construed as political. Thus, in one of their flIst efforts to join a poltical and scientific 

identity, scientists found themselves at a dead end. 

Second, and perhaps most seriously, participation in political protest had the 

potential to undermine the very source of legitimacy on which science rests: 

objectivity and value-neutrality. Science is believable to the extent to which its 

practioners can claim that conclusions are untainted by their own interests, or the 

interests of other vested parties. That is, legitimacy is maintained to the extent to 

which scientific evidence is evaluated only according to scientific standards, not 

political or moral standards. 

In contrast, political activity requires a very different stance. Political 

involvement requires making fundamentally moral decisions: decisions about what is 

right and good in a given society. Thus, scientists are less likely to believe scientific 

argument and data if a scientist is openly espousing a political agenda. To take a 

contemporary example, when Edward Teller and Luis Alvarez joined the debate on 

nuclear winter in the 1980s, their scientific opinions were suspect because both had 

been highly supportive of the development of nuclear power and weapons in the 1950s 

and 1960s. What scientists who sought to join science and politics had to navigate 



was how to be politically critical of science, without suggesting that the content of 

science was politically tainted. 
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The third problem that scientists faced was this: how to criticize the practices 

of science, while continuing to participate in it on a daily basis? One of the ways that 

scientists sought to resolve these dilemmas was to fonn new organizations. First, it 

required being critical of the very organizations to which they were tied professionally, 

since many of the antiwar protests of the period were directed against the very 

buildings in which scientists worked, against universities for their ties to the military. 

Second, it meant that they were engaged in criticism of an institution and practice in 

which they participated every day. What was perhaps the most difficult tension to 

negotiate, however, was that participation in partisan politics threatened to undermine 

the bases of the legitimacy of science: objectivity and value-neutrality. 

Scientists who formed these organizations had to ensure that their peers and 

colleagues viewed their public science work as real science in order to maintain status 

as scientists. In order to gain public acceptance too, they needed approval from the 

scientific community, else they lose the very source of their power to persuade and to 

act in the political world. Science is believable to the extent that its practioners can 

claim that its conclusions and interpretations of data are untainted by the interests of 

scientists or the interests of vested parties, such as the sponsors of science. The work 

of Max Weber and Robert K. Merton support this view. Both writers were concerned 

with analyzing the unique characteristics of science--Merton with what he called 
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norms of science, and Weber with the unique features of science as a vocation. A 

generation of sociologists of science has devoted its careers to testing Merton's 

theories in particular, examining whether norms of science do actually exist, whether 

they are unique to science, and in what situations scientists confonn to them (West, 

1960; Barnes and Dolby, 1970; Mitroff, 1974; Zuckerman, 1977). 

Rather than asking those kinds of questions, I instead use Merton's and 

Weber's work as a description of the boundaries within which scientists had to 

operate, and the "repertoire" of tools that scientist had available to work with to 

justify, account for, and explain their action. Weber (1919b/1946) argued that science 

is based on the notion that " ... one can, in principle, master all things by calculation" 

(p. 139). For Merton (1942/1973), the four nonns of science are: universalism, or the 

idea that science be judged by preestablished impersonal criteria; communism, or the 

idea that knowledge must not be kept secret; disinterestedness, or the curbing of 

personal bias; and organized skepticism: the demand for the suspension of judgement 

until evidence warrants it.57 

What is notably absent from Merton's or Weber's work are discussions of 

57 Merton later revised these nonns, arguing that scientists faced conflicting sets of 
norms. In earlier work, Merton emphasized the impersonal nature of science, but in 
later work, he attempted to show that indeed scientists has strong affective 
involvement with their work. As Mitroff (1974) argues, the introduction of the idea 
that science has deeply personal and affective aspects to it does not mean that science 
is "reduced to a state of hopeless subjectivism ... " but rather, "it is the interplay 
between personal and impersonal forces that makes for the rationale and ultimate 
rationality of science (p. 580). 
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norms of social responsibility for one's work. While there are no surveys that ask 

about non-scientists views of the characteristics of science and scientists are, popular 

images of scientists depict them as completely involved in their own work and 

uninterested in the problems around them unless circumstance forces them to become 

interested. The Professor on the television program "Gilligan's Island", and the Mad 

Scientist in the film "Back to the Future" for example, portray images of scientists 

who are interested in their own work primarily, and assist in helping those in need 

only when drawn in by forces beyond their control. 

Politics, on the other hand, involves mciking value-laden decisions that are 

fundamentally informed by moral concerns. Max Weber provided a more detailed 

assessment of the characteristics of (good) politicians. He argued that they had a 

sense of passion, responsibility, and proportion (1919a/1946: p. 115). By passion, he 

meant not "sterile excitation", but "romanticism of the intellectually interesting, 

running into emptiness devoid of all feeling of objective responsibility"--hardly a 

qUality scientists would openly espouse. The sense of proportion that characterizes the 

successful politician, however, is more compatible with the popularly held image of 

the scientist, and one which Weber felt to be most important: 

This is the decisive psychological quality of the politician: his ability to 
let realities work upon him with concentration and calmness. Hence his 
distance to things and men. (l919a/1946: p. 115) 

For scientists who formed public interest science organizations, then, the 

problem was to join "warm passion and a cool sense of proportion ... together in one 



and the same soul .. " (Weber: 1919a/1946: p. 115). 

To do so, scientists made use of what Mulkay (1981) calls the repertoire of 

accounts of action that were available to them: 

... the standard verbal formulations to be found in the scientific 
community provide a repertoire which can be used flexibly to categorise 
professional actions differently in various social contexts, and 
presumably, in accordance with varying social interests ... they [scientists] 
will be able to draw selectively on their repertoire of justifications and 
descriptions in the course of interaction with non-scientists; for the latter 
will find it especially difficult to challenge their accounts (p. 645). 
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To summarize my argument thus far: the cycle of protest that began in the late 

1950s and peaked in the 1960s called into question the notion that science was a 

uniform force for progress. As I show in the next section, scientists negotiated these 

tensions in a similar fashion, creating organizations that were neither purely scientific 

nor purely political, that focused on the uses of science by other groups in American 

society. 

3.6 Collective Identity and the Formation of SIPI, UCS and SftP 

The earliest of the three organizations, SIPI, founded in 1963, had more in 

common with the post war "scientists' movement" of 1945-1946 than it did with the 

social movement organizations of the 1960s, in two senses. First, like the Manhattan 

Project scientists who formed the Federation of Atomic Scientists because they felt 

they had a "special responsibility" to inform the public and each other about armament 

and nuclear weapons (Smith, 1965; Strickland, 1968), the founders of SIPI also 
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believed that they, too, had a "special responsibilityll to provide the public with 

scientific knowledge. Second, the subject matter of each of the nineteen locally-based 

groups that joined together to found SIPI concerned the potential for devastation posed 

by nuclear weapons and nuclear power--exactly what had concerned scientists after the 

second World War (Smith, 1965; Nichols, 1974, p.I44). 

The "special responsibility" that Manhattan Project scientists' felt derived from 

their participation in the building of a weapon of mass destruction. While some 

scientists on the project felt that the bomb was simply the inevitable outcome of the 

march of science, others felt that even if that were so, they were indeed responsible, in 

some indirect way, for the loss of life and property at Hiroshima and Nagasaki. 

What broadly motivated the formation of SIPI was a sense of urgency about 

the dangers posed by nuclear weapons and power; fears about nuclear war were 

rampailt during this period. The more specific catalyst was a series of reports of 

higher-than-average nuclear fallout in soil and in milk in several cities in the U.S.58 

The formation of SIPI was spearheaded by the efforts of Barry Commoner, 

then a professor of plant physiology at Washington University. Commoner was of 

crucial importance in providing the organization with visions of the relationship 

between science and society, for investing time in the organization, and in locating 

sources of funding. The St. Louis-based group, called the Committee for Nuclear 

Information (CNI), led by Commoner, was earliest and most active of the nineteen 

58 Fowler, ibid. 
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groups that emerged between 1958 and 1963. It served as a sort of laboratory in which 

Commoner and others could experiment with different versions of the relationship 

between science and society. Thus, an understanding of the process of collective 

identity formation in SIPI calls for an understanding of one of its major roots--CNI. 

Through iterations of attempting to find ways of joining politics and science, 

Commoner finally came to a set of central ideas that formed the basis of the formation 

of CNI and later SIP!. 

Commoner had been interested in politics since his late teens, first having 

become involved in the 1930s on the Columbia University campus. Because of the 

repressive political climate after World War TI, like many Leftists, Commoner had no 

vehicle through which to pursue his interests in politics. He eventually turned to 

professional associations in an effort to blend a demanding professional life with his 

political interests. At first his efforts were largely piecemeal and individualistic, but in 

1956 his efforts began to have a more significant payoff. That year there was 

significant controversy over locating the AAAS meeting in Richmond, Virginia, a 

segregated city. Several prominent members of the AAAS, including Margaret Mead, 

suggested a boycott of the meetini9
• Ensuing debates over the role of scientists in 

political controversies spawned the formation of an interim committee to explore the 

relationship between science and society: the Social Aspects of Science Committee. 

While closer to what Commoner wanted, the committee squabbled over 

S9 Commoner, 1991. 
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procedures more than they discussed activities and responsibilities (Wolfle, 1989:234). 

In part, the failure of the committee to make a stronger statement or program occurred 

because some members viewed politics as incompatible with science, and those that 

did feel that scientists should take stand disagreed politically (Wolfle, 1989: 235). The 

permanent Committee on Science for Human Welfare was established in 1957, with 

Margaret Mead and Barry Commoner as two of the seven members (American 

Academy for the Advancement of Science. 1959). This committee did take more 

action, but was timid about taking a stand on radiation hazards for the same reasons 

that the interim committee had given: the could not fmd a justification for the joining 

of science and politics. The group contented itself with organizing symposia and 

sessions at the AAAS meetings (W olfle, 1989: 235). 

Commoner continued looking for a more aggressive vehicle. He contacted 

Gerald Wendt of the UNESCO Publications Center about a little known journal, 

IMPACT of Science on Society. This too seemed an unlikely candidate, both because 

of the political climate and because of the resistance of American scientists to embrace 

the idea of the political responsibility of scientists: 

I must say that Impact has had very few American authors. This is 
partly because the journal is unknown to Americans and they see no 
reason for writing in it. But it is also because of the State Department 
regulations that require "clearance" of an author before he is invited to 
write a manuscript. In practice it is most uncomfortable to have a man 
investigated by the F.B.1. when he has no idea what it is all about, and 
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to invite him to write an article only after he has been cleared.60 

One of the problems that Commoner faced in finding a way to join politics and 

science was that security clearances were still common, and for many Americans the 

threat of a communist takeover still seemed very real. At the time these debates were 

going on within the AAAS and among the scientific community, Allan Nunn May and 

Klaus Fuchs had just been revealed to have committed treason for giving away British 

nuclear information to the Soviet Union, and Robert Oppenheimer had recently lost his 

security clearance (Kevles, 1974/1978: p. 378-392). Such a climate made it difficult 

to directly attack the policies of the state, or even to more subtly undermine them. 

Although relatively unsuccessful in using the AAAS or UNESCO as vehicles 

for a bridge between science and society, Commoner forged ahead. In 1958, he 

published an essay in Science that was to be the major "keynote" used by eNI, and 

later, SlPl In it he managed to solve the problem of a repressive political climate and 

to ensure that he and others would be taken seriously as scientists: 

... there is no scientific way to balance the possibility that a thousand 
people will die from leukemia against the political advantages of 
developing more efficient nuclear retaliatory weapons. This requires a 
moral judgement which the scientist cannot claim a special competence 
which exceeds that of any other informed citizen .. .it is the natural task 
of the scientists and their professional organizations to bring the 
necessary facts and the means for understanding them to the public.61 

60 Letter from Gerald Wendt to Barry Commoner 2/13/57, Barry Commoner 
papers, LOC, box 435. 

61 Commoner, 1958: 1025. 
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The idea that scientists should provide information to the public had the 

following features: it did not involve scientists in public political decision-making, it 

made use of the skills of scientists, and it made use of a political culture which was 

familiar. That culture posited that political decision-making was essentially a rational 

process dependent on an informed electorate, and that all problems could be reduced 

to problems of information. For Commoner, the problems with fallout lay in the 

public's lack of control, not in the economic system, not in the structure of the 

political system, and not in the production of scientific knowledge. 

Boundary heightening--Commoner eventually did find the vehicle through he 

could promote this idea, and it turned out to be much closer to home. The fallout 

reports that had begun to appear in 1957 had caused much consternation among 

members of the St. Louis community. Commoner and his colleagues at Washington 

University had received increasing numbers of calls from members of the community 

about fallout, and scientists from the physics and biology departments at Washington 

University began to discuss what they could do to help.62 

Public interest in fallout had already been news in the St. Louis area, and 

several members of the Washington University faculty had already been involved in 

speaking to groups about fallout: 

Many of us spoke in informal, unsponsored ways to PTAs, women's 
clubs, Rotaries-to anyone who would listen during 1957 and we were all 

62 Fowler, ibid. 



struck by the lack of knowledge ... which characterized our audiences and 
the sometimes overwhelming eagerness with which they sought clear 
answers ... We, Walter Bauer and myself, Barry Commoner and Alec 
Pond ... were also beginning to hear a universal question, "What Can We 
Do?" And we who were speaking were feeling the need for this energy 
as the job of disseminating our information began to obviously need 
writers and mimeographers and envelope stuffers, so we gathered at 
Mrs. [Edna] Gellhorn's that March [1958] night.63 

The basic idea for the organization was already in place; and the idea itself 

heightened who they were and how they were different from other groups. The 

136 

limited political experiences of Commoner and some of his colleagues showed them 

that the political climate notwithstanding, partisan politics would not work: some had 

worked for Adlai Stevenson in the 1956 presidential race, and found that both 

Democrats and Republicans were using scientific information for their own ends, with 

little attention to the scientific community: 

1956 was an election year and the campaign brought to the open for the 
fIrst time the issues raised by the continuing fallout. But these 
questions, which needed to be considered as soberly and as objectively 
as possible, were puffed up and distorted by partisanship.64 

The group, then, separated itself from politics per se. What was not included in the 

group's identity is as signifIcant as what was: the group never questioned how science 

was produced, nor questioned the intellectual and economic tie between the state and 

science. 

63 Fowler, ibid. 

64 Fowler, ibid. 
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At its official founding in April of 1958, CNI included 33 individuals, 

including 12 professors, four physicians, and fifteen women who were not 

scientists.65 The women in the organization were members of St Louis society, and 

were actively involved in the fonnation of CNI, participating in debates over the 

identity of the organization: 

They [Mrs. Birk and Mrs. Faust] feel that it might be a mistake to 
commit the organization definitely not to take a stand at this time on 
continued testing,eoc.~ 

... the committee [composed of scientists and laypersons] does not feel 
justified in proposing any specific policy on these matters at present 
For example, the Committee would not at this time take a stand on the 
continued testing of nuclear weapons or on preparations for nuclear 
warfare.67 

The inclusion of the women was significant for several reasons: it set up a 

division of labor in which the women did the clerical work at the direction of the 

scientists, and speaking engagements for the scientists were arranged formally through 

a secretary. The scientists and doctors who were involved did not as a rule do office 

work; they provided infonnation to the public through research or speaking. Through 

65 CNI. 1958. "Membership of the group that has decided to establish the Greater 
St. Louis Citizens Committee for Nuclear Infonnation." BC, LOC box 435 

~ no author. between 4/1 and 4/21 1958. "memo to the steering committee" BC, 
LOC box 436. 

67 CNI Public relations and Executive Committee. 1/3/58 "memo" p. 5, BC papers, 
LOC, box 435. 
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the division of labor, the group publicly and privately reinforced the dichotomy 

between scientists and the rest of society. 

By 1960 the organization had become the target of groups and individuals who 

feared that the organization was a tool of Communists. In responding to an editorial in 

which the organization was accused of being a Communist front organization. To this 

charge, E.U. Condon replied: 

You say that I "was once described by a House Committee as the 
'weakest link in America's security chain''' .... [J. Parnell Thomas, chair 
of HUAC] never backed up that charge with any evidence despite 
repeated promises to do so .. .! was given at that time two complete 
loyalty hearings under Truman procedures and completely cleared ... 68 

The organization was also more generally "accused" of being "left", rather than a 

politically neutral. CNI used these attacks to reformulate who they were: 

Since CNI, in all its public statements and published material has been 
scrupulously careful !!.Q1 to take a position on policy, this image may 
arise from: 
a) the nature of our information .. .!t makes people uncomfortable. It 
raised questions in their minds about government policy. b) [our 
committee] was founded by people who were and are deeply concerned 
with the dangers of the military energy. This may be confused with 
actual policy on military uses.69 

These attacks only reinforced the groups' denial of its political role. The group 

was enormously successful in its efforts to publicly demonstrate the social utility of 

68 Condon, E.U. 10/11/1960. "Copy of a Letter to Mr. [Richard H.] Amberg", 
publisher of the St. Louis Globe Democrat. BC papers, LOC, box 435. 

69 CNI Community Relations and Executive Committees, ibid. 
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science by setting up a program which collected 25,000 baby teeth to measure fallout 

accumulation in bones, and had could boast 70 scientists and 1,000 volunteers by 

1963.70 They also spoke to hundreds of groups, and became involved in the debates 

over the 1963 nuclear test ban treaty, in which they were credited with having played 

an important role7l
• By 1963, information organizations based on the CN! model had 

emerged in nineteen cities in the U.S.72. These organizations operated independently, 

but had loose ties to each other through interpersonal ties. In late 1962, in part due to 

the inability of CN! to successfully raise funds, Commoner and Mead, who were now 

involved with a New York City group based at Rockefeller University, discussed the 

idea of joining all the groups into one.73 In 1963, a conference was held in which 

over 100 members of local groups attended, in order to discuss the incorporation of all 

the local groups into one. Scientists' Institute for Public Information was formed out 

of this meeting. The purpose of the institute was 

to handle technical information and publication services to the groups, 
[to perform] clearinghouse services to improve communication among 
existing and newly formed scientific inform~.tion groups, [to provide] 
personnel to facilitate liaison among these groups, [and provide] 

70 "Fallout: The Moment of Tooth." Newsweek. 4/25/60. 

7l "Paul Revere of Ecology." Time. 2/2nO. 

72 The cities were New York, St. Louis, Berkeley, Cleveland, Fairfield County, 
CT, Hartford, Missoula, New Haven, Northern New Jersey, Newark, DE, Palo Alto, 
Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Kalamazoo, Topeka, Bethesda, and Washington, DC. 

73 Commoner, ibid. 
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efficient financing and periodic conferences?4 
While the fonnation of the organization was justified using economic logic, the 

raison d' etre of the organization was identical with that of eNI, suggesting the 

organizational imprint of eNI: 

... it becomes the special responsibility of scientists to serve their fellow 
citizens by providing the necessary infonnation in understandable 
form. .. infonnation is presented unencumbered by political or moral 
judgements. Infonnation is prepared with scientific 
objectivity .. .infonnation is freely available to al1.75 

The collective identity of the group was already solidly in place by the time SIPI was 

formed. eNI had already set up a division of labor between scientists and non-

scientists, had publicly demonstrated their separation from "political" organizations, 

and had, through the Baby Tooth survey in particular, involved the public in science. 

This latter activity assisted in gaining the goodwill of the public, but also provided a 

public view of scientists working to help citizens. For SIPI, many of the boundary 

markers were already in place. 

The establishment of fonnal ceremonial behavior that built group identity 

occurred from very early on in eNI, and later, in SIPI. Among the most significant 

were the requirements for membership in SIPI. For a scientist to claim membership in 

the group, his or her research had to be made available to the public, whether directly 

or indirectly. By the time SIPI was fonned in 1963, the role that the women in eN! 

74 SIPI, press release, 2/17/63, p.3. Be papers, LOC box 437. 

75 SIPI, 1963, p. 2. 
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had (essentially as office workers and liaisons to other groups) was fonnallzed into 

staff positions occupied by non-scientists. Thus, to be a member of SIPI, one did not 

do office work, but instead did two things: practiced science and disseminated it to the 

public. In addition, practicing science which had some practical application (or at least 

framing it in that way) also became a way of showing who belonged. Finally, 

participating in national meetings of SIPI also became a ceremonial activity (much like 

other professional meetings) that signaled who the central members were.76 

To sum up, the emergence of SIPI as an organization in which scientists did 

socially relevant research and disseminated it to the public with the help of a paid 

staff, occurred through three processes: keynoting, boundary heightening and the 

establishment of fonnal ceremonial behavior. Through these processes, the group 

established itself as a place where scientists could contribute to the public good 

without actually making judgements about right and wrong, and still maintain status as 

good scientists. 

In the fall of 1968, like many other campuses across the country, MIT was the 

scene of an increasing number of antiwar protests, fueled in part by the stepped up 

bombing of North Vietnam. At MIT, the protests increasingly emphasized the role of 

MIT's involvement in weapons production and surveillance systems in perpetuating 

the war. During that fall, antiwar protesters at MIT housed a conscientious objector 

(CO) at MIT; during the two weeks the CO stayed, students would come to talk to 

76 Interview with Mrs. Virginia Brodine and Barry Commoner. 
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each other and to the CO about the war. Four graduate students, three from the 

physics department and one from biology--Jonathan Kabat, Joel Feigenbaum, Alan 

Chados and Ira Rubenzahl--had participated in the discussions and activities 

surrounding the CO, although none of them had been involved in many antiwar 

activities prior to that time.n Their experiences with the CO and in discussions with 

other antiwar protestors (including Students for a Democratic Society (SDS) members) 

prompted them, along with several faculty members (primarily from physics and 

biology) to form an organization called Science Action Coordinating Committee 

(SACC) to protest both MIT's involvement in the production of weapons, and the 

government's use of science for military purposes. 

By late December, the group was circulating position statements and urging 

those in positions of power to use science for differ~nt ends78 
79. While gaining 

n Interview with Joel Feigenbaum, March 1990; interview with Alan Chodos, 
March 1990; interview with Ira Rubenzahl, March 1990. 

78 Their fIrst position statement stated their goals as 

1. To initiate a critical and continuing examination of governmental policy in 
all areas where science and technology are of actual or potential signifIcance. 

2. To devise means for turning research applications away from the present 
overemphasis on military technology toward the solution of pressing environmental 
and social problems. 

3. To convey to our students the hope that they will devote themselves to 
bringing the benefits of science to mankind, and to ask them to scrutinize the issues 
raised here before participating in the construction of destructive weapons systems. 

4. To express our determined opposition to ill-advised and hazardous projects 
such as the ABM system, the enlargement of our nuclear arsenal, and the development 
of chemical and biological weapons. 

5. To explore the feasibility of organizing scientists and engineers so that their 



some favorable attention from faculty and from other students, especially graduate 

students, the group came under fIre from SDS for their political views: 

Student discontent on the M.I.T. campus is now largely centered around 
what can loosely be termed "the misuse of science." What is it with 
regard to these programs [at MIT] that constitutes "misuse" of science? 
The misuse of science does not result from a lack of concern by 
individual scientists, but consists in the use of science to serve U.S. 
imperialism (emphasis in the original).80 

While SDS was critical of SACC, SACC viewed the majority of the MIT 
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faculty as apolitical, and so began a more concerted effort to draw them in, at fIrst by 

simply asking them to sign a petition opposing the war. Thrilled with their success at 

this task, they came up with another method of publicizing the close relationship 

between the military and science: a one day research stoppage on March 4, which was 

to take place not simply at MIT, but at campuses all over the U.S.S1 The students 

desire for a more humane and civilized world can be translated into effective political 
action (SACC, 12/19/93, no title). 

79 Letter from Alan Chodos, Joel Feigenbaum, Jonathan Kabat, and Ira Rubenzahl 
for Science Action Coordinating Committee, with 182 MIT graduate students and 
faculty attached, to Lee A. DuB ridge, Special Assistant to the President, 1/17/93. 

80 MIT SDS. 1967. "M.I.T. and the Warfare State." Cambridge, MA: War 
Research Subcommittee of the MIT SDS. 

81 "Group to Protest Research-Defense Ties." 1/24/69. David Deitch. The Boston 
Globe, p. 1.; "Faculty, Students Demand Research Options." 3/3/69. ScientifIc 
Research, p. 11; "Scientists Plan Research Strike at M.I.T. on 4 March." 1/24/93, 
1/24/93. Bryce Nelson. Science, p. 373; Scientists Against the War. 2/3/93. Richard E. 
Kenyon. Chemistrv and Engineering News, p. 5; "MIT Men Ask Scholars in City, Not 
War." 1/21/93, Crocker Snow, Jr. The Boston Globe, p.1; "Strike to Protest 'Misuse' 



144 

had the most success with physics faculty members who had become involved at the 

urging Feigenbaum, Chodos and Rubenzahl; among those professors Francis Low, 

Herman Feshbach and Kurt Gottfried were especially important. For these faculty 

members, it was not only the Vietnam war that gave reason for involvement. Debates 

over the development and deployment of the Antiballistic missile (ABM), newly 

elected President Nixon's failure to take into account the advice of scientists regarding 

weapons development and his proposals to cut pure research budgets, and the 

revelation that the Nlli and NSF were still blacklisting scientists with liberal and 

radical political views, were all important in prompting scientists to take political 

action (see Cabo, (1971) for an extensive analysis of these controversies and their 

relation to activism among MIT faculty). 

In addition, the claims that students were making about the tie between science, 

the military and universities also undermined the view that science is force for 

progress: 

... by their [UCS scientists'] linkage to this abusive government, Institute 
faculty were undermining their own institutionalized relations to the 
public as scientists and engineers who produce knowledge for the 
general benefit of humankind. Instead they were producing knowledge 
that threatened to hasten its demise (Downey, 1988: 236). 

Feshbach, Low and Kurt Gottfried had oot been involved in the politics of 

science for over 30 years, but their early political experiences and family backgrounds 

of Science." 2/6/93. Walter Sullivan. New York Times, page 1. 
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predisposed them to be sympathetic to SACC's goals (Cabn, 1971; Allen, 1970).82 

Low's father, for example, grew up in an ardently socialist family, in which socialism, 

rather than any profession per se, shaped the family's identity. As an undergraduate at 

Harvard, Low was moderately involved in debates over the war. Describing himself as 

an interventionist, he was involved in a leftist group called the American Student 

Union. He described his politics as "not serious", but had girlfriends and others who 

were. As a graduate student, he worked with Hans Bethe, Robert Oppenheimer and 1.1. 

Rabi, all of whom of whom were involved in the political debates that took place over 

the formation of the Atomic Energy Commission and the National Science 

Foundation.s3 

Feshbach too, had been involved in politics early in his life, being exposed to 

many of the political debates that took place in the 1930s while he was in college: 

.... One of my roommates was Ivan Hurlinger, and he was a member of 
the [Communist] Party ... and I had many, many interesting conversations 
at City College [of New York] with him ... at that time it [CCNY] was a 
very interesting place; there were several student organizations on 
campus, such as the Married Student Union, SLID and the Communist 
Forum. I remember spending hours debating Marxism ... my best friend 
was a member of the Party at the time. I was on the fringes, but of 
course it was the depression and we'd had enough cases of obvious 
tragedy that you didn't have to read about it. .. 84 

82 Interview with Frances Low, June 1991; Interview with Herman Feshbach, MIT, 
June 1991. 

83 Interview with Francis Low. 

84 Feshbach, 1991. 
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On March 4 SACC was to sponsor a series of talks and discussions about 

science and social responsibility. But in the process of planning for March 4, faculty 

and graduate students began to have disagreements about SACC's activities and 

identity. As Low recalled: 

The students had another agenda, which was not known to us, which 
was to move on to MIT itself, attacking the existence of the I-Lab [the 
Instrumentation Lab, weapons laboratory on campus that was largely 
funded by the Department of Defense] and classified research ... which 
took me certainly by surprise ... the way in which it was done was 
unreasonable. They [SACC] became a somewhat unreasonable 
organization, somewhat McCarthyite. They had Jack Ruina up in front 
of a big lecture hall and they were saying, "ls it true that on such and 
such a date you met with so and so who was Deputy Secretary of 
Defense in Charge of Evil Things?"85 

The students felt themselves to be more radical (though clearly not by SDS 

standards), while the faculty were considerably more moderate. As one student 

recalled: 

I think that the faculty were suspicious of the students in some sense. 
There was hairsplitting, as there is in any academic situation. Should we 
use the word strike or not .. .1 mean, that was a big issue ... the students 
were a little bit. .. contemptuous is too strong a word, but they felt they 
were dragging these faculty people along. You know, they should be 
wanting to do the right thing, yet they have to be persuaded. And they 
were very timid; they wanted to put the brakes on everything ... the 
faculty didn't want to have their reputations totally ruined ... and the 
students dido't want to be held back.86 

The conflicts quickly became unreconcilable; faculty felt their interests 

85 Low, 1991. 

86 Chodos, 1991, emphasis added. 
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(particularly their status at MIn were threatened by SACC's call to arms against MIT. 

As a result, SACC split into two groups: the student group, still called SACC, and the 

faculty group, called the Union of Concerned Scientists.87 

While SACC was interested primarily in antiwar activities and MIT's role in 

promoting militarism, UCS distinguished itself from SACC by identifying themselves 

as highly talented scientists up to the task of solving a whole range of social problems, 

but not particularly concerned with militarism:88 

Our position is more conservative [than that of SACC]o We're willing to 
go slower. We have the same concerns but it's a difference of activism 
and style ... [as examples of activities in which UCS hoped to be 
involved] how to apply our fantastic technical aptitude to solving our 
fantastic technical problems-poverty, undernourishment, urban decay, 
the breakdown of transportation, and environmental pollution.89 

SACC also tried to demarcate the boundaries between the two groups: 

... ues .. .is concerned with the organization and development of a 
scientific counter-expertise -- a force organized against that of the 
government and corporations that dominate society. It is composed 

87 Ira Rubenzahl recalled that it was the students who were more involved in 
naming the faculty group; at first the faculty rejected the word "union", arguing that 
was too reminiscent of communist activity, but were persuaded that "union" and 
"communism" could be separated. 

88 This should not be surprising, for two reasons. For one thing, while I do not 
have systematic data, work by Cahn (1971) and my interviews with some of the 
founding members of UCS suggest that many of them had received or were receiving 
money from the Department of Defense. Second, ues's interest in engaging in more 
diffuse activities rather than attacking MIT may be traced to their close ties to MIT 
(see Appendix A). 

89 Francis Low, quoted in "Faculty, Students Demand Research Options." 
Scientific Research, 3/3/69: 11. 



largely of faculty and professionals who have defined their position 
in life and career, although there is a significant graduate student 
participation. Their projects concern pollution, biological engineering, 
the ABM, and social applications of science ... SACC is specifically 
antimilitarist, and specifically directed at those aspects of militarization 
that dominate and direct scientific research, particularly at the 
university.90 

Additionally, as members of SACC and UCS began to struggle over the 
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identity of the group, members of each group wore blue and red ribbons, respectively, 

to distinguish themselves as participants in the debates over social responsibility and 

science, and, perhaps more importantly, to distinguish themselves from members of 

the other group. 

What did one have to do to be considered a member of the Union of 

Concerned Scientists? UCS issued a statement at the March 4 meetings that suggested 

what kinds of activities UCS members ought to engage in; this statement provides 

perhaps that best example of formal ceremonial behaviors that demarcated the group: 

We ask you, as a member of the scientific community, to join us in a 
concerted and continuing effort to influence public policy in areas 
where your own scientific knowledge and skill can play a significant 
role. The issues which are of primary concern to us are "survival 
problems"--where misapplication of technology literally threatens our 
continued existence. These fall into three categories: those that are upon 
us, as is the nuclear arms race; those that are imminent, as are 
pollution-induced climatic and ecological changes, and those that lie 
beyond the horizon, as for example, genetic manipulation. 

In order to affect public policy is the domain of concern to us, we 
propose to 

90 SACCo 4/15/69. "SACC's Demands Have Not Been Met." 



1. initiate a continuing critique of governmental policy--based, if 
necessary, on our own research-- which hopefully would lead to new 
alternatives where appropriate; 
2. Institute a broad program of public education wherein the 
membership would disseminate information to the news media and 
variety of institutions and organizations: schools, church groups, 
community clubs, unions, and so forth; 
3. Establish contacts with and support appropriate political figures, 
locally and nationally; 
4. Encourage universities to establish interdisciplinary educational 
programs on the frontiers between science and public affairs 
5. Maintain liaison and establish coordinated programs with politically 
active engineers and scientists throughout the nation and the world 
6. Investigate innovative forms of political action.91 
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Although they list one of their activities as dissemination of public information, 

that behavior became a secondary marker of membership; participation in lobbying 

and expert testimony became the hallmark of the group. Downey's (1988) thorough 

analysis of the way in which this became central to the group--and how this activity 

allowed ues members to reproduce their identity as scientists--is perhaps the best 

source of information about this issue. Downey shows how after March 4, 

involvement in UCS declined sharply, but was revived by a suggestion ("keynote") by 

Kurt Gottfried, that UCS emphasize environmental pollution, an issue that was gaining 

much public attention. To be a member of UCS, one had to participate in meetings of 

the Committee on Environmental Information, the subgroup that effectively 

demarcated UCS identity. Participation was open to anyone who was a scientist, and 

who viewed government abuse of scientific information as a problem. The only formal 

91 UCS. n.d. "Beyond March 4". 
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behavioral requirements were that scientists engage in critiques of government use of 

science through the criticism of government data. By doing so, they made use of the 

notion of universalism: scientific conclusions should be similar, using shared scientific 

criteria. At the same time, DeS members could not legitimately bring their own data 

to bear on an issue in which they were not trained. Thus, the behavior of the group-

engaging in public critiques of government data--demarcated as at once respectable 

scientists, and as public servants. 

SftP emerged from the same broad set of political circumstances that produced 

UCS: rising antiwar sentiment on college campuses where scientists were located, and 

an administration that was increasingly hostile to or ignored the advice of leftist 

scientists. UCS went from being part of an anti-Vietnam war group to a lobbying 

group that critiqued the governments' use of science; SIPI from an anti-nuclear group 

to a public information organization. SftP originally began as an anti-war group, but 

then made efforts to broaden its goals to include ways that science could be used for 

the "people", rather than against them, and, among some members of the group, to 

overthrow capitalist regimes in America and in other parts of the world. 

The idea for the organization began with two scientists: Michael Goldhaber, 

then a physics graduate student at Stanford, and Charles Schwartz, a full professor of 

physics at Berkeley. The two knew each other through professional ties; seeing each 

other in the Bay Area at colloquia and other meetings. From the middle of the 1960s, 

both became involved in the antiwar movement that was rapidly taking shape, 
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particularly on the Berkeley campus. For several years before the founding of SftP, 

Goldhaber and Schwartz participated in antiwar demonstrations, and circulated 

petitions that protested the war.1)2 

As the antiwar movement grew, Schwartz in particular began to become 

concerned about the close tie between science and the military. As a summer fellow 

at Lawrence Livermore Laboratories in 1968, he tried to organize a series of lunch-

time talks that were to show how science, the military, and universities, especially the 

University of California's Livermore Labs, were closely tied. While many people 

attended the fIrst talk, which generated much discussion in the halls during the next 

week, he was forbidden to use Livermore Labs property to do so in the future. During 

that same summer, Schwartz began to organize a drive to have the annual American 

Physical Society meeting moved from Chicago in protest against the events that 

occurred at the Democratic National Convention there that summer. During the fall of 

1968, as the war wore on, he began to think and talk more about the connections 

between science and the military, and between science and social problems more 

generally. His community of discussants was in his own department and on the 

Berkeley campus, and also a broader community of leftist scientists whom he was only 

beginning to recognize. Schwartz himself was a relative newcomer to leftist politics; 

he had a fairly conventional career until his arrive at Berkeley in 1963, having little or 

92 Interview with Michael Goldhaber, February 1992; interview with Charlie 
Schwartz, December 1991. 
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no recognition of any of the political debates that took place in the 40s and 50s over 

science and society.93 

Unlike Schwartz, the other principal founder of Science for the People, Michael 

Goldhaber, had a less insular career as a scientist. Both his parents were prominent 

physicists, and both were Gennan refugees whose parents were killed in concentration 

camps in Poland. But his disillusionment came in the late 60s, as it did for many 

people of his generation. The critical year was 1968. Disillusionment came from 

several sources, sources that were also responsible for the emergence of SACC and 

UCS. In addition to the escalation of a war that was increasingly revealed as pointless 

and brutal, the election of a president who intended to cut science budgets and to 

remove liberal scientists interests from his agenda, he was disturbed by the lack of 

interest of among scientists: 

I was trying to write my dissertation, and people kept getting shot ... And 
when [Martin Luther] King [Jr.] was shot I was very upset by it ... C.D. 
Lee ... was supposed to give a seminar, and I was very upset that he 
didn't cancel the seminar .. .I remember marching in this memorial march 
that was hastily set up in Palo Alto and just feeling like, you know, 
why aren't these people [scientists] realizing that this incredibly horrible 
thing just happened and just carrying on as it was if business as usual? 
.. .I mean it was sort of a defensive, remote, complete removedness [sic] 
from politics that went on .. .1 got very involved at that point ... 94 

Having spent two summers working at Los Alamos Laboratories, Goldhaber 

was already well aware of the sometimes subtle and sometimes quite obvious 

93 Schwartz, December, 1991. 

94 Goldhaber, February, 1992. 
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relationship between science and the military. But at Stanford the depth and 

insidiousness of the relationship became much more apparent A group of students 

asked the Chair of the Physics Department, who also happened to be the chair of the 

Air Force Science Advisory Committee, why the Air Force was funding pure research 

in theoretical physics: 

His answer was incredibly revealing. I mean he essentially laid it all on 
the table. They knew what they were doing, in essence. They were 
doing it because they thought they would have a greater likelihood of 
getting these same scientists to think for them when they needed them 
to. Their graduate students might possibly go into weapons work, and 
they could call on the best students and other good students and 
influence them in that direction. So in other words, it was really a 
seduction method. And that added to the whole feeling I had when I 
was at Los Alamos ... [where] people would be hired for a few years and 
told that of course they didn't have to work on weapons. Then [they] 
would be told, well, unfortunately, we can't keep you, but if you start 
working on weapons, or if you work on weapons half-time we can keep 

9S you ... 

Mter receiving his doctorate in the fall of 1968, he took a postdoctoral position 

at Rockefeller University, which had a number of visiting scholars from Europe, many 

of whom were Marxists. But rather than providing a framework for a political 

analysis of science, Goldhaber found that they used it as a kind of screen to avoid the 

analysis of science: 

... there was this nucleus of people doing fairly radical politics at 
Rockefeller, but they weren't particularly concerned with their role at 
scientists. I mean, in a way they were concerned about the treatment of 
animal keepers at Rockefeller and things like that..but they were more 
interested in a sort of capitalism in general than they were with science 

9S Goldhaber, February, 1992. 



in particular. Which in a way I saw eventually as a way to keep doing 
their work and at the same time and say "I have this critical stance", 
that doesn't have anything to do with their work.96 

Goldhaber and Schwartz found that their sense of outrage about the uses of 
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science seemed to fallon deaf ears among their faculty colleagues. It was during the 

fall of 1968 that Schwartz began searching for an organizational vehicle through which 

he could express his concerns and take action to change the conditions that he found 

so appalling. Like members of SIPI, Schwartz first turned to an existing organization, 

the American Physical Society (APS). His idea was to get the APS to issue a 

statement opposing the continuation of the war in Vietnam. Although there was a vote 

among APS members and a substantial amount of support for the statement, it was not 

passed. 

The annual meeting took place in February of 1969, at the height of the March 

4 movement that was begun by the students at MIT.97 Schwartz and Goldhaber had 

by this time decided to try to begin a new organization that would take seriously the 

notion that scientists had a responsibility to ensure that their work was use for the 

good of humanity. Goldhaber and Schwartz, along with Martin Perl, a physics 

professor at Stanford, and Mark Roth, a physics professor at Michigan, put up notices 

at the APS meeting announcing the formation of an organization called Scientists for 

96 Goldhaber, 1991. 

97 Stanford and Berkeley scientists, mainly graduate students, had sponsored 
activities on March 4. 



Social and Political Action (SSPA), a name which suggests that the organization, 

rather than being focused on "concern" or the provision of information, was instead 

emphasizing action, but action that was as yet unspecified. 

Over the past 25 years the scientific community has grown very large in 
numbers and in resources, but we have become complacent with our 
prestige and have failed to face the responsibilities created for us by our 
very material resources ... As scientists have become more and more 
dependent on the government for research funds and for their livelihood, 
speaking out on public issues has been done more and more 
cautiously ... We must therefore strike to regain our full intellectual and 
political freedom; and the very existence of this proposed organization 
will help strengthen each scientist's resolve ... We reject the old credo 
that "research means progress and progress is good" ... we shall establish 
a forum where all concerned scientists--and especially students and 
younger members of the profession--may explore the questions, Why 
are we scientists? For whose benefit do we work? What is the full 
nature of our moral and social responsibility?98 
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Their call to action was heeded. At least 300 people packed the room, and far 

from being apolitical, many of them called for a more radical program of action. 

When the meeting ended, 27 individuals had named themselves as local 

representatives.99 The Boston group, led by Herb Fox, was among the most 

aggressive and radical of the locals, and began to organize around a Marxist 

agenda1
°O. Other active chapters were in Chicago, New York, Berkeley and Madison. 

98 Michael Goldhaber, Martin Perl, Marc Ross and Charlie Schwartz. n.d. 
"Announcing the Formation of a new organization of Scientists dedicated to Vigorous 
Social and Political Action", emphasis added. 

99 Scientists for Social and Political Action Newsletter. 2/23/69: 1,4. 

100 Interview with Britta Fischer, March 1991. 
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At the end of the initial meeting, participants drafted a statement that included 

a list of justifications for the formation of the organization, and defmed the structure 

more clearly: 

1. Government support of research and development is overwhelmingly 
dominated by military projects, while the existing levels of armament 
already constitute the greatest threat to world peace and security. The 
ABM must be stopped. 

2. The uncontrolled spawning of technology has produced many hazards 
of environmental pollution and has also contributed to the socially 
destructive conditions of our cities; yet their is no real attempt to apply 
technical skills in a constructive plan to improve life for all men [sic] 
on this planet. 

3. There is no organization which represents the professional community 
of scientists. Leadership has fallen to a pocketful of government 
advisors who, though for the most part very talented and well-meaning 
men, have been absorbed into the Washington establishment. We need 
a vehicle to sponsor vigorous express of our own self-interests, of our 
opinions on federal policies and of our moral responsibilities to society 
at large. 

The structure will be very dispersed: we consist of a set of local groups 
formed upon the initiative of their members; the national framework 
will act to coordinate projects begun at the local level rather than to fix 
policy. This arrangement should allow autonomy of action and also 
puts the burden of leadership on the maximum number of individuals. 
The chief organ of communication will be a newsletter, to which 
members will contribute reports on their local activities along with 
research studies, proposals for group actions, etc.101 

By December, SSPA was announcing itself as a "bottom-up" organization102
• 

101 Scientists for Social and Political Action Newsletter. 
2/23/69, 1:1. 

102 Science for the People. 2:2, 1970, p.3. 
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For the founders of SftP, organizational form was significant because, as Breines 

(1982/1989) has shown, among members of the New Left, organizational structure 

form served "as an organized expression of a movement which was often internal and 

informal on an individual level and decentralized and spontaneous on a local 

level.. .. (p.69). Indeed a particular kind of structure was necessary to be considered 

part of the New Left The central organ of the organization was its magazine, Science 

for the People. which was edited not by an editor, but by a collective. Although each 

group could set its own rules, nearly all locals were run as "collectives", with 

decisions made by consensus. 

That year, the group set itself apart from liberals, and established itself as a 

"radical" organization. A newsletter that was produced shortly after the meeting is 

reveals these changes: 

In Washington science advisors either endorse existing policies or 
become Oppenheimers or become members of an agency blacklist. To 
be "influential" you must fIrst agree. Thus the scientist serves only to 
rationalize the existing order. His expertise is used merely to further 
already established goals ... Then what is the solution? We must 
fundamentally change the present social and economic system ... We 
scientists are workers. Our only hope in preventing the further misuse 
of science is to join with all other workers to bring about a radical 
change in the thinking, goals, and economic structure of this 
country .103 

By December, members were constructing their history around a radical political 

agenda: 

103 SESPA Newsletter. April, 1969. emphasis in the original. 



The principles of the new organization were that is was to be a 
nonorganization- a group with no officers, and no constraints on 
membership. Voluntary dues were to finance a newsletter that would 
keep everybody infonned of other activities by means of signed articles. 
All signed articles were to be published. Local action was emphasized 
and volunteer organizers left the New York APS meeting to pull groups 
together on their home turf.104 

The annual AAAS meeting was held in Boston in December of that year; 
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during the meeting members of the Boston group disrupted sessions in an effort to call 

attention to the lack of alternative viewpoints, to the homogeneity of the AAAS, and 

to the style of presentation: "experts" telling an "audience" something, rather than 

having more open discussion. During one of the sessions, members presented Dr. 

Edward Teller with a "Dr. Strangelove" award. Members were also successful in 

getting two "alternative" sessions on the program; these sessions were open to all, and 

were not run by experts. In the sessions members discussed the ways in which science 

was used "against the people".los 

The Boston group, which published the newsletter and was increasingly coming 

to dominate the agenda of the organization, now included people who were not 

physical or natural scientists with doctoral degrees, but sociologists, engineers, 

computer programmers, secretaries and laboratory technicians, few of whom had 

doctoral degrees. What they shared however, was a common interest in how science 

104 Science for the People, 2:2 1970, p. 3. 

105 SESPA Newsletter, December, 1970; "Three Activists Score Scientists as 
Decadent. 1I 12/30/93. Nancy Hicks. New York Times, 8:6. 
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was used, and a Marxist political perspectivelO6 

By the end of the year, the group had established a radical identity for itself, 

and membership in the organization was marked by several kinds of formal ceremonial 

behavior. To simplify, I will only present evidence from the Boston group. One of 

the debates that the group had was over what kind of work people had to do to be 

members; some argued that the magazine was of central importance, and that as a 

group committed to a decentralized, Marxist structure in which there was no division 

of labor based on level of education, gender, or any other attribute, everyone should 

participate in doing "shit work" at the magazine.l07 

Although the magazine did indeed operate as a collective, few of the 

established research scientists from Harvard, MIT or Boston University of Boston 

College engaged in this kind of work. But there were other kinds of behaviors that 

marked membership in the group: one was participation in TAP, the Technical 

Assistance Program, in which scientists helped other New Left groups (the Black 

Panthers were one of SftP's major assistees) with such things as wiretaps, self-defense 

mechanisms, chemical analyses, sound systems, and automobiles.108 

Perhaps the most important ceremonial behavior was the ritual of group 

meetings. Participation was nearly mandatory in Boston, if one wanted to be 

106 Interview with Britta Fischer, March, 1991. 

107 Fischer, March 1991. 

108 Science for the People. 2:2: 7. 
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considered part of the group. At these meetings, there were no leaders, nor meeting 

facilitators. Anyone could call a meeting, and all "members" were expected to show 

up. The way in which the meeting operated was nearly as important as the subject 

matter: all decisions had to be by consensus, and no person or idea was to be rejected 

on the basis of gender, education, occupation or age109
• From the ill-formed 

ideas that Michael Goldhaber and Charlie Schwartz began with, Science for the People 

had become a New Left science group, a "non-organization" devoted to the use of 

science for "the people", using disruption, technical assistance and participatory 

decision-making and activities to demonstrate their collective identity. 

3.7 Differences Between the Three Organizations 

Scientists who were involved in the peace movement of the 1950s and the 

antiwar movement of the 1960s faced dilemmas particular to science in joining their 

professional and political commitments. The common problems that faced the three 

groups, however, were that participation often meant being critical of the practices and 

institutional support mechanisms of the very profession in which they were engaged. 

But the solution to these dilemmas was far from clear, for there were many possible 

paths that scientists and their professional and political organizations could have taken. 

In this chapter, I have focused on one path: the process by which scientists sought 

solutions through a series of iterations in which they found a way to join science and 

politics that would provide them with legitimacy in both arenas. They did so through 

109 Fischer, March 1991; interview with Richard Lewontin, March 1991. 
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the appropriation of routines of action from political and scientific repertoires. These 

repertoires served as the tools for the creation of new solutions. The result was the 

formation of a new collective identity--public interest scientist--that was codified in a 

new organizational form that was neither a strictly professional, nor strictly political, 

organization: the public interest science organization. 

In all three cases, the founders of each organization emphasized the misuse of 

science by other groups, particularly the state. In spite of that similarity, each of the 

three organizations early on developed a more distinct collective identity, which 

shaped the development of a particular organizational form. Table 3-2 provides a brief 

summary of the differences in form among the three organizations. SftP began to 

focus on the uses of science by capitalists and capitalist societies, and on the harm that 

had been brought to people at the lower end of the socioeconomic system. They also 

increasingly emphasized the centrality of non-hierarchical relations among members of 

the organization, and the importance of monitoring those relations. The actions they 

took were decidedly non-traditional, focusing on direct action, rather than education or 

legal activity. The group also began to turn its newsletter into a bimonthly magazine 

called Science for the People. 

ues very quickly focused its attention on the uses of science by the 

government at the local, state and national level. Led by a charismatic leader, the 

group was organized into smaller "work groups" that researched a partiCUlar subject 

for the purpose of lobbying and the provision of expert testimony, particularly around 
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energy and weapons issues. 

SIPI was increasingly involved in local environmental projects, in which 

scientists did original research and made it available to the public. Still led by 

Commoner and Mead, the group developed a federated structure in which the national 

group in New York City, distributed resources to the locals, but did not interfere with 

the choice of projects. In addition, the St Louis local began to publish a magazine for 

public consumption that provided scientific analyses of environmental issues. 

This, was, however, just the tJeginning. What faced each group was far more 

difficult than creating a collective identity: over the next twenty years, each group 

would struggle to maintain that identity against a shifting political and economic 

landscape, in which the original reasons for organizing disappeared, government 

repression was stepped up, and more scientists became interested in finding jobs than 

in assuming moral responsibility. For all three groups, the task was to find ways to 

maintain the organizations that they began, organizations that became increasingly 

hungry for money and for members. What began as small and seemingly insignificant 

differences in the collective political identities between each organization became 

highly consequential over the next 20 years, for they advantaged some and 

disadvantaged others as the political and economic environment changed. The next 

chapter examines this changing landscape, and chapter 5 traces out the ways in which 

each group's collective identity shaped their ability to negotiate these changes. 
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TABLE 3-1 

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF FOUNDING MEMBERS OF SIPI, UCS 
AND SftP+ 

SIPI UCS SftP 

Ties to Science 

AMERICAN MEN OF 
SCIENCE MEMBERS 75% 94%* 11% 

NOBEL PRIZE 0 1 0 
WINNERS 

NAS MEMBERS 15% 31% 0 

MEAN # YEARS 
SINCE LAST DEGREE 12.6 20.3 6 

MODAL POSITION ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR GRADUATE 
PROFESSOR STUDENT 

MAJOR FIELDS BIOLOGY** ENGINEERING BIOLOGY 
REPRESENTED (100%) (25%) (43%) 

PHYSICS 
(23%) 

Ties to Politics 

WORKED FORA .... 50% .... 75% .... 10% 
GOVERNMENT 
AGENCY OR 
COMMITTEE 

TIES TO THE 
NEW LEFT NA 2%*** 100% 

PARTY POLITICS WEAK WEAK WEAK 



Other 

PERCENT 
FEMALE 

N= 

8% 

21/25 
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2% 18% 

46/48 27/28 

+Data on Science for the People is subject to modification, as I continue to acquire 
more primary documents; however, I don't expect any of the new data to significantly 
change any of the patterns that are shown here. 

*The three who were not listed (Noam Chomsky, George Matthews and Morris Halle) 
were in disciplines which are not covered in American Men and Women of Science. 

**With the exception of two, all of the MDs held research positions in biological 
sciences. 

***With the exception of Noam Chomsky, none of the other members had experience 
with New Left organizations. 

Sources: Data on founders of SIPI come from Men of American Science, volumes 10 
and 11, from an interview with Barry Commoner, and from surveys. Data for UCS 
come from American Men and Women of Science, volume 17: Allen (1970), Cahn 
(1971); interviews with Henry Kendall, Ira Rubenzahl, Francis Low, Hennan 
Feshbach, Alan Chodos and Joel Feigenbaum. Data on founders of SftP come from 
American Men and Women of Science, volume 17, interviews with Britta Fischer, Rita 
Arditti, Stuart Newman, Richard Lewontin, Michael Goldhaber, Bill Davidon, and 
Charlie Schwartz, and from survey data of founding members. 



Table 3-2 

Organizational Form and Activities of SIPI, UCS, and SftP, 
Two Years After Founding 

SIPI ues SftP 

FORM 

AUTHORITY STRUCTURE 

a. bureaucratization* high medium low 

b.centralization* medium high low 

DmSION OF LABOR 

a. nationally 

federated: leader Same 
locals engage chooses as 
in independent projects, SIPI 

projects, engages 
national engages in fundraising; 

in fundraising delegates 
and acts as a responsibility 
communication 
hub for other 
groups 

b. locally 
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paid non- same as no leaders; 
science above 

staff; decisions 
charismatic made by 
leaders; consensus; 
decisions all members 
made by must work in 

office 



leaders, 
staff and 
by scientists 
who were 
members 
vote 

MEMBERSlDP REQUIREMENTS 
scientist or 
citizen; action 
as volunteer or 
scientist; 
membership list 

SYSTEM FOR ASSOCIATION formal 
WITH OTHER ORGANIZATIONS 

MAJOR ACTIVITY direct 
public 
education 

scientist 
action as 
a scientist; 

membership list 

any person; 
action on 
behalf of 
the organization, 
no membership list 

formal 

lobbying 
expert 

testimony 

informal 

public 
education 
disruption 
of pro
fessional 
meetings 

*bureaucratization refers to the number of levels of authority 
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**centralization refers to the degree to which power is located in a few or many offices or people 
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CHAPTER 4 

THE SH1FfING LANDSCAPE 

4.1 Introduction 

The months following the founding of each of the three organizations were 

heady ones for members, filled with activities, public attention and growing interest 

from other scientists. The vibrancy and enthusiasm shared by each group during its 

early days (tinged with a bit of trepidation on the part of UCS members) belied the 

difficulties that would be posed by the more challenging political and economic 

climate each faced after 1970. 

The ability of each group to engage in particular kinds of activities with such 

enthusiasm was in large part due to the fact that basic needs for organizational action 

were available to each group. During the 196Os, each of the three groups found 

pressing social problems that could conceivably be solved through the application of 

scientific expertise, activities that drew favorable attention and helped each 

organization attract members, scientists who were interested in, and able to contribute 

to fmding ways to join science and politics, and basic financial resources. By the 

early 1970s, however, the political and economic arrangements that had given rise to 

these organizations had begun to change in ways that made the continued survival of 

each organization a challenge. There were three significant changes that these 

organizations had to face: increasing disagreement among the groups that had 
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participated in the broad movement of the 1960s, a more repressive political climate, 

and more competition for less money. The changes became most noticeable in the 

early 1970s. These changes were, of course, related; the radicalization of some 

movement groups prompted the Nixon administration to institute both overt and covert 

repression of movement organizations, and government intervention in movement 

organizations sometimes caused fragmentation (Marx, 1979). As Morgan shows: 

Consumed by the war overseas, rebuffed by a resistant mainstream 
culture, battered by repression at home, and spinning out of control, the 
Movement lost its sense of euphoria, its belief that it could save the 
world while simultaneously saving its soul (Morgan, 1991, p. 217). 

There were however, bright spots that allowed particular kinds of groups to flourish: 

the money that was available from foundations was increasingly directed toward 

educational activities, and federal science programs increasingly called for an applied 

focus. As a result of these changes, SIPI, DCS and SftP were put into a new milieu 

that forced them to cope with difficult choices about who they were, and what they 

did. 

In the fIrst section of this chapter, I describe these changes in more detail.llo 

In the second section, I turn to a more theoretical discussion: how would 

organizational and social movement research predict that these three groups might 

respond to this environment, and what might the consequences of each course of 

110 An exhaustive overview of these changes is beyond the scope of this work; my 
intent is to provide a brief summary of political and economic changes that have been 
analyzed more thoroughly by Gitlin (1987), Morgan (1991), Jenkins (1987a) and 
Dickson (1984/1988). 
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action be? 

4.2 The Shifting Landscape I: Fragmentation Among the Left 

During the period of political protest during which SftP, ues and SIPI were 

formed, previously taken for granted assnmptions about many aspects of personal and 

political life came into question, and a wide range of groups became involved in 

generating new answers to questions about the organization of public and private life. 

Protests helped score impressive legal and cultural victories, including the elimination 

of legal segregation, the passage of strong and wide-ranging environmental protection 

laws, the reduction of U.S. presence in Vietnam, and increased state support for the 

poor. 

By the early 1970s, the broad movement that generated these changes had 

begun to decline, as figure 4-1 suggests. The major movements--Ied now by the 

increasingly radical student and black power movements--were becoming factionalized, 

and were at the same time increasingly subject to police and government harassment. 

Civil rights groups, which had so effectively worked together before 1964, were 

unable to work together on particular issues or to agree on tactics (McAdam, 1983a; 

Miller, 1983: p. 286). Despite the fact that movements which had previously included 

only students and the disenfranchised came to involve more people and to talk of one 

broad Movement, involvement did not by any means lead directly to unity among the 

radical Left. Heterogeneity instead served to make political alliances between groups 

nearly impossible. Groups which had become involved by the late 1960s increasingly 
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organized around particular issues that were not salient to or deemed important by 

other participants. Members of ethnic groups organized around ethnicity, often 

rejecting white women's emphasis on gender as a dividing line, professionals who had 

different interests than students began to become involved in larger numbers, Marxists 

viewed class issues as most salient, and the women's movement began to expose the 

injustices radical women experienced even as they worked for social change on the 

basis of ethnicity (Freeman, 1973; Hoffman, 1989; Radicals in the Professions, 1967; 

Helfgot, 1981; Evans, 1979/1980). Indeed, both Jenkins (1987b) and Oberschall 

(1993) have shown that one of the major reasons for the decline of the Left after 1970 

was the lack of a broad organizational vehicle though which a variety of groups could 

pursue political change. The trend became exacerbated as the American presence in 

Vietnam effectively ended in 1973, leaving the Left with no major issue around which 

groups could organize. 

Compounding the problem of a common issue around which to organize was 

the fact that many leftist groups were becoming as concerned with the how particular 

ways of organizing could contribute to bringing about a new and more just society. 

Many on the Left increasingly emphasized "non-organization", viewing formal 

organization as synonymous with bureaucracy, domination and alienation, and a 

microcosm of the troubles that plagued contemporary society (Breines, 1982/1989; 

Freeman, 1973). These non-organizations were loose-knit, decentralized, with no 

formal leadership and a changing membership. As well, the role of lifestyle and 
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personal action as statements of political allegiance were emphasized (Evans, 

1979/1980), so that ways of interacting with other participants and organizations 

became of central importance to many groups. To ensure that the relationships with 

other members and with other organizations did not mirror the kinds of relations that 

they were critical of, continuous self-examination became common, resulting in an 

inward, rather than an outward focus. This emphasis often came at the expense of the 

planned and organized actions that had led to many of the successes of the movement 

early in the decade. As one writer cynically argued: 

Bureaucratic and/or intellectual leadership styles were out-that is, 
leadership based on day-to-day political administration of some sort of 
program or on intellectual dominance ... elitism and later, chauvinism, 
were the main weapons of the charge ... After 1968, the movement was 
increasingly a place in which you lived a certain kind of life-lots of pot 
and revolutionary talk, relating to people ... organic food, interminable 
analysis of everybody's relationship to everyone else and what was 
wrong with them, sharing enthusiasm for the latest revolutionary 
slogans, wondering who the undercover pig was, digging Bobby Seale 
and pronouncing America with a K (McDermott, 1974). 

Alliances with more liberal, reform oriented organizations were also rejected 

(Freeman, 1973). When combined with the increasing emphasis on lifestyle and how 

goals were accomplished, the rejection of alliances with the mainstream meant that 

more radical groups became increasingly isolated and locally oriented (Boyte, 1980). 

But while the more radical left became fragmented, a number of writers have 

argued that after 1970, the sheer number of formal political organizations rose rather 

quickly (Jenkins, 1987b; McCarthy and Zald 1973; 1977; Berry, 1977). These groups, 
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variously called "public interest" groups, "professional social movement organizations", 

and nonprofit organizations were very often moderate, reform-oriented, professionally 

staffed, and dependent on nonmembers for funding. 

The growth in these moderate organizations has been attributed to the growth 

in funding from foundations and from individual donations. Figure 4-1 shows that 

foundation grants to social movement organizations rose continuously throughout the 

1960s, and quite dramatically in 1970, but then shrunk quite rapidly. 

Figure 4-1 HERE 

While funding was more scarce after 1970, making competition more stiff for 

the organizations that ~ in place, perhaps more important than the sheer amount of 

money available were the changes in funding preferences of foundations. Among the 

largest 47 foundations, funding for "sectarian" organizations steadily increases through 

1965, drops off, and then grows again after 1975 (ylvisaker, 1987: 369). This trend 

would not bode well for explicitly political organizations that were not incorporated as 

nonprofits. However, donations for "public issues of community and society" from 

these same foundations grew between 1960 and 1970, but dropped by the mid 1970s. 

In 1960, for example, nearly 29% of these 47 foundations' money went toward this 

issue; in 1970, 34%; but by 1974, it was down to 26%, and continued to drop in 1979 

(Ylvisaker, 1987, p. 368). Donations for physical and natural sciences also fell 
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steadily throughout the 1960s and 1970s. The real winners in the competition for 

foundation monies were organizations that sought to educate a particular constituency. 

They received the largest share of these foundation's monies throughout the period, 

with funding growing steadily in the 1960s, and then leveling off somewhat in the 

1970s (Ylvisaker, 1987, p. 368-369). 

Both the rapid growth in nonprofit or public interest organizations and funding 

immediately after 1970 has been attributed to a second factor as well: a 

"depoliticizing" process in which more moderate groups are rewarded with funds, 

while radical groups who use nontraditional methods or are informally organized are 

left out of the donation pool (McAdam, 1983b; Jenkins and Eckert, 1986; McCarthy, 

Wolfson and Britt, 1989). As Jenkins (1987b) has argued, 

The reasons for this rise and drop are complex, but probably the central 
factor was the pressure generated by the mass movements of the 1960s 
and early 1970s. The funding peak followed closely on the upsurge of 
the mass movements, and then, after the movements declined, funding 
tapered off. Funding also went primarily to professional advocates who 
could be seen as "responsible militants", and whose major effort was to 
implement policy changes that were initiated by the movements of the 
1960s (Jenkins, 1987b: 313). 

The changing economy also had an effect on the ability of people to participate 

in political activism. By the end of the 1960s, the economic boom that had in part 

fueled the participation of large numbers of people who could afford to participate in 

movements by delaying college graduation and graduate or professional school 

reduced the numbers of people available for political activism. Jobs were increasingly 



hard to find. As one member of SACC recalled in explaining his decision to focus 

full time on his dissertation after the March 4 demonstration: 

As it turns out, there was sort of a penalty to pay [for activism in the 
late 1960s] because that was the period where funding was dramatically 
cut for physics and other sciences, and people who were graduated in 
'68 had a good job market, whereas people who graduated in 1970, like 
I did, were graduating when the job market was extremely tight. We 
didn't know that of course, at the time, but it turned out that there was 
a dramatic change just at that point. So that year that I was at MIT 
doing politics might have had some effect [on his job prospects] in that 
respect. III 

4.3 The Shifting Landscape II: The Changing Institutional Political Context 
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At the same time that the collage of groups that made up the Movement were 

experiencing organizational and political difficulties and new, reform oriented groups 

grew, public interest in many of the issues that had captured attention in the 1960s 

declined in salience. Civil rights and race-related issues declined sharply (McAdam, 

1983a: p. 308). And more importantly for ues and SftP, the war in Vietnam became 

a less salient issue too, with fewer than 25% of Americans identifying it as the "most 

important issue in America" by the end of 1970 (McAdam, 1982: 308). 

Yet, public interest in social problems did not exactly wane after 1970; rather, 

the issues which drew public attention shifted. In the 1960s, concern with civil rights 

for particular groups and the war in Vietnam were of central concern. In the 1970s, 

concern with the natural environment and energy issues moved to the forefront of 

111 Chodos, 1991. 
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public concern. In 1973 and 1974. Americans viewed the energy crisis as the most 

serious problem facing America. And while between 1970 and 1990 environmental 

issues were never viewed by more than 15% of Americans as the most serious 

problem facing the country. it is significant that public opinion polls show that the 

issue was important to at least ~ percentage of the population during these years 

(Gallup Poll. 1970-1990). By the 1980s. energy and environmental issues began to 

overlap in concerns over nuclear winter. ozone depletion. and the greenho~se effect 

(Clemens. 1986). Consumer issues and women's issues. mediated by public interest 

groups such as Nader's Raiders and NOW. dominated the agenda of the Left (Morgan. 

1991). 

While Americans were interested in these issues, they were much less likely to 

use protest events to express their concern over them. Figure 2-7 shows that although 

protest over the environment. citizen's issues and women's issues grew after 1970s. 

protest as it was known in the 1960s was a less popular vehicle for the expression of 

these concerns. 

Organizations also had to face a shift in political power toward the right 

(Jenkins. 1987a). The shift began as early as 1967. when President Johnson ordered 

all National Guard units to undergo riot control training. In 1968. the Omnibus Crime 

Bill was passed. providing harsh penalties for those who participated in or incited riots 

(McAdam. 1982: 223). This trend continued when the Republican party was able to 

translate white fears about increasingly confrontational black protest and shifts from 
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"caste" to "class" demands into law and order rhetoric and the election of Richard 

Nixon in 1968 (McAdam, 1982). The election affected protest in several ways. First, 

in the same way that elections can signal the broadening of political opportunity, they 

may also demonstrate a closing of these same opportunities. That the Nixon election 

did not bode well for liberals and radicals could not have been easily overlooked. 

The election of 1972 solidified the new blue collaI\southem coalition that had 

put Nixon in office. Nixon won the election with a 23.2% margin of the popular vote, 

. . 
and although the House and Senate remained in the control of Democrats, they lost 

seats in the House (Jenkins, 1987a). This shift in political alignments created a "more 

restrictive political environment. .. the FBI and CIA, acting at White House Instructions, 

revised and stepped up the Cointelpro program of surveillance and harassment to 

disrupt and weaken the movements ... " (Jenkins 1987a: 292). It also sent a clear 

symbolic message: political "insiders" (Tilly, 1978) would not be responsive to the 

demands of challengers from the Left. The election of Carter in 1976 gave the Left 

some hope for new opportunities, but the Carter administration was never able to pull 

together a strong coalition on the Left. The election of Reagan in 1980 soundly shut 

the door on leftist activism. 

4.4 The Shifting Landscape III: Science and the State 

Changes in the relationship between science and the state shifted as well during 

this period. By the early 1970s, the comfortable political alliance that had 

characterized the relationship between science and the state since 1945 began to 
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dissolve. Rather than enjoying the steadily increasing state funding that had allowed a 

wide range of scientific research to occur between 1946 and the mid 1960s, scientists 

came under pressure to produce work that had social relevance, or risk reductions in 

funding. As early as 1966, President Johnson instituted a policy of supporting science 

that could be used to solve the pressing social problems of the day (Dickson, 

1984/1988, p.29). Calls for more applied science increased over the next 8 years; 

Nixon announced that top research priorities would include clean energy, the control 

of natural disasters, transportation, emergency health care, and drug control. He also 

announced a ten year War on Cancer that was to shape the kind of research funded by 

NllI in particular (Dickson, 1984/1988, pp.29-30). The new emphasis on applied 

research was reflected in the Mansfield Amendment to the Pentagon's 1970 budget, 

which stated that only research with a direct military benefit would be funded1l2
• In 

the same way that Cold War pressures to achieve symbolic and economic superiority 

in the Soviet drove increases in science budgets in the late 1950s, landing on the moon 

and increasing domestic problems (including an economy that began to falter in the 

early 1970s) prompted the government to ask scientists to provide more practical 

results. 

The broad political support science had enjoyed was also curtailed with 

Nixon's second election, for more particular political reasons. Shortly after the 1973 

112 See Dickson (1984/1988) for a discussion of the limited effects of the 
amendment, however. 
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election, President Nixon began to eliminate the scientific advisory system that had 

been built up since the second world war, eliminating the President's Science Advisory 

Committee, and the post of President's Science Advisor. He also eliminated the 

Office of Technology Assessment These actions had their political origins not only in 

a faltering economy and a desire to solve particular political problems: Nixon had 

been less than pleased with the widespread opposition among scientists to both 

Nixon's policies in Vietnam (Ladd and Lipset, 1974: p. 110-111) and to the ABM 

and SST (Dickson, 1984/1988, p. 31; Cahn, 1971). 

By the mid-1970s, however, the attitude of the federal government had 

changed; responding to a sharp economic downturn, industrial leaders had convinced 

the Ford administration that federal investment in basic science was essential to the 

economic growth of the nation. Spearheaded by Ford's vice president, Nelson 

Rockefeller, the Office of Science and Technology Policy was created, replacing the 

previously eliminated Office of Science Policy. In addition, blue-ribbon advisory 

groups to the president were set up by Rockefeller; these groups marked the reentry 

into political favor that scientists enjoyed through the 1980s (Dickson, 1984/1988, 

chapter 1). 

In sum, the period of protest that had given birth to SIPI, UCS and SftP began 

to wane by the early 1970s. Among the Left, factionalization, the decline of a major 

issue around which to organize contributed to the decline of political protests. At the 

same time, moderate political organizations grew rapidly after 1970s as a result of a 



huge influx of foundation funding, followed by a sharp drop in these monies. The 

proportion of foundation monies going to public and scientific issues also declined 

sharply, as did individual donations. These changes made it difficult for movement 

organizations to maintain themselves as outsider groups, or even to join with 

mainstream politics. 
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What did increase, however, was funding for educational activities. These 

fmancial troubles were compounded by the fact that more formal organizations, 

including nonprofits, were founded after 1970, increasing competition for scarce 

funding. The political climate also changed, beginning with the 1968 election. The 

Carter administration marked only a brief hiatus from a conservative political trend 

that made leftist political programs unlikely to receive favorable audience from 

political leaders. In this new climate, groups organized around local issues, women's 

issues, the environment, and nuclear energy. Finally, the reins were pulled in on 

science spending and political access by scientists in the early 1970s. Access opened 

up again by the mid 1970s, although pressures for practical applications of science 

remained. 

These changes posed a challenge to SIPI, UCS and SftP, a challenge that they 

met in very different ways, as a quick examination of each organization in 1991 

reveals. In that year, Science for the People existed only on paper. Its dilapidated 

office---really more a closet than an office---in the basement of a church that 

functioned mainly as a leftist political center, was filled with collapsing cardboard 
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boxes of old issues of Science for the People, stacks of months-old unopened mail 

from unpaid creditors, and several old filing cabinets. Staff and members were 

nowhere to be seen; many were busy with other projects, including encouraging the 

regulation of recombinant DNA and biotechnology research, teaching about women's 

health, and working with Nicaraguan fanners. Board members, ~ busy however, 

with the onerous task of devising a way to pay the Internal Revenue Service and other 

creditors the $20,000 the organization owed. 

One subway stop away in Cambridge, the Union of Concerned Scientists 

occupied two sunny floors of a building one block from Harvard Yard, employed 

twelve staff members, and had a paid membership of well over 100,000. Staff 

members worked hard on UCS's Education Week, a project to educate college and 

other students about anns control, environmental issues and nuclear power. Other staff 

members worked on bookkeeping, raising funds from their 100,000 dues-paying 

members, and public relations tasks to support these projects. Board members were 

drawn from both high level government and from the upper echelons of science, and 

UCS staff were regularly asked to consult on government projects. 

Down the Atlantic Coast in New York City, SIPI staff occupied a 16th floor 

office in midtown Manhattan, with salaries and rent paid for by large and continuing 

grants from major U.S. foundations. Phones rang, faxes were sent out, and letters 

were written, as the staff kept up with journalists' increasing demand for information 

on a variety of science-related issues. Journalists contacted SIPr through SIPl's Media 
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Resource Service (MRS), which put journalists in contact with several of the 25,000 

scientists in the MRS database. These scientists provided journalists with relevant 

scientific "facts" on a particular subject. Other staff members worked on organizing 

science seminars for journalists, designed to introduce journalists to basic facts and 

controversies regarding a particular issue. 

How the differential ability of each organization to meeting the challenges of a 

changing environment be understood? In more general terms, how did each 

organization go from its original set of goals, activities, and sources of support to its 

current state? To answer this question, I first tum to theoretical answers provided by 

students of organizational behavior and social movements. 

Researchers in the field of organizations, (whether they be nonprofits, profit

making firms, or social movement organizations) have shown that there are two basic 

courses of action that are open to organizations over time: inertia or changing with 

broader shifts in the organizational environment. A review of this literature is beyond 

the scope of this chapter, but it is worthwhile to note the factors that have been shown 

to be associated with different organizational outcomes, because they form the basis of 

more recent theories, discussed below, that make efforts to examine the effects of 

more than one factor. These earlier works are summarized in Table 4-1. 

TABLE 4-1 HERE 
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One of the striking features of these studies is their emphasis on routinization 

as a result of change. Change does not generally lead organizations to be more 

dynamic, innovative and flexible, according to these studies. Instead, it is a process 

whereby organizations become more rigid, focused on internal routines and activities, 

replacing charismatic leaders with rational-legal managers. Such a view is explicitly 

part of work ranging from classic studies of the routinization of charisma, to more 

contemporary work on the population ecology of organizations. In addition, recent 

work by Jenkins (1984; 1987b), Knoke (1990), and Minkoff (1992) suggests that 

nonprofit organizations face pressures toward bureaucratization and moderation in 

order to receive funding from foundations. Minkoff, however, also argues that 

nonbureaucratic, centralized organizations may also "prove less vulnerable to the 

discontinuation of resources ... " (p. 6). 

In a recent review of case studies of nonprofit organizations and their environments, 

Powell and Friedkin (1987) attempt to draw more general conclusions about why 

organizations do or do not change over time, and when changes are likely to be 

adaptive--that is, changes that strenghten the organization's mission, and allow it to 

survive. In answer to their first question, they argue that change is most often the 

result of a combination of external resource and institutional pressures toward 

conformity, and less often, the result of the choices of leaders. Faced with these 
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pressures, when is change likely to be adaptive?1I3 Simply put, change will be 

adaptive when a organization has financial stability. and pluralistic governance which 

includes lay, rather than professional, management Having professional management, 

they argue, means that the attention of the organization will be focused on the 

attainment of goals of professional managers, not on the broader goals of the 

organization. 

Powell and Friedkin's review suggests that organizations may take different 

paths for reasons that are both internally and externally generated. Theirs in a useful 

step in joining theories that suggest that either internal or external factors lead to 

organizational outcomes. They view outcomes as the result of a conjunction of 

factors, particularly of the interaction between choices organizations make, with shifts 

in particular environments. 

In the next chapter, I examine how SftP. UCS and SIPI negotiated the changing 

political and financial landscape in which they found themselves after 1970. My goal 

is to explain how well existing theories of organizational change can explain the 

trajectories of each group. 

113 Population ecologists and institutionalists have maintained that among larger 
units of analysis, such as the population or industry, inertia is the rule. Powell and 
Friedkin's work is not incompatible with this rule, as they are examining 
organizations, not aggregations of organizations. Their contribution is to show 
theoretically and practically under what conditions exceptions to this rule occur. 



FIGURE 4-1 

Foundation Grants to Social Movement Organizations. 1950-1980 
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Table 4-1 

Factors Which Affect Organizational Change or Inertia 

Author 

Weber 
(19) 

Michels 
(1915/1962) 

Simon 
(1945/1976) 

Stinchcombe 
(1965) 

Perrow 
(1970) 

Meyer and Rowan 
(1977) 

Group A: Factors Associated With Inertia 

Level of 
Analysis 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Factors 

precision, speed, 
clarity, continuity, 
reduced cost in 
making 
transactions 

oligarchy, which 
leads to control 
over information 

bounded 
rationality, sunk 
costs, path 
dependence of 
decisions 

efficiency, 
tradition, the 
vesting of interests, 
ideologies, lack of 
competition 

need to limit 
uncertainty 

established routines 

Outcome 

bureaucracy 

bureaucracy 

resistance to 
change 

" ' 

imprinting, which 
restricts 
organizational 
routines and 
activities 

routinization, 
centralization 

routinization 
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DiMaggio and I powerful intertia, with 
Powell (1984) organization or a periodic change 

group of 
organizations adopt 
an innovation, 
others adopt it to 
be seen as 
legitimate 

Hannan and I sunk technology intertia 
Freeman costs, the resistance 
(1989) of subunits to the 

reallocation of 
resources, short run 
political costs, 
routines that 
provide legitimate 
justifications for 
intertia, legal and 
fiscal barriers, 
external legitimacy 
threats 

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE) 
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Group B: Factors Associated With Change 

Zald and Ash 0 needs of maladaptive 
(1966) leaders, or adaptive 

availability of 
resources, 
factionalization 

Selznick (1949) 0 need for maladaptive 
political support goal 
or resources transformati 

on 

Pfeffer and 0 shifts in maladaptive 
Salancik (1978) availability of or adaptive 

financial goal 
resources transformati 

on, changes 
in 
organizatio 
nal 
structure 

McCarthy and 0, I shifts in changes in 
Zald (1973, 1977) availability of organizatio 

resources, nal activity, 
professional toward 
interests bureaucrati 

c and 
professional 
ly staffed 
organizatio 
ns 

Piven and 0 interests of formalizatio 
Cloward (1979) entrepreneurs, nand 

increases in maladaptive 
state funding goal 

transformati 
on . 
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Helfgot 0 professional conservatis 
(1981) staff m and 

emphasize maladaptive 
organizational goal 
maintenance; transfonnati 
dependence on on 
outside funding 

McAdam (1982) p Increased maladative 
foudation goal 
funding transfonnati 

on 

Jenkins and Eckert P same as same as 
(1986) McAdam McAdam 

Staggenborg I coalition 
(1990) formation 

McCarthy, Britt, P shifts in federal maladaptive 
and Wolfson tax policy goal 
(1989) transformati 

on 
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CHAPTERS 

NEGOTIATING THE SHIFTING LANDSCAPE 

5.1 Introduction 

In the last chapter. I described the changing political and economic context 

which each organization faced after 1970. and examined other research which 

suggested how organizations might be expected to respond to these changes. In this 

chapter. I examine empirically how and why each organization negotiated the changing 

context in a particular way. To that end. I begin by describing the history of each 

organization. with an eye toward the how the collective identity of each group 

mediated between the environment in which each group was situated and choices that 

were made by members and leaders. The second section provides an analysis of these 

histories that links them to theories of social movement and nonprofit organizations. 

5.2 The Development of SftP, UCS and SIPI: 

The formation of Science for the People was. officially. at the 1968 APS 

meeting. but the more relevant birth in terms of the identity of the organization was a 

year later. at the December 1970 AAAS meeting in Chicago. That meeting, and the 

1971 meeting in Cambridge, Massachusetts marked two of the strongest efforts of the 

group to define itself in opposition to other science groups and to mainstream 

professional science practices. The tactics and goals used at the meeting marked the 

group as radical. and attracted attention nationally among scientists and non-scientists 
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alike. Not all the attention was favorable of course; the wife a participant at the 

Chicago AAAS meeting was so incensed at the radical's disruptions that she stabbed 

one member with a knitting needle. In addition to disrupting sessions--which became 

a hallmark of SftP over the next few years--they forced Atomic Energy Commission 

chair Glenn Seaborg to leave a meeting after accusing him of crimes against humanity, 

and distributed a "People's Peace Treaty" exhorting scientists to use strikes, referenda, 

tax refusals and demonstrations to end the Vietnam war.114 

These two meetings also marked beginning of the "Bosto-centrism" of SftP. 

The Boston group exhibited a great influence over the political agenda of the SftP 

over the next twenty years, because it was there that the group's magazine, Science for 

the People, was edited and published, and a disproportionate number of active 

members resided. They energetically began the magazine (fIrst as a newsletter), and 

continued to find enough volunteer help to continue doing so, in spite of its 

heterogenous membership.11s Although the editorial collectives116 in Boston 

114 "Knitting Needle Thrust Interrupts One Dissident." John Wilford Noble, New 
York Times, December 30, 1970, 8:7; "Three Activists Score Scientists as Decadent." 
Nancy Hicks, New York Times, December 30, 8:6; "A.B.C. Head Walks Out as 
Dissidents Crowd In." New York Times, December 31, 1970, 6:7; "People's Peace 
Treaty", photocopy distributed by Science For the People, see also Morgan (1991: 
165) for a description of the treaty's origins in the New Left. 

115 The group included natural, physical and social scientists, graduate students and 
faculty, women and men, secretaries, engineers, and Marxists, socialists and other less 
directed radicals. 
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constantly asked for input from other locals, solicited articles and ideas, and had other 

locals edit the magazine on occasion, they still exerted a strong influence on the 

history of the organization. 

The stepped up surveillance and harassment of Leftist organizations (including 

SftP) by the Nixon administration has been thought to be the beginning of the 

downturn in a cycle of Leftist activism in the U.S. (Albert and Albert, 1984:36). 

Science for the People would be a poor barometer of this trend; as late as the spring 

of 1972, Sftp was busy and upbeat: 

"You'll notice from the [chapter] reports that an awful lot is going on. 
It's no hype. The last few months, starting with the AAAS meeting, 
have been exceptionally busy ones ... ,,117 

The years 1969 through 1972 were filled with enthusiasm, optimism and 

energy for the group. Locals in over 40 cities were organized around their own 

particular agendas, but were unified through their egalitarian structures, their focus on 

ending the Vietnam War and the longstanding tie between science and the military, 

and their espousal of radical tactics. For example, Science for the People members in 

New York were deeply involved in maintaining pressure on the Columbia University 

administration to remove the Pupin Laboratory, funded almost exclusively by the 

Department of Defense, and in removing faculty members who were part of the 

116 These were groups of people who edited a particular edition of the magazine. 
Each group was volunteer, and members were expected to share equally the more 
creative and more boring tasks. 

117 "SESPA Newsletter", April 1972, p. 2. 
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JASON program.U8 Groups in Palo Alto and Berkeley continued actions against 

Livermore Laboratories, U9 in Philadelphia members engaged in defusing bombs at 

bomb factories,12O teaching subgroups in various cities wrote pamphlets and gave 

presentations on how to teach progressive science, and other subgroups engaged in 

technical assistance programs to local groups, notably the Black Panthers.121 In 

Boston, members supported a scientist in a tenure fight at Boston University, and 

planned a trip to China to observe "science for the people" in action.122 The 

Chicago group was particularly active in its Science for Vietnam Project, which sent 

books, scientific supplies and medical supplies to scientists and doctors in Vietnam. 

Scientists in that group also had a policy of non-cooperation with government 

scientists, refusing to exchange articles or to participate in government 

committees.123 

Local groups were associated with a variety of New Left organizations: the 

New York group worked with HealthPac, Computer People for Peace, and with 

U8 New York City Science for the People, 1971. pamphlet entitled JASON. 

U9 Science for the People, 3:1, page 27. 

120 Interview with Bill Davidon, March 1991. 

121 no author, no date. pamphlet entitled "The Panther 21." 

122 Science for the People. April 1971. Internal Newsletter. 

123 "Science For Vietnam", n.d.; flyer explaining the group and activities; 
interviews with Richard Lewontin and Stuart Newman. 



unionsl24; the Chicago group with American Friends Service Committee, and the 

New University Conference;l25 the Boston group with the Black Panthers and with 

women's liberation organizations!26 Many locals had contacts with radical science 

groups in England, France and Gennany.127 
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The group's financial resource needs were few; the magazine paid for itself (in 

part because the labor was voluntary) and most projects required few financial 

resources to carry oul The group relied on other resources: scientific expertise and its 

ability to mobilize large numbers of people. To the extent that they did need financial 

resources, many projects could be run from the homes and offices of members at 

colleges and universities; these locations served to provide meeting space, paper and 

pencils and telephones. For example, for three years, the home of Britta Fischer 

served as the office of the Boston organization; it was there that the magazine was put 

together, meetings were held, mail was sent, and members slept and ate. 

In the midst of unabashed enthusiasm and diverse activities, however, some of 

the seeds of discontent were sown. By early 1972, the organization began to face 

challenges both internally and externally. Among the most serious were factionalism, 

the decline of the Vietnam War as an issue against which to mobilize, and the 

124 Interview with David Kotelchuck, March 1991. 

125 Interviews with Stuart Newman and Richard Lewontin, March 1991. 

126 Lewontin, 1991; Arditti, 1991. 

127 Science for the People. 5/l5n1. "Science for Vietnam" pamphlet. 
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economic downturn. 

One of the first signs of these pressures came in 1972, when the group split 

into two loosely associated groups, the nonprofit Science for the People, whose 

primary function was to produce the magazine, and the voluntary association Science 

Resource Service.l28 This move was made in part because the magazine began to 

struggle to pay for itself, and for unspecified "legal reasons".129 There is no 

indication that subscription levels dropped, but rising production costs do seem to have 

been a problem.130 

But money would not be able to solve the problem that ultimately undermined 

the morale and coherence of the organization: factionalism over the role scientists 

should play in a radical movement, which was exacerbated by the group's strong 

commitment to self-examination and criticism. Self-examination was very much a part 

of the political identity of the radical left at the time; "establishment" groups were 

roundly criticized for failing to examine their practices, and inward scruntiny was 

common for most radical groups (Breines, 1982/1989). This inward focus directed the 

group's attention internally and away from changes in the larger environment 

By the end of 1972, the easy cooperation and cohesiveness that had 

128 Science for the People. 4: 1. 

129 See masthead, volumes 2 and 3 of Science for the People. 

130 Fischer, 1991. 
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characterized the fIrst few years began to fade. Some Boston members had begun 

meeting bi-weekly to explicate the political position of the organization, which in their 

view was not only unclear, but essential to the functioning of the organization.131 

Pleas for a clearer agenda emerged for two reasons. Some members had developed 

strong political commitments through participation in other Leftist organizations, 

particularly the women's movement and a Marxist labor movement, Second, the kind 

of "non-organization" that was part of the group's identity made it diffIcult to resolve 

the issue. The group became mired in endless debates over how to go about deciding 

who they were, rather than focusing their discussions on who they were. One 

member's recollections in 1990 underlines the debates over practices and 

organizational structure that characterized this period: 

... there were those who argued for structurelessness and those who 
argued for structure, but that the structure should have clear principles 
involved in it So structure should be egalitarian, structure should be 
anti-elitist .. .it should involve the scientists and nonscientists, it should 
truly disseminate science for the people.132 

In early 1972, the remaining two members of the MIT Science for the People 

group wrote to the magazine to say that the MIT group was defunct, mainly for lack 

of a clear political identity: 

We believe that a major reason for our failure to build a dynamic 
chapter has been the very lack of guiding political principles ... Previous 

131 SESPA Newsletter, March 1972, page 4. 

132 Fischer, 1991. 



attempts to organize a chapter at MIT have failed to sustain interest, 
because of the lack of a specific program.133 
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Debates also developed over the function of the magazine: was it to do what 

one member disparagingly referred to as "investigative journalism on nasty drug 

companies"I34, or should it be used to explicate and clarify a particular political 

position? And to whom should the magazine be directed? To scientists? to the 

working class? To members, or to others? 

This debate was part of the larger question of who scientists were relative to 

"the movement". When the war in Vietnam ended, and as Marxist agendas and 

feminism began to gain currency among the Left, some radical scientists began to ask 

where Science for the People fit. The most crucial question, and one that was never 

resolved was in understanding exactly how scientists could help "the people" without 

being elitist, racist or sexist. Debate raged over a variety of quesions: were scientists 

part of the working class, or ought they to take a more Leninist view, with scientists 

as part of a vanguard party that would help liberate the working class? Or, were they 

a group with its own class interests that coincided with those of the working class? 

During the middle of the 1970s, the magazine was dominated by a fairly hard-

line Marxist agenda--not an agenda with broad appeal. Although the magazine 

espoused these views, some members felt that the Marxist agenda did not go far 

133 "Thoughts on Unity". n.d. Alice and Mark Miller. 

134 Fischer, 1991. 
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enough. In explaining her and her husband's decision to leave, one member of the 

Boston group explained that they did not feel that their political commitments were 

incorporated by the group, and that they spent much of their time debating the identity 

of the group: 

We [Fischer and Herb Fox] felt that there had to be a much more 
outspoken solidarity with Third World Movements, and that inward
turnedness toward U.S. concerns as universal concerns was something 
we'd felt needed to be changed. There was a great deal of energy spent 
honing the fine points.13S 

The end result was that the most radical critique of science--that its practices were 

shaped by capitalism and other political factors--was never made part of the ideology 

of the group. Decisions to leave, however, were due not only to a perception of SftP's 

lack of interest in Third World Movements, but also to the availability of other 

vehicles--namely, organizations committed to working class activism--through which 

Fox and Fischer could pursue activism. 

As the antiwar movement wound down, the women's movement was picking 

up steam. The overlap between SftP and the women's movement made it easy for 

some of the SftP women to connect their identity as women with their identity as 

scientists: 

Once I started to think more about science and society in the United 
States, and the women's movement was emerging--I think I went to my 
fIrst women's meeting in '67 or '68--it was impossible not to reflect 
about women in science, my own personal experience ... how hard it was 

135 Fischer, 1991. 
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to try to be a woman scientist 136 

In 1970, Arditti and a group of women members of the New University 

Confemce (some of whom were also members of SftP) wrote How Harvard Rules 

Women.137 The booklet focused on the subordinate role of women in science and in 

other areas of academic and social life. The author's main arguments were in some 

ways more deeply subversive than the group's anti-capitalist orientation, for Arditti 

and her colleagues averred that the content of science was biased toward a masculine 

agenda: 

As Harvard as elsewhere, but at Harvard more influentially than 
elsewhere, male chauvinism affects medical policy by its implicit 
assumption that the female reproductive apparatus is an "extra" that may 
be optionally omitted from consideration of the body's problems (1970: 
47). 

In 1975 women in SftP put together a program on women in science at the 

AAAS, and edited a special issue of Science for the People on women in science. 

Their role in the organization, however, was not always satisfying. There was an 

immediate and hostile reaction to the Science for the People issue on women, as 

subscribers wrote in to say that gender was a trivial issue around which to organize, 

and within the organization, the women felt that they were taken less seriously. Some 

women felt that feminist issues were only discussed as a token nod to the group's 

136 Arditti, 1991. 

137 Anonymous. 1970. How Harvard Rules Women. Boston: New University 
Conference. 



professed commitment to fight sexism: 

I started to feel the difference that there was between having to struggle 
to be heard about women's issues in mixed groups, the difference with 
being in an only women's group which were much more open to these 
ideas, that it was possible to think and move forward much quicker. I 
started to put more and more emphasis in women's groups and 
women's issues because it [interacting with members of Science for the 
People] was really tiresome. It was a constant struggle, from my point 
of view .. .I felt that to bring a feminist perspective was always a risky 
thing to do in terms of how it was being vieWed, and one had to be at 
the defensive ... to keep pounding [in] that it was meaningful. And we 
had many meetings about it There was a women's group eventually, 
and many other important women scientists joined it We [women 
scientists] used to go to these [SftP] meetings to discuss the dynamics 
and the objectives of the organization, and just getting through a 
feminist perspective was always a struggle. It was like they wanted 
something on women because they knew they had to have something on 
women, but it had to be limited to what they wanted and it had to be 
something that they [the editorial collective] liked.138 

We had meetings in which people talked about the personal being 
political, and vice versa. And in a women's caucus--whether it was 
called that or not I don't know--not exactly consciousness raising; we 
were a study group .... And there were some very outspoken people 
during that wave of feminism who really did think that science for the 
people was incorrigible ... the masculine agenda, or the scientific 
enterprise being male dominated, or that sort of thing. Though I'm a 
feminist now, I wasn't then. I was much more concerned with having a 
movement in which men and women could make change happen.139 
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As I suggested earlier, the claims that the women raised were disturbing for 

two reasons. First, they suggested that some of the problems that the group should 

address were related to masculinity, which threatened to implicate a large proportion 

138 Arditti, 1991. 

139 Fischer, 1991. 
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of SftP scientists in critiques of the relation between science and society. Second, 

these new feminist interpretation of science suggested that the interpretation of 

scientific data could differ depending on the social position of the scientist. Such a 

view flies directly in the face of the popularly held notion that science is objective--

which in tum could undermine the very legitimacy of scientists' engagement in 

political action. 

As a result of the lack of receptivity in the organization, many women began to 

work on issues related to science and women through women's organizations. Like the 

Marxists in the group, this was only possible because there were numerous other 

organizational options for pursuing on women's issues during this period. 

By 1974, the issue of the group's political identity had so overwhelmed the 

organization that regional conferences were set up to consider the issue. But rather 

than focusing on developing a set of "principles of unity"--a formal, public statement 

of the group's identity--they spent most of their time honing the finer points of what 

members could agree upon: that self-examination, and the elimination of sexism, 

racism and elitism among group members were important.l40 At the same time, the 

Stony Brook group felt that there was a general lack of seriousness at the meeting. 141 

That the organization found it necessary to spend extraordinary amounts of time on 

140 "Northeast Regional Meeting" (report on 1975 meeting). Miller and Miller, 
"Thoughts on Unity". 

141 Stony Brook Science for the People. 1974. "Reflections on the Regional 
Conference." 
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examining what unified them suggests the group lacked a real sense of solidarity. 

The debates at the regional conferences in 1974, 1975 and 1976 did not result 

in a statement of principles of unity. Instead, they laid bare the extent to which the 

group had become mired in a pattern of self-examination and concern with process. 

The following comments from the 1974 regional conference present examples of the 

degree to which process rather than action had overtaken the group: 

I got the feeling of "already settled" about the presentation. Also an 
elitist handing down of Principles. How are these principles being 
presented? As a means of generating discussion, or seriously in 
themselves? 

I also object to the use of "anti-imperialism." Every one I've spoken to 
outside the Unity Caucusl42 in the organization have a general 
negative feeling about it, thought that maybe they should leave the 
organization, that this was an attack on them. 

What's happening here is what's happening in the Left in general. 
There is a debate over the adoption of an open left-socialist model vs a 
formalized Leninist party structure .... we should address ourselves to 
what kind of structure the left should have. It is proposed that we are 
to form a vanguard cadre group to work with scientific workers. As a 
Third World person myself I think that what we need is real science, 
revolutionary science as is being demonstrated in China, as opposed to 
pseudo-science (Dave J.). 

George: I had a very negative reaction to the draft .. .I felt that a trip was 
being laid on me. I feel very much a part of the struggle and don't 
intend to be weeded out just because I don't sell my quota of literature. 
I would be willing to see a Marxist-Leninist group in the organization, 
but don't want to have a strong hierarchical structure where every one 

142 The Unity Caucus was a group of people who drafted a version of the 
Principles of Unity, to be discussed at the Regional Conference. 



is responsible to answer upwards for one's actions.143 

Dave C.: I'd like to propose a process to last perhaps a year to do 
the topic [the Principles of Unity] and the proposals justice. 
(emphasis added).l44 

(As a proposed set of principles of unity): 

1. We support the struggles of people everywhere 
a) to gain control over their lives, 
b) to eliminate all fonns of exploitation, whether based on class status, 
race, sex, age, relation, health, culture, supposed level of intellectual 
development or so-called intelligence, or any other criteria for dividing 
humanity that might be devised, and 
c) to create autonomous, non-hierarchical, collective forms of social 
organization which promote individual fulfillment for everyone on 
the basis of a real democracy (emphasis added).14s 

These discussions continued. Two years later, evidence of their costs was 
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becoming evident: A west coast member explained the collapse of his local in these 

tenns: 

1. [a] failure to develop principles of unity 
2. [the] existence of sexism and elitism sufficient to discourage many potential 
members from becoming part of SftP activities 
3. the lack of principled discussion including criticism/self-criticism.146 

The group that was charged with drafting a set of principles of unity never got very 

143 Minutes of the Regional Meeting, 1974, pp. 2-5. 

144 Boston General Meeting, 1O/30n4, "Complete Minutes of Unity Discussion 
Follows" pp. 3-4. 

145 George Salzman. 1974. open letter to the Unity Caucus. 

146 letter from Al Weinrub to the (new) Unity Caucus. 4/21nS. 



far, but continued to see self-examination as the answer: 

In its analysis the Unity Caucus came to the conclusion that the most 
common denominator binding together member of the Science for the 
People is the aim of a "society in which science serves the people." 
Other points of unity are agreement on the need to publish the 
magazine, consistent opposition to racism and sexism and the war in 
Indochina ... The discussion on how we should form a national 
organization lead us to talk about principles of unity. By examining our 
practice perhaps we can be in a better position to distill our politics, 
finding out where we are strong and where we are weak.147 

In the first part of the 1970s, SftP's emphasis on practices had tied them in 
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knots. To be sure, activities still went on among locals and among the Boston group: 

they presented radical and progressive perspectives on teaching, I.Q. tests and a host 

of other issues at professional meetings and in journals, they assisted Cuban scientists, 

assisted unions, and a variety of other activities. But the focus on self-criticism was 

draining, and left little energy for the group to interact with other organizations, to 

introduce or even focus on innovative programs of action. But it was not simply a 

preoccupation with process that fragmented the group; members who did have a 

specific political agenda to pursue did not always find a welcome audience in SftP. 

By 1975, the group was in serious disarray. They never resolved the debates 

over the Principles of Unity, and the Unity Committee members left the organization 

entirely. Many of members who wanted a more Marxist or feminist view incorporated 

dropped out. Yet the group managed to endure. The magazine served to tie together 

147 Unity Caucus, 1975. p. 2. 



the local groups that existed, and there were indeed many local groups. 

In 1976, the group made a decision to make a national organizing effort: 

In order to grow and become a stronger part of the progressive 
movement, SftP needs structure and program on a national level. This 
will enable us to coordinate actions and activities, utilize resources, 
improve the magazine, help build new chapters, and facilitate and 
encourage political discussions among membership.l48 

But the scars from the nasty debates over the principles of unity made members 

trepidatious: 

... developing a program is something new to us ... We should move 
forward steadily but cautiously. Our initial program should not be too 
ambitious, nor should debate over it be exhaustive. the program will 
probably be reviewed every year or two, and the ongoing debate will be 
a valuable form of internal education.149 
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During this period, the organization also had a difficult time with the routine of 

the magazine. By 1975, what was once a collective task had become the work of paid 

staff. The editor and managing editor were paid from dues that were collected from 

members: 

The organization took on] a more moderate tone and so did its 
activities, the manner in which the organization was functioning became 
transformed. I mean, the organization started collecting pledges from 
members, to pay someone else to do the work. And initially, the people 

148 Science for the People. August 1977. 

149 Science For the People, August 1977. 



who did the work were very much home-grown within the 
organization ... The level of day-to-day commitment of the people who 
did the office work sprang from different sources, let's put it that way. 
[By 1975] we already had a couple of paid office coordinators, though; 
one was the office coordinator, and one was the editor. But what we 
needed pledges for was to pay someone to do our work! I think this 
was a fundamental shift in philosophylso. 
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While nearly all voluntary organizations suffer from an inability to get enough people 

together to lick envelopes and stamps, the problem at SftP was exacerbated by low 

morale and a lack of clarity about the purpose of the magazine. 

Throughout the 1970s and 1980s, the group made several attempts to revitalize 

the organization by reviving the magazine, creating a national organization, and 

achieving financial stability. Financial instability continued throughout the life of the 

organization however; sometimes the magazine was rescued from near collapse by an 

infusion of cash from wealthier members and supporters. 151 

As one former editor recalled, when he came to work at the magazine in 1979, 

there were few good mechanisms for accomplishing regular work, and many aspects of 

ISO Fischer, 1991. 

151 Interview with Richard Lewontin, 1991. None of the financial records for the 
organization were available. Extant records were held by board members who were 
involved with paying the organization's debts; earlier records appear to have been 
moved or destroyed. Nonetheless, all my research suggests that the organization was 
running on less than a shoestring budget; they rarely could pay all debtors, and they 
sometimes asked subscribers for contributions when the situation got desperate. I 
found no evidence from grant indices that SftP or the Science Resource Center 
received a grant over $10,000, although Richard Lewontin did say that the 
Sociobiology Study Group did receive a grant for $10,000 in the early 1980s. 
Appendix lists some of the financial information from the magazine. 
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the organization were in serious trouble152• He established an editorial advisory 

board and a new magazine steering committee, and made an effort to organize 

nationally. The problems, however, continued. The next editor's observations suggest 

that the problems from the mid-1970s were never overcome: 

As it stands now, it [SftP] lacks any coherent kind of organization, and 
even the most active collectives often seem more like separate, 
unrelated groups than like chapters of a cohesive whole. I am hoping 
that the momentum that we generate will put Science for the People 
back on the map as an effective and vocal organization striving for a 
science and technology more directed toward human needs, and more 
accountable to the public ... Some of SftP's weaknesses are due to its low 
profIle, low circulation and limited resources. SftP needs more 
members, more subscribers and more money. Work on promotion, 
distribution, increasing membership, outreach and coordinating and 
endorsing events with other progressive organizations are all 
crucial.ls3 

The organization managed to hobble along throughout the next decade; the 

magazine continued to be published, although it got thinner and thinner. As late as 

1979, in at least 38 locations, scientists could fmd a local chapter of Science for the 

People. By 1985 there were 22 locals--still a respectable number. Unfortunately, they 

had few, if any, ties to the magazine or to each other, and few had more than one or 

two members. l54 The catalyst for the collapse of the organization, however, came 

from the lack of financial resources. They had always had financial trouble, but what 

IS2 Science for the People. 1981. 

IS3 Leslie Fraser, editor, Science for the People. 8:1. 

154 See Science for the People. 1975-1985, second to last page, for lists of local 
contacts. 
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was not known to the board of directors (which was made up mainly of scientists who 

had been associated with the organization for over 15 years, but who rarely met as a 

board) was that editors had not regularly paid the IRS, publishers, or typesetters for 

years. In 1989, the Internal Revenue Service began an investigation of Science for the 

People, and demanded the payment of seven years of back taxes, plus interest and 

fees. With no capital to sell and no source of monies except the magazine, the 

organization collapsed. 

ues, though founded the same year as SftP, looked very different than SftP in 

1990. It was an active, vibrant organization, involved in both domestic and 

international policy making, receiving most of its funding from individual donors who 

gave $25 or less. Early on ues had made a decision to use scientific information to 

solve social problems, but, as I suggested in the last chapter, what exactly that meant 

remained to be decided at the end of the March 4 activities. 

What ~ clear was that ues scientists were not interested in changing the 

world or making a revolution; from their founding they had defined themselves as a 

moderate group. They sought to use the knowledge and authority of science to 

challenge the scientific findings of state and industrial groups, but not to challenge the 

legitimacy of such group's existence. 

During March 4, however, influential ues members did begin to establish a 

pattern of action that was to guide the identity of the group for the next 20 years. 

Henry Kendall (not listed as a participant in the March 4 activities) and Kurt 



207 

Gottfried, who were to go on to be the most influential and active members of the 

organization over the next 25 years, wrote a position paper that urged scientists to 

focus on "survival problems": misapplications of technology that could pose a serious 

threat to humankind. 

As antiwar protests dropped in number, the most active members of SACC left 

MIT or focused on their work, and MIT divested its Instrumentation Laboratory, their 

original issues were gone. Thus the problem of an issue or issues around which to 

organize became central. One of their first activities of UCS was to produce a report 

called "ABM-ABC" which criticized Nixon's deployment a missile safeguard system 

similar to the "Star Wars" system proposed in the 19808:55 

The most important substantive emphasis for the group, in terms of the 

direction that the organization took in the future, was Henry Kendall's 1970 decision 

to form a 125-member group of scientists, lawyers, economists, and others called the 

UCS Committee on Environmental Pollution (UCS-CEP) (Downey, 1988). In forming 

the committee, Kendall acted on an issue that both personally and professionally 

interested him. UCS-CEP produced reports on environmental issues related to 

highways, pesticides, oil pollution, education, and air pollution. One of their most 

successful endeavors was to present testimony at the Boston Area Air Pollution 

Hearings in 1970, where they received widespread support in the community. UCS's 

155 "ABM-ABC", the Union of Concerned Scientists, April 1969. 
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reports from these ·hearings were subsequently used in hearings in Cincinnati and 

Cleveland.1S6 

The organization was able to attract the attention of other scientists through its 

largely local efforts; by mid-1970, Dr. James MacKenzie, then a member of the joint 

staffs of the National and Massachusetts Audubon Societies joined UCS as a senior 

research scientist, becoming the flrst paid staff member of the organization. IS? 

Through their local work, UCS attracted the attention of Daniel Ford, a research 

economist from Harvard. Ford had been working on a project assessing the costs of 

various forms of energy; what caught his eye, however, were the unusually low safety 

standards for nuclear energy that were produced by the Atomic Energy Commission. 

Ford contacted Kendall--who was preparing to intervene in the licensing hearings on 

the new Pilgrim nuclear power plant near Boston--and the two set to work to 

challenge the safety standards of the AEC's Emergency Core Cooling System (BCCS) 

(Downey, 1988; Mitchell, 1981:79). 

One of the results of this attention was that UCS was beginning to be 

overwhelmed with requests for technical assistance from local groups: 

The phone rings constantly: requests for information on the nuclear and 
thermal hazards from projected nuclear power plants, on how citizens 
near a large fossil fuel power plant can get relief from noxious 
fumes ... Our experience in the last year as shown us that we have 

156 "UCS Committee on Environmental Pollution: An Overview." April 4, 1970. 
MIT, UCS papers, box 431. 

157 Nucleus. 1984,6:1, p.3. 



gauged our strengths correctly: we are actively and usefully helping a 
score or more organizations concerned with environmental problems, 
and, as we have said, are increasingly sought out for help ... we have so 
far carried out our activities with little spending. We are moving toward 
assuming larger responsibilities and hoping to have much increased 
impact. For this to reach reasonable fruition we will soon require 
support at a substantially greater leve1158

,159 

In July 1971, DCS released its first major safety report on nuclear power; 

because it was aimed at a lay audience, it received substantial attention from the 

media, including CBS and NBC news.16O During the hearings, (which were 

scheduled to last six weeks, but lasted two years), Dan Ford acted as the primary 

interrogator for over 100 local antinuclear groups acting together under the name 

Consolidated National Intervenors161
• 

One of the most important organizational outcomes of Ford and Kendall's 
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158 "DCS Committee on Environmental Pollution: An Overview." March 4, 1970, 
MIT, DCS papers, box 431. 

159 The funding of DCS in these early years remains a mystery. Henry Kendall 
comes from an extremely wealthy family (his families' fund recently donated 10 
million dollars to a Boston Community Fund (The Foundation Grant Index. 1991); it 
may be that Kendall funded the early years of the project. In my interview with him, 
he was not forthcoming with this information. This may be because it would dissuade 
potential donors, and it may threaten the image of the organization. It may also be that 
the organization needed very little early on. It is conceivable that the organization 
was able to hire James MacKenzie with monies from donations, and run the 
organization out of MIT. The most reliable data that I have are in Appendix A. 

160 Nucleus. 6:1, 1984, p.3; "The Nuclear Power Issue: An Overview." 

161 Abrahamson, Dean E. Spring 1974. Funciraising Letter on behalf of The 
National Intervenors. MIT, DCS papers 83-44, box 34. 
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efforts was that it drew most welcome attention from a variety of private, social 

movement and government organizations and their leaders, including Ralph Nader. 

Nader was helping to organize Critical Mass '74, a "national gathering of the citizen's 

movement to stop nuclear power,,162 to be held in Washington, DC. Many of the 

groups in the movement were former anti-Vietnam war groups, who had increasingly 

focused on nuclear energy and weapons. In addition to participating in these 

conferences, UCS continued to answer requests to testify as an expert witness, and 

Ford and Kendall kept up a grueling public speaking tour during 1974 and 1975. Not 

only were they sought after by citizens' groups, but also by the attorneys-general of 

the states of Kansas, Alabama and New York, and by the AEC itself.163 

Through their involvement with Nader, their success in the ECCS hearings, and 

the need of many groups for "expert advice" to fight nuclear power (often undertaken 

through the National Environmental Policy Act, which required environmental impact 

statements for nuclear power plant licensing)l64 the group became more and more 

sought after to provide expert testimony nuclear power plant licensing hearings 

around the country. 

In late 1972, the AEC produced a ruling on the hearings on the ECCS, which 

162 "Critical Mass '74" meeting program, MIT, ues papers, 83-44, box 37. 

163 letter from Gerald Rogovin to Gordon McKibben, 6/5fi5. 

164 Technically, NEPA did not require them for these nuclear power plants, but the 
1970 Calvert Cliffs ruling made them necessary. 
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pleased neither nuclear power industry nor ues. Safety standards would incorporate 

some of what ues had suggested, but by no means all.165 Perhaps the most 

important results of the hearings however, were that they helped spur changes in 

reactor core design, revealed broad internal dissent over AEC policy, and showed the 

close relationship between the AEC and the nuclear power industry (Primack and von 

Hippel, 1974). It also led to more public awareness of the issue: for the first time, 

major news sources reported on nuclear power issues. l66 

During this period, the organization continued to struggle financially. Their 

interventionist strategy, centered around the use of full-time scientific staff in legal 

battles, and their use of the media as vehicle for public communication, were costly. 

In addition to supporting a small full-time staff, UCS had also engaged attorneys and 

the services of a public relations fmn.167 As appendix A shows, they did not receive 

foundation funding, and a direct mail donation program did not begin until the mid 

1970s. 

UCS continued to produce scientific reports which critiqued nuclear power 

safety standards. In response to the AEC's Reactor Safety Study (RSS), a 

165 Nucleus. 6: 1, p. 3. 

166 Nucleus. 6: I, p. 4. 

167 letter from Gerald Rogovin to William S. Abbott, March 6, 1975; letter from 
Gerald Rogovin to Manuel Berman, March 6, 1975, MIt, ues papers, 85-13, box 3, 
no folder; Abrahamson, Dean E. Spring 1974. Fundraising Letter on behalf of The 
National Intervenors, MIT, UCS papers, 85-13, box 3 no folder. 
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documentation (and defense of) federal safety standards, DeS produced Nuclear Power 

Reactors. a critique of the RSS. The DeS publication was widely sought after, as was 

the advice and authority of Kendall and the DeS. As the result of UCS's criticisms of 

the RSS and their testimony in Congressional hearings on the Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission, the "NRC fonnally repudiated the RSS's executive summary" and 

admitted that the RSS's estimates of a reactor accident were dangerously 10w.l68 

In 1975, ues again made national news when it welcomed a defector from the 

nuclear power industry to its staff. On March 4, 1975, a maintenance worker at the 

Browns Ferry nuclear power plant in Alabama started a fIre in the main cable room of 

the plant after lighting a candle to fInd air leaks. The fire crippled the reactor's main 

safety systems. In early February 1976, Robert Pollard, an NRC project manager, quit 

the AEC on CBS's "60 Minutes", saying that "I can never understand why, when we 

[in the AEC] know there's a safety problem, we still license the plant." Shortly 

afterward, Pollard joined UCS as a reactor safety specialist.l69 

In 1975 DeS also revived the "pledge" as a political device. In 1969, as part of 

the March 4 activities, DCS had scientists sign a pledge that said they would accept 

social responsibility for their work (Allen, 1970). This time, they sent a document 

signed by 2,000 scientists to President Ford that expressed their uneasiness with 

nuclear power. In 1977, they again sent such a pledge to the president, supporting a 

168 Nucleus. 6:1, p.4. 

169 Nucleus. 6:1, p. 5. 
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halt to the arms race by ending underground testing, and a beginning a moratorium on 

testing and deployment of nuclear weapons. This time, the pledge was signed by 

12,000 scientists and engineers, including 27 Nobel Laureates and over 400 members 

of the National Academy of Sciences.170 

The next major issue around which UCS organized was Three Mile Island. 

UCS had warned in its Reactor Safety Study that Three Mile Island Units 1 and 2, 

along with 14 other plants should be shut down, but their warning went unheeded. In 

the aftermath of the accident, UCS monitored the NRC's "1MI Action Plan", was 

asked by Pennsylvania Governor Thornburgh to evaluate a utility proposal to vent 

radioactive krypton gas from the damaged reactor, advised the Environmental 

Protection Agency on technical issues surrounding the cleanup of 1MI, evaluated a 

variety of cleanup questions before Congress and helped to block plans for taxpayers 

to bear a disproportionate amount of the cost of the cleanup of TMI.l7l 

In 1976, UCS had undertaken a four year study of American energy sources 

and their relative costs and safety. In 1980, they published a report called Energy 

Strategies: Toward a Solar Future, which recommended energy conservation and a 

gradual shift toward renewable technologies, including solar power. 

By the early 1980s, however, the energy issue was waning in importance. UCS 

again began to focus its attention on the anns race. They released a declaration signed 

170 "Declaration on The Nuclear Anns Race." UCS, September, 1977. 

171 Nucleus 6:1, p. 5. 
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by several thousand scientists urging the Senate to ratify the SALT II treaty. They also 

lobbied against the MX missile and the "Star Wars" program. By the middle of the 

1980s, ues acted as both a watchdog group, but also as a valued political insider that 

was regularly called upon to participate in government decision-making.172 In their 

direct mail they portrayed themselves as impartial watchdogs of the government. By 

the late 1970s, board members were commonly drawn from elite universities and from 

government, particularly from weapons and foreign relations specialties (UeS Annual 

Reports, 1981-1991). 

Throughout the 1980s, ues produced books, pamphlets and "fact sheets" on 

the Strategic Defense Initiative ("Star Wars"), global warming, and nuclear winter, and 

continued to research the costs and safety of nuclear power. By the middle of the 

decade, ues had established a sound financial base, relying both on donations and 

grants, with donations accounting for more than twice the income generated by 

grants.173 More than 100,000 people donate money every year to the group, usually 

in amounts of twenty five dollars or less.174 

The group has had few internal conflicts over the last twenty five years. 

Though nominally run by a board, ues is, and has been, Kendall's organization. 

Staff are free to suggest projects, but it is Kendall who has final say on what the 

172 See ues Annual Reports. 1985-1990. 

173 ues, Annual Report, 1988. 

174 Interview with Bob Bland, June, 1991. 
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organization doeS.175 The organization is run in a way that is similar to the way that 

it was run early on: there are separate groups that produce research reports on 

particular issues. These projects are decided upon by Kendall. The organization also 

has a full-time financial manager, fundraiser, researchers, lobbyists, legal staff, and 

internships, and offices in Washington DC--which does mainly lobbying--and 

Cambridge. 

The internal conflicts that plagued SftP--how to run the organization rather than 

what to do--were not common in ues. Organizational documents and discussions 

with current members revealed no evidence of factionalism, nor any collective memory 

of such conflict. As the demands on the organization increased, Kendall increased 

both staff and funding. The organization has and continues to run on the model that 

emerged as early as 1970: a lobbying group funded through individual donations. 

Begun in 1963 as a coalition of local twenty-three local "science information" 

groups (twelve of which developed independently of each other), in 1985 SIPI 

functioned mainly as a referral service for science writers. Still following its original 

charter---to provide the public with unbiased scientific information---it had grown from 

an umbrella organization of several a dozen local groups, to a two and half million 

dollar a year organization with no local affiliates, run by a staff of 15 and governed by 

an impressive board of directors. One of the most remarkable features of the 

organization is that it was founded on the eve of the turbulent 60s, managed to ride 

175 IntelView with Bud Riis, Director of ues, June, 1991. 
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political and economic waves over the last two decades, and to come up with 

innovative activities and services after 15 years of existence. Throughout all this, 

organizational stability reigned. 

In 1963, the organization was officially founded as a nonprofit organization; 

their account of the merger of locals suggests that it was for economic reasons: merger 

would allow the maximization of resource acquisition by helping locals to find funding 

and by assisting scientists who wanted to set up local groups. SIPI also hired a full-

time director, who was not a scientist Following the Limited Test Ban Treaty of 

1963, public interest in radioactive fallout dropped, and those committees which had 

not become fmnly established with some financing and staff gradually dissolved. With 

assistance from the Sloan Foundation and the National Science Foundation, SIPI was 

able to continue to provide local groups with funding.176 This arrangement worked 

quite well for the first few years: local groups remained active (notably the Rochester, 

Missoula and St Louis groups), and drew on financial resources of SIPI to fund local 

and national programs. The Board of Directors was made up of scientists who had 

belonged to locals, notably the New York local, centered at Rockefeller 

University.177 

176 SIPI Repon, 1:1, p. 17; SIP!. April 1964. SIPI NEWSLETTER. p. 2. 

177 In 1966, the board consisted of the followed members: Edward L. Tatum, Rene 
Dubas, Jules Hirsch, C.A. Williams, Theodosius Dobzhansky, all of Rockefeller 
University, Barry Commoner, Gerson Lesser, M.D., New York University, Nathan 
E.Cohen, University of California, James P. Dixon, M.D., John M.Fowler of the 
University of Michigan (founder of the St. Louis group), Lyett Gardner and Bentley 
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By early 1964, the group had changed its emphasis from the genetic and 

environmental effects of radiation to environmental issues more generally. This new 

emphasis allowed continuity with their past substantive focus: they reframed their 

earlier radiation efforts as fundamentally about environmental effects, although in 

reality much of their early work was about the human health consequences.178 At the 

same time, this created a broad umbrella issue under which many specific issues and 

scientific agendas could be pursued. 

CNI's original emphasis on providing the public with scientific information 

remained as the central mission statement of the organization. 

Lacking the necessary technical information, the citizen is increasingly 
unable to make the social and moral judgements on modem public 
issues which are required if he is to perform his duties of citizenship 
and conscience. This bestows a heavy responsibility on the scientist, 
which the Institute believes is best met under the following precepts: 

In order to reach responsible judgements on public issues arising 
from science and technology, the citizen must have the relevant 
scientific facts and understand their implications. Scientists, as 
custodians of the technical information, have an obligation to bring such 
information to their fellow citizens in understandable terms with due 
regard for scientific objectivity. With respect to the resultant value 
judgements, scientists have no greater or lesser competence than other 

Glass, State University of New York, Halsted R. Holman, Stanford (founder of St. 
Louis group), Hardin B. Jones, University of California, Jacques Lipetz, Manhattan 
College, Margaret Mead, American Museum of Natural History, Russell H. Morgan, 
Johns Hopkins Hospital, Allen C. Nadler, M.D. Duke University, E.W. Pfeiffer, 
Montana State University, Eric Reiss, M.D. Michael Reese Hospital, Warren Weaver, 
Alfred P. Sloan Foundation, Warren Wells, M.D. University of North Carolina (SIPI, 
November 29, 1966) 

178 SIPIScope 1:4, p. 3. 



infonned citizens and ought not to arrogate such decisions to 
themselves.179 

The impetus for the substantive shift toward environmentalism came from 

several events: the publication of Rachel Carson's Silent Spring in 1963, which 

brought 

together in a popular fonn the evidence against DDT from a number of 
separate scientific disciplines, building these into a generalized critique 
of the narrow focus of contemporary science and technology (Dickson, 
1984/1988, p. 223), 
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the continued growth and influence of the field of ecology, the passage of the Clean 

Air Act of 1963, and the decline in public concern with nuclear testing with the 

passage of the 1963 Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. In part because of these changes, the 

public was beginning to view the problems in the natural world as needing serious 

attention (Harris, 1971). 

The smooth transition to environmental issues was facilitated by several 

factors: many of the board members were popUlation biologists who had a professional 

interest in the topic, and the groups' goals were broad enough to accommodate shifts 

in the interests of members and the public, yet narrow enough to provide a focused 

guideline for a particular kind of action: the provision of public infonnation. The 

choice to emphasize environmental issues should not be seen as "natural" however; 

among other things, SIPI founders also discussed race relations, automation in the 

179 SIPIscope, April 1964, p. 3. 
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work place, and human genetics and heredity as possible organizational foci.18o 

Although it changed focus, the organization continued to operate in a similar 

fashion--the national group served as a money gathering enterprise (most money came 

from small foundation grantsY81, redistributing funds to locals, and facilitating 

information exchange among locals. The group remained committed to "the principle 

of avoiding centralization and professionalization as threats to local initiative and 

volunteer participation."182 In keeping with this view, SIPI had a staff of only two. 

However, aside from the St. Louis group, other locals had no citizen members and no 

staff. During these fIrst few years, SIPI grew substantially in terms of membership, in 

part because of growing interest in the environmental movement. 

By 1967, SIPI this happy state of affairs was beginning to show signs of 

unraveling. SpecifIc efforts to reach the Jeffersonian ideal of an informed citizenry 

were not well-received, and the New York SIPI and many of the locals looked for new 

issues and activities. Supported by monies from SIPI, the St. Louis group had been 

regularly producing a periodical---fust called Nuclear Information. in 1964 Scientist 

and Citizen, and by 1967, Environment. The magazine was the source of information 

for environmentalists; prominent scientists published in it, and it was cited regularly in 

public hearings on environmental issues (Ebbin and Kasper, 1974). In spite of its 

180 SIPI Newsletter. April 1964, p. 1. 

181 See Appendix A. 

182 SIPI, 1965. 



critical acclaim, subscription levels were low, and production costs high.183 The 

editors attributed this to both the unhappy news that the magazine brought (namely 

that the natural world was rapidly deteriorating), and the fact that was not "light 

reading", but contained heavy, detailed articles about complex issues. Environment 

thus became a drain on the organization's finances. 

SIPI's problems were summed up in an internal memo which read: 

Over the past three years, however, two fundamental changes have 
occurred which SIPI must now face if it is to survive. As just 
mentioned, the Institute has grown, chiefly as a result of the greatly 
heightened interest in environmental issues. More critical however, had 
been the change in the funding situation: foundations are now resistant 
to providing continuing overhead support. This is a vital matter, since 
our overhead is now too large to be taken care of by emergency 
donations of members and friends. Thus, we find we are no longer able 
to generate the needed funds internally nor can we expect them to be 
provided by foundations. l84 

A revamping of the magazine helped increase circulation levels (as did, no 
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doubt the passage of several important pieces of environmental legislation during this 

period). It was beginning to attract much attention from reformist professionals, and 

by 1969 it had a circulation of over 30,000. Yet production costs were still high, and 

the magazine was still unable to get grants to help with magazine costs: 

The National Science Foundation has given an unusual grant from 
federal funds to rescue one science magazine while refusing to help a 
second magazine that has been critical of government environmental 
policies ... NSF refused to give a grant to Environment magazine, which 

183 "A Proposal to restructure SIPI." 1967. no author. 

184 Internal memo, 1967, no author. 



is published by a politically and locally active group of scientists at 
Washington University in St. Louis. Its editor is Sheldon Novick, who 
wrote "The Careless Atom," a book critical of government nuclear 
policies. ISS 

By providing a new format with less "heavy reading", the group revived the 
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magazine. The group however, continued to be plagued with problems. It suffered 

from an "identity crisis" which was centered around the relationship between the locals 

and the national, and around the role of scientists and non-scientists in the 

organization: 

Clearly, S.I.P.I. can no longer delay clarification of its purpose and 
policy. I believe that S.I.P.I. must have a perspective that transcends 
individual social questions and provides a broad context under which 
the local committees are involved in specific public issues. S.I.P.I. 's 
major purpose should be to promote the development and dissemination 
of information to the public in aspects of the social impact of science. 
The information should be disseminated locally by local groups of 
scientists and a S.I.P.I. role should be to suggest priorities for local 
issues ... S.I.P.I. must engage in activities that help to establish its identity 
as an agency concerned with the broad implications of science in 
society. However, to insure that it does not drift into an academic 
discussion group, as a first priority S.I.P.I. must be involved 
substantially in the social issues that concern the local groups, 
conducting activities that are national in scope, and therefore, no suited 
for a locate groups. S.I.P.I. must also be experimental; and innovative. 
It must explore additional avenues for providing information to the 
public, and it must examine additional issues to be presented to the 
public, and it must examine additional issues to be presented to the 
public. However, these explorations should be designed to reinforce the 
local groups and not to establish competitive information resources.186 

185 Stuart Auerbach and Victor Cohn, 9/2Sn 1 "Grant Given One Magazine, Denied 
Another" Washington Post. 

186 Memo from Robert Light to SIPI Board Members, 1/11/69. LOC, BC papers, 
box 436, folder "L". 
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At their annual 1971 meeting, the group made a number of dramatic changes in 

the organization, although all were framed as consistent with the "original intention" of 

the organization. They restructured membership and board criteria, created a new staff 

position, hired a new director, appointed a committee to outline the group's new goals, 

and opened the organization on a dues-paying basis to non-scientists. 

The composition of the board of directors was also restructured to reflect their 

need for cash; it was now to be composed not only of scientists (who were unable to 

contribute funds and did not have the contacts to raise them) but also of members of 

the community who had ties to sources of money. Opening the organization to non-

scientists would also provide the organization with needed monies and provide a way 

to assess what issues were important to constituents. IS7 

The new staff position was called field organizer; this person was to make 

efforts to mobilize scientists; they also hired a new director, Walter Bogan, who had a 

science background. After considering a federated structure, which would formalize 

ties between locals and the national (modeled after the League of Women Voters), the 

group decided to continue with a loose tie between local and the national. l88 

Part of the crisis was precipitated by Barry Commoner's concern with high-

187 Memo to SIPI members from Robert E. Light, 1971. LOC, BC papers, box 
438. 

188 SIPI. 1/11/69. Minutes of Meeting of SIPI Membership, LOC, BC papers, box 
437. 
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profIle speaking engagements, in which he spoke not simply about the public's lack of 

information, but about the structure of American society. He was increasingly 

associated with the environmental movement; during the fIrst four months of 1970, he 

spoke at five college campuses, including the kick-off for Earth Day at the University 

of Michigan, to bankers and businessmen, was featured on an environmental program 

of the Today show, and in a special environmental issue of Time magazine.189 

While a publicity boon for the organization, it did nothing to solve the problems of 

running an organization on a day to day basis, and his public comments were often 

more political than scientific. 

Financial instability, keeping abreast of citizen concerns, and the relationship 

between locals and the national continued to be focal issues for SIPI. The 

organizational changes that they had made were but a temporary solution to their 

problems.19O Public demand for information on environmental issues threatened to 

overwhelm the organization, and they began in earnest to seek out foundation funding. 

SIPI is now facing a temporary but potentially fatal fInancial situation. 
Paradoxically, this has happened because we have recently had 
unprecedented success: during the last year, there has been an 
unpredicted--and unbudgeted--demand for our various science 
information services. We have drained our resources in at responding to 
the overwhelming number of public inquiries for environmental 

189 News release from Newsday, by Edward P. Morgan, "Our Sick Environment.", 
March 21-22, 1970, LOC, BC papers, box 439; memo to SIPI members from Walter 
Bogan, lO/1Snl; LOC, BC papers, box 438. 

190 Letter from Walter Bogan to Gordon Harrison, Program OffIcer at the Ford 
Foundation, 3/Snl, LOC, BC papers, box 440. 
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infonnation.191 

During the first half of the 1970s, the eleven remaining committees and the 

SIP! national continued to fmd innovative ways to provide public information. Rather 

than acting as a distributor or funds or a node through which local could communicate, 

the national began to become more strongly involved in its own projects. One of the 

most successful was the publication of a series of "workbooks" on a variety of 

environmental issues: 

... workbook[s] have been written by scientists who are experts in their 
field ... [including] Hunger, pesticides, Environmental cost of electric' 
power, Environmental effects of Weapons Technology, Water Pollution, 
Nuclear Explosives in Peacetime, Air Pollution, and Environmental 
Education. Each workbook provides facts, tells individuals what they 
can do, and provides more sources of information ... the workbook project 
has moved according to the schedule we outlined due to the splendid 
cooperation of member scientist. .. On January 4, The New York Times 
announced the publishing program. Since then the workbooks have been 
announced in Chemical and Engineering News, (January 5), Medical 
Tribune (February 12), Science News (March 7), The Saturday Review 
(March 7), and in Environmental Action, April 22, and in many other 
places. The response has been tremendous. Our initial print order was 
10,000 each, and that number is now being revised to meet the 
demand.l92 

In addition, they were involved in mailing information to media representatives 

who requested it, in providing seminars on technical topics to Congressional 

representatives, and in a student internship program. 

191 letter from Walter Bogan, to Gordon Harrison, Program Officer Ford 
Foundation, 3/5nl, LOC, Be papers, Box 440. 

192 memo from Walter Bogan to SIPI members, 3/13nO, Be papers, box 440. 
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Some of the local groups, particularly those in Rochester, Missoula and St. 

Louis, continued to be active around environmental issues, while others faded from 

view. Those that remained were in contact with each other both through a newsletter 

and through conferences and workshops organized by SIPI. The board also changed 

during this time, becoming staffed more with representative from the business and 

foundation communities than scientists.193 

In 1972, Environment was sold to another institution, relieving SIPI of a major 

drain on its funding. Foundation monies also flowed more and more into the 

organization, in part because of the stewardship of Alan McGowan, whom Commoner 

had brought to New York to work on the SIPI staff. Under his leadership, the 

national organization became involved in a wide variety of educational programs. 

While he had been largely in charge of running the organization for six years, 

McGowan began to take full control over the organization when Margaret Mead, who 

was also a charismatic leader of SIPI for 10 years, died.l94 Commoner, whose 

attentions were focused on the 1980 presidential election in which he hoped to run, 

was stripped of power by McGowan, who considered Commoner a political and 

financial liability. Mead and Commoner had been strong allies in the organization, 

and both were strong, charismatic leaders. McGowan filled the void when Mead died 

and Commoner's attentions were focused elsewhere. 

193 SIPI Report vol. 1 and vol.2, 1970 and 1971. 

194 SIPI Scooe, 6:6, November!December, 1978. 
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Although not a scientist but a policy administrator, McGowan's view was that 

the organization was a way for scientists to curry favor with citizens, who ultimately 

controlled the purse strings of science. To this end, it was imperative that the 

organization be less critical of policy--hence the need to rid themselves of association 

with Commoner--and to simply provide "neutral facts".195 Under his stewardship, 

the national organization was revived. In the late 1970s, McGowan was assisted in his 

goals by an unanticipated event: the nuclear accident at Three Mile Island. When the 

accident happened, SIPI was inundated with calls from journalists about nuclear 

power. An associate of McGowan's, Fred Jerome, hit upon the idea of setting up a 

media information service which would put journalists in touch with scientists. SIPI 

would still be providing scientific information to citizens, just not directly. The Media 

Resource service was, and is, essentially a giant rolodex. Reporters call about a 

particular issue, and are referred to several of the 20,000 scientists that are on fIle for 

SIP!. 

The idea was an instant hit. Science reporting was also developing at the time, 

making the service in high demand. It was so successful that it became the centerpiece 

of SIPI activity. When McGowan took over the organization, there was less and less 

contact between locals and SIPI; those that remained either disbanded or became 

independent. McGowan was now the steward of an organization that had a service 

that was in high demand. By strategically placing both scientists, liberals and those 

195 Interview with Alan McGowan, June, 1991. 
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with connections to foundations on the board. he was able to gain funding from major 

foundations. including Rockefeller. Carnegie. and Ford. 

Since the early 1980s. SIPI has had no local affIliates and has a paid staff of 

about 15 people. Among the staff positions are assistant to Mr. McGowan. financial 

director. staff who organize seminars for journalists and scientists. and a database 

manager. The board of directors included prominent scientists. journalists and 

business people. particularly from the New York area. Funding comes almost 

exclusively from foundations. including major oil companies and media foundations. 

as well as independent foundations. Ironically. SIPI was the only one of the three 

organizations founded by citizens and scientists. but it was more removed from both 

groups than either SIPI or SftP by the early 1990s. 

5.3 Explaining the Trajectories 

How might these histories be explained? All three organizations did. in fact, 

survive: two of them adapted rather successfully--in the sense that their original goals 

were still met, and they had achieved a kind of stability--while one had a much more 

difficult time. Why is this so? In the last chapter, I discussed Powell and Friedkin's 

analysis of two factors that were associated with adaptive change: pluralist governance, 

and financial stability. Table 5-1 compares SIPI, ues and SftP on each dimension. 

TABLE 5-1 ABOUT HERE 
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Organizations with pluralist governance structures, which incorporate 

nonprofessionals and professionals alike, were more likely to adapt successfully, 

according to Powell and Friedkin. It appears that their interpretation is supported here. 

SIPI and UCS originally had only scientists on their boards of directors, but later came 

to incorporate a broader set of people; for SIPI, that meant journalists, business leaders 

and educators.l96 For UCS, that meant career civil servants who had worked in the 

areas of energy and defense.197 SftP had just the opposite pattern. They began with 

a governance system which incorporated many people, from elite scientists to lab 

technicians to secretaries, but ended up with a board that barely governed, and was 

made up primarily of members who had been with the organization for over 15 years-

many of whom held positions at elite universities.198 

Financial stability, which Powell and Friedkin associate with an ability to make 

adaptive changes, was elusive for SftP, but SIPI and UCS were able to fmd steady 

sources of funding over time. In the fIrst few years of their existence, all three 

organizations had members who were able to provide at least some infusions of cash 

to keep the group going during the toughest times. After ridding itself of 

Environment, Commoner, and Mead, SIPI was able to gain foundation funding more 

consistently by applying for science education grants. UCS was unable to gain 

196 Interview with Alan McGowan; SIPI Annual Report, 1979-1990. 

197 See UCS Annual Report, 1975-1989. 

198 Interview with Richard Lewontin, March 1991. 
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foundation funding, but was highly successful in portraying itself as a watchdog public 

interest group that appealed to individual donors. SftP, however, could do neither. 

But what accounts for the group's differential ability to acquire funding and for 

the ability of SIPI and UCS to routinize, while SftP floundered? As I discussed in the 

last chapter, traditional explanations suggest some combination of the following: 

normative pressures toward conformity (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Selznick, 1949), 

selection by the environment (Hannan and Freeman, 1989; Minkoff, 1992), financial 

pressures (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; McCarthy, Wolfson and Britt, 1989). Others 

would suggest that routinization is driven by internal processes (Weber, 1946; Michels, 

1915/1962; Simon, 1946/1976; Messinger, 1955). 

My explanation is not incompatible with any of these explanations, but instead, 

is complementary. An organization's ability to respond to changes in its environment 

is highly dependent on its original collective identity. As I showed in chapter 3, this 

identity 1) places the organization in a particular environment, and 2) sets up 

possibilities for action within that environment by putting into place routines and rules 

of action. Thus, an organization's likelihood of changing lies not in the preferences or 

personalities of leaders, or in the "environment" writ large. Instead, the mechanism 

that makes an organization able to respond to a particular environment lies in the rules 

and routines for action that are structureed by the group's shared definition of who 

they are. These features are set up early in the organization's history. Rules, routines 

and the group's shared definition make some kinds of action possible--like hiring fu11-



230 

time staff or working collectively-while rendering others unacceptable. In addition, 

the group's early activities and actions place the group in a particular "micro

environment" or subculture, which shape the possibilities for the group's action. One 

way to observe this last point is to examine the funding patterns for each organization, 

listed in Appendix . 

The sources of money for SIPI, ues and SftP reveal the the collective identity 

that each group had by indicating the organizational niche ,in which each group located 

itself. For example, SIPI viewed itself as an educational organization, and received 

several educational grants from the Ford Foundation, while SftP did not receive, and 

apparently did not apply for, any foundation grants, eschewing ties to "the 

establishment" . 

To illustrate this point, let me begin with SftP, which provides perhaps the 

clearest illustration of the three cases. It might be tempting to view SftP's demise 

simply as a result of their "radicalism": they espoused views and activities that were 

simply unpopular during the 70s and 80s. One might go on to say more specifically 

that this radicalism was not rewarded: it was not "isomorphic" with dominant 

organizations, it was "selected" out, or resource pressures forced it out. But these 

explanations do not tell us why SftP did not, or could not change so that it could take 

advantage of resources that were available, exert effort toward building alliances, or 

carve out a niche which would make their view more popular. 

SftP's problems were rooted in its adoption of an identity that did not afford 



231 

much flexibility, and which demanded constant monitoring of internal processes. This 

emphasis, drawn from the New Left, was one of the reasons that the group was unable 

to change. Part of the New Left's critique of "the establishment" was that it failed to 

examine exactly how daily practices perpetuated the inequalities in society at large, or 

to adopt structures which did not perpetuate these inequalities. For radicals, how things 

were done was as important as what was done; indeed, the process of doing frequently 

superseded any other organizational activity.l99 The earliest group to use this form 

was SNCC. SNCC was decentralized and loose-knit, with no fonnalleaders.2OO The 

point of this structure was that it prefigured the society that the group wished to 

create: 

Leadership in SNCC tended to be decentralized at the level of a state or 
local project. No one controlled the organization from the national 
office in Atlanta. Even at the project level, SNCC members rejected 
leadership .... the word "leader" connoted .. a person who manipulated 
others, thus distorting the purpose of an organization (Stoper, 1983, 
p.321). 

Davidson's (1983) study of nonbureaucratic movement organizations found 

identification as a member of the counterculture to be synonymous with the adoption 

of a particular organizational structure (pp. 165-166). 

199 Such an emphasis represents a twist on classic organizational research which 
emphasizes how rules in bureaucratic structures become ends in themselves. Work by 
Freeman (1973), Breines (1982) and Morgan (1992) suggests that emphases on 
organizational processes and rules rather than products occurs in non bureaucratic 
settings too. 

200 SNCC certainly had charismatic leaders, particularly Bob Moses in Mississippi, 
Charles Sherrod in Georgia, and Bill Hansen in Arkansas. 



Groups in the radical wing of the women's movement had a similar tie 

between identity and structure; identification with structures of hierarchy and 

domination were associated with masculinity. Having an organization which was 

loose-knit, with flowing membership, and leaders or formal structure was in part a 

way to demonstrate one's commitment to feminism (Freeman, 1973). 
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Finally, in the late 1970s antinuclear groups displayed a similar connection 

between collective identity and organizational structure. Individuals were organized in 

"affinity groups" that intensively trained members in nonviolence; the structure of 

organization emerged from the collective experience and identity of the members, 

most of whom were Quakers or people who had had experience in the antiwar 

movement (Dwyer, 1983, p. 153-4). 

The form that SftP and many other New Left groups adopted was not 

conducive to change over time; there were simply few ways of organizing that were 

open to them, given their narrow defmition of a radical organization. As I described 

in the narrative above, as late as 1980, making small changes in the magazine was 

approached with the greatest caution, lest others think: that the editor or the entire 

organization had sold out Unlike SIPI or ues, SftP never hired any staff besides 

magazine editors, not for financial reasons--they certainly could have resolved them in 

the short run, given the number of members with jobs at elite universities--but because 

it would have looked like they were not radical. In 1975, for example, a member 

cautiously broached the subject of hiring a staff member: 



... some organizations have refused to organize under effective 
leadership; but such organization is not capitalist (nor need it be anti
democratic) although many capitalist organizations are centrally 
organized (and anti-democratic); some organizations have refused to pay 
people for doing full time or part time work; but paying someone is not 
capitalist although Capitalists pay people (not enough usually) ... now in 
this paper I am going to argue for some things that Capitalists do such 
as placing ads in papers and writing certain types of articles. I hope it 
will be understood that the purpose in so arguing is not to prop up 
capitalism but rather to enlarge our circulation and strengthen our 
political impact.201 
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The egalitarian emphasis prominent among New Left groups meant that self-

criticism was essential. The group thought nothing of spending several years 

examining who they were, and who they ought to be, whether the group was sexist, 

racist or elitist, or supportive of capitalism. The debates over the principles of unity--

never resolved--are illustrative of this process. 

SftP organized itself around an identity that did not allow it to scan the 

external environment efficiently, either. While new issues came to the fore--

particularly environmentalism--the group could not do much to attract new members, 

to prevent old members from leaving, or to engage in new kinds of activities. Thus, 

the effect of the changing political context was to provide opportunities for them to 

lose members to the women's movement or to working class groups, but not to 

provide opportunities of innovative action. The group suffered from a paralysis that 

WI no author. October 1975. "Why Shouldn't We Have a Circulation of 100,000 
Magazines?" Science for the People Internal Discussion Bulletin #5, p. 8. 
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one member called "founder's disease. ,,202 SftP's collective identity prevented them 

from being able to act quickly and collectively in response to the changing political 

scene, or to act quickly on internal issues. Even oversight by the board of directors 

was seen as an illegitimate part of the group's activities. 

What is puzzling however, is that other New Left groups with the same 

structure were in fact able to make the transition to collectively organized, financially 

stable, productive groups over time; many of them still exist. One example is the 

Moosewood Restaurant in Ithaca, New York, which has existed since 1972. All labor 

is shared, all decisions are collective, and the restaurant is owned collectively. 

In addition to being organized around a fairly restricted form that was centrally 

tied to who they were, SftP also struggled because being a scientist, particularly a 

highly productive research scientist at middle or high status research institution, was 

incompatible with the demands of a radical political identity. SftP asked its members 

to work with "the people" to solve social problems caused by capitalism, and to avoid 

connection with and profit from "oppressive institutions". This involved rejecting 

many things central to scientific identity: membership in professional organizations, 

acceptance of professional honors, hierarchy in laboratories or in writing papers, and 

the receipt of government or industry grants, among other things. While some 

members did manage to do some of this--Richard Lewontin, for example, turned down 

membership in the National Academy of Sciences three times--it was not an easy fit. 

202 Interview with Rich Cowan, June, 1991. 
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These activities are part and parcel of what is means to be a scientist. They are not 

simply ways in which scientists are recognized and rewarded, they are ways in which 

people exchange scientific information. In short, it is how people do science. 

Finally, incorporating as a nonprofit organization was not particularly useful for 

SftP; in fact, it produced tensions that led in part to the financial problems that the 

group had. As a nonprofit, the group had a board of directors--not exactly the 

organizational feature that was compatible with SftP's identity. The board did not 

govern the organization in any meaningful sense, viewing its role in simply in legal 

terms.203 Problems arose in part because of this mismatch. The board was not 

participating in organizational activities that were necessary for the survival of a 

nonprofit, because such action was incompatible with their collective identity. 

ues, on the other hand, managed to weather the 1970s and 1980s rather well. 

They were able to build an organization that was stable, to create a need for their 

services, and to maintain their status as scientists. The original collective identity that 

the group developed very early on allowed the routinization of charisma, allowed them 

to be "neutrally involved" in legaVpolitical battles over collective goods that were of 

social consequence, encouraged an external focus that allowed them to scan their 

environment for relevant information. 

The organization was not originally founded by anyone person, and did not 

have a charismatic leader. Henry Kendall joined the organization shortly after the 

203 Interview with Richard Lewontin, March 1991. 
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March 4 activities however. His role in facilitating the development of the group was 

important because it was he who oriented the group toward public environmental 

issues. The attention the group attracted, especially the attention he attracted, was 

helpful for the group, allowing its activities and successes to be widely known. When 

the organization faced financial pressures and was overwhelmed by calls for help, 

Kendall and his colleagues did not hesitate to 

bring in others to help. At first, these were scientific staff--Ford and MacKenzie--Iater, 

they added paid legal and public relations assistance, and still later, clerical and 

fundraising staff. 

Unlike at SftP, hiring staff was not problematic. It was instead coterminous 

with their identity as a lobbying group that used scientific expertise. The process of 

hiring staff could also be seen as a central cause of the routinization of charisma; no 

longer was the group simply Henry Kendall's group, but was instead a bureaucratic 

organization. Indeed, prior to 1975, when the New York Times mentioned ues, it 

always mentioned Kendall and or Ford; after 1975, it only mentioned Kendall or Ford 

twice in connection with the organization, out of a total of 25 citations.204 

ues's ability to gain funding through individual donations is tied to the 

organization's original identity as a scientific lobbying group. As an "establishment" 

group of scientists, they worked to provide neutral "facts" in debates over 

204 New York Times Index, 1969-1990, see headings under ues, Kendall and 
Ford. 
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technologically related policy issues. Unlike SftP, they claimed to have no particular 

political agenda, and to be engaged in these activities in the "public interest", not in 

the interest of a particular class, race or other group of people. Combined with the 

power and legitimacy of science. this made a powerful statement indeed. UCS was 

also compatible with the new public interest groups formed by professionals that were 

gaining legitimacy in the early 1970s (McCarthy and Zald, 1973, 1977; Jenkins, 

1987b). Public donations did indeed go down in the 1970s, but UCS was one of the 

lucky groups that received increasing amounts of this scarce commodity, in part 

because their nonpartisan stance meant that they could attract a wide range of donors. 

UCS also benefitted from being an early public participant in debates over 

nuclear power. The organization was both fortuitous and strategic in challenging the 

AEC--fortuitous because Ford contacted Kendall, and strategic because they knew it 

would attract public attention.20S Nuclear power was related to both energy issues 

and environmental issues, both of which were of great public concern in the early 

1970s. After seeing their success with the AEC, local groups came to see that UCS 

could be of tremendous value in challenging local utilities over the safety of nuclear 

power plants (Ebbin and Kaspar, 1974). What UCS had done through its highly 

publicized challenge to the AEC was to ~ a demand for what it produced. 

UCS was also structured so that it could scan the political and economic 

environment. This is so because first, there was very little to make the organization 

205 Interview with Henry Kendall, June 1991. 
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tum inward. Unlike SftP, ues did not organize itself around self-criticism, was very 

homogenous, had effective charismatic leadership, and engaged in activities that were 

continuous with daily routines of scientific practice. Homogeneity and effective 

leadership meant that there was little cause for factionalization. What ues did was 

also continuous with what scientists do every day: seek out interesting and relevant 

problems, meet with a group of colleagues to discuss the best research strategy, divide 

up labor, do research, write up reports, and make written and oral presentations of the 

research. Thus, ues did not challenge member's identity as a scientist, but 

reinforced it, eliminating the kind of conflict that paralyzed SftP. 

The lack of internal focus meant that ues could search for relevant problems 

and projects in which to engage. This was the case throughout most of the 1970s. 

However, it should come as no surprise that they continued to emphasize issues related 

to weapons, energy and the environment, given their experiences in the fIrst few years 

of their existence. As routinization began to take place, this process became 

exacerbated. Staff members were employed to do exactly this: monitor a particular 

part of the environment. Public relations staff sought out public opinion and told the 

world of ues's, fundraising staff sought out money, and legal staff kept the group 

abreast of new policies and laws. 

Incorporation as a nonprofIt enhanced ues's ability to engaged in activities 

and to gain funding. As a nonpartisan group of scientists, being a nonprofIt fIt 

perfectly: the group derived no financial or political benefIt, which reinforced their 



claims to value neutrality. Such claims were essential for the growth of the 

organization, for it was neutrality that provided them with legitimation. 

SIPI's path to routinization was much rockier than that of UCS. Its early 

identity as a public information group with a charismatic leaders, and scientific and 

239 

lay members set in motion routines and activities that were to shape the life of the 

organization as late as 1991. SIPI was founded as a public information organization--a 

group that would provide scientific information to the public, but not take a stand on 

particular political issues. It was not open to non-scientist members; if citizens wanted 

to participate, it was on a voluntary basis or as a paid staff member. It had two very 

strong charismatic leaders that steered the organization. 

How did the group become a nonmember organization, with millions of dollars 

in funding, with rational-legal leadership? Like UCS, hiring staff was a key factor. 

SIPI's forerunner, CNI, originally had paid staff--women who did most of the office 

work, and assisted in editing the magazine, making staff hiring at SIPI a reasonable 

option, because there was a precedent set for it. Hiring of staff, did not however, mean 

that the charismatic leaders were gone; Commoner, and to a lesser extend, Mead, were 

still involved in major decision making. 

What did shift the organization toward a routinized organization that could 

actively take advantage of the public's interest in environmental issues? The hiring of 

Alan McGowan was perhaps the most important factor. McGowan had a science 

background--important because the board interpreted such criteria as an important part 



of who they were (see pages 38 and 39 above)--but more crucial was the fact that 

McGowan was more Lnterested in being a policy administrator.206 McGowan spent 
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one year in graduate school in physics, but left to engage in science education projects 

in St Louis. He was hired by CN! as an administrator, and was brought to New York 

by Commoner to work as Commoner's assistant What is crucial here is that 

McGowan felt no loyalties to science as a profession; he was and is a professional 

administrator, and as such, organizational survival was of central importance. This 

focus allowed him to take advantage of political opportunities, particular TMI, that the 

1970s and 1980s produced. McGowan added staff and gained foundation funding by 

portraying the group as an educational organization. 

McGowan capitalized on Commoner's environmental activities by spearheading 

the production of the group's workbooks. He realized very quickly that Commoner's 

high profile was detrimental to the organization's survival, since the group had gotten 

most of its foundation funding for education programs, not political programs. This 

move toward rationalization and an emphasis on organizational survival rather than 

routine was critical to the development of the organization over time. 

Yet, even as a rational-legal leader, McGowan was constrained by the 

collective identity of the group. In an interview, he said that the main emphasis of the 

organization today was the provision of scientific information through the MRS. 

Unprompted, he said that 

206 Interview with Alan McGowan, June 1991. 



... of course, this [the MRS] follows SIPl's original mandate to provide 
the public with scientific information quite closely ... we are providing 
the public with information, but not directly.207 

Elimination of the locals and nonscientist members, could have proven 

problematic for McGowan, because this was in fact the way that the group had 
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originally conceived of itself. The problem was resolved through benign neglect. With 

no strong leadership from the national to tie the locals together, all of them eventually 

disappeared or transformed into independent groups. In addition, some of the most 

active scientists in locals were elected to the board. Nonscientists were only hired as 

staff at the national, and although individual donations were accepted, they were not 

solicited.208 

Incorporation as a nonprofit in the early 1960s was of great importance to the 

group. They had received a number of grants in their early years, allowing them to 

engage in activities that could be used to request more grant monies. As competition 

from other groups grew in the 1970s, and monies for nonprofits declined, these early 

successes were certainly useful in convincing foundations to invest in the group. 

5.4 Conclusion: 

Over their lifetimes, SftP. SIPI and UCS continued to find ways to join science 

and politics that met with varying degrees of success. The degree to which each 

organization could find ways to not only survive. but to thrive. is related to two 

207 Interview with Alan McGowan, June, 1991. 

208 Interview with Alan McGowan, June 1991. 
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factors. First, the ability to survive is dependent upon the possession of a form that is 

characteristic of stable and powerful set of organizational forms, not the possession of 

a less popular and weaker way of organizing. Second, the ability to adapt--to develop 

a form that is compatible with existing forms or to create and popularize a particular 

form--is highly dependent on the degree to which form is a conscious choice and a 

salient part of the group's identity. In other words, adaptation is unlikely if a 

particular way of organizing is so central that changing form would undermine the 

group's collective identity. 

All three groups demonstrate isomorphism with respect to the political process 

and ways of organizing scientific research. They each map onto different aspects of 

the political process, however: SIPI with nonpartisan educational strategies, ues with 

lobbying and expert testimony, and Sftp with movement politics. Thus the first two 

very early on developed organizational forms that were compatible with features of 

political action that were highly rewarded during their lifetimes, while SftP developed 

a set of practices that were compatible with the most highly volatile aspects of 

politics. 

Second, like many New Left groups, the organizational form of SftP was 

fundamental to the collective identity of the group, which meant they had much less 

flexibility in adapting to the rapidly changing political and economic environment that 

they faced. For SIPI, organizational form was at first very central to the group's 

identity: they provided one of the few places where citizens and scientists could work 
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together on solving technologically based political problems. But once Mead and 

Commoner were gone from the organization, the membership at large (particularly the 

board) had little stake in such a form. For them, there were equally significant political 

payoffs in providing scientific analyses to the public without working with them 

directly. Thus, adaptation became much easier. 

Finally, UCS had a deep commitment to a particular organizational form, but it 

was a form that was compatible with liberal, reformist, pluralist politics. 

For each organization, the pattern was similar. The collective identity--the 

group's conception of who it was--set in place routines that constrained the 

organization's choices over time. But knowing how an organization managed to 

survive is not the same as knowing what they accomplished. All three organizations 

had significant, though very different effects on the political process and on the 

politics of science. The next chapter takes up these issues. 



Table 5-1 

Governance Structure and Financial Stablility of SIPI, DeS, and SftP 

Pluralist 
Governance 

Financial 
Stability 

1* 

yes 

no 

SIPI 

PERIOD P 

2 

no 

yes 

Des 

PERIOD 

1 2 

no no 

no yes 
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SftP 

PERIOD 

1 2 

yes no 

no yes 

*period 1 for SIPI is 1963-1972; for DeS, 1969-1975; for SftP 1969-1975. Period 2 
for SIPI is 1973-1991, for DeS 1976-1991, for SftP, 1975-1991. 



CHAPTER 6 

THE CONSEQUENCES OF SCIENTISTS' INVOLVEMENT IN THE SOCIAL 

MOVEMENTS OF THE 1950S AND 1960S 

6.1 Introduction 
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The involvement of relatively privileged groups such as scientists in social 

movements has usually thought to have two important consequences. On one hand, it 

is thought to reinforce the status and power of an already powerful group, while doing 

little to change the ability of less privileged groups to effect political change 

(Hoffman, 1989; Piven and Cloward, 1979; Helfgot, 1981). A second view takes quite 

the opposite tack: privileged groups are not only helpful, but necessary for the success 

of a movement or movement action (McCarthy and Zald, 1973; 1977; Jenkins and 

Eckert, 1986). 

Yet, evidence from the Union of Concerned Scientists, Scientists' Institute for 

Public Information and Science for the People suggests that these answers 

oversimplify the outcomes of movement activity by privileged groups. Far from 

acting in a cohesive and undifferentiated fashion, the evidence suggests that scientists' 

political impact was quite varied. The effect of their status as scientists can only be 

understood by reference to the mediating role played by the particular political 

identities and organizational practices that each group adopted. 

More specifically, the involvement of scientists in the social movements of 60s 
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and their formation of social movement organizations has had three important 

consequences: it introduced a model of "top-down" political organizing that reinforced 

scientists' monopoly on a particular kind of knowledge and political power, it lead to 

the increased provision of scientific information to the public, and third, it created new 

communities of scientists who brought their political skills and knowledge to bear on a 

wide variety of issues. The significance of these communities can also be found in 

their longer term effects: like other communities before them, they provide pools of 

resources and knowledge that can be mobilized in future waves of activism. 

In this chapter, I explicate these three outcomes in more detail. The outline is 

as follows: I begin by examining other answers to the question of movements and 

their consequences. I then detail how the creation of scientifically staffed political 

organizations affected the agenda and alternatives open to the antinuclear movement, 

increased the provision of science news and perspectives to the public, and left in 

place communities of scientists with more radical visions of social change that can 

fertilize future movements. 

6.2 Outcomes of Social Movements 

In chapter 1, I showed that existing analyses of the outcomes of political 

protest have been cast too narrowly, because they emphasize fonnallegal and 

economic changes, narrowly construed. I then argued that cycles of protest have 

another effect, which is the creation of new collective political identities which are 

often codified in new organizational forms. This activity is important in its own right, 
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because it represents the creation of a new social category, and hence possibilities for 

action. Thus, through the formation of new collective identities, the scientists that 

formed UCS, SIPI and SftP put into place a model of action that could be used by 

other scientists, and indeed, by other professionals. 

These organizations have in turn had significant effects on the political process 

and on science. In other words, some of the longer-term outcomes of cycles of protest 

may be viewed by examining the activities of these organizations. More formally, 

what existing accounts of the outcomes of political protest have underemphasized are 

the effects of movements the opening of new possibilities for political action, or 

political capacities (Clemens, in progress). By capacities I mean strategies, 

organizations and channels through which groups may affect the political process. The 

establishment of new capacities is important because it provides avenues for future 

political access, and provides a symbolic statement of what kinds of political actions, 

actors, and claims are legitimate, by institutionalizing some and leaving others out. 

6.3 Political capacities 

What can legitimately be brought up for political debate, and who can do it, is 

crucial to understanding the political process (Kingdon, 1984). Cycles of protest shift 

these rules, not often dramatically, but nonetheless in noticeable ways. Another way of 

saying this is that movements articulate new "rules of the game" by framing agendas 

and alternatives. Gusfield (1981) suggests a similar idea: the most important outcome 

of movements is that they provide a new "vocabulary and an opening of ideas and 
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actions which in the past was either unknown or unthinkable" (p. 325).209 The 

passage of laws is one way to do this. For example. one important consequence of the 

civil rights movement was passage the Civil Rights Act of 1964; the act made claims 

to civil rights by other (ethnic and gender) groups legitimate, and provided a vehicle 

through which they might act. This is both a political consequence and a cultural 

outcome, in the sense that it shapes what kinds of actions are possible, what groups 

are allowed in the decision making process, what rights are, and how they should be 

enforced. 

In addition to creating new channels for access, movements create and leave in 

place organizations that shape political access and debate. As I showed in chapter 4, a 

whole literature on what are variously called "public interest organizations (Primack 

and Von Hippel. 1974; McFarland, 1976; Berry. 1978; Rothman and Lichter, 1987). 

"nonprofit advocacy organizations" (Jenkins, 1987b) or "professional social movement 

organizations" (McCarthy and Zald, 1973; 1977; Helfgot, 1981) suggests that the 

1960s and early 1970s were a particularly fruitful time for the growth of such 

organizations. These groups were sometimes the refashioned "outsider" groups that 

had made the transition from social movement organization to member of the polity; 

other organizations had originally been founded by disaffected professionals as part of 

209 It is the broader diffusion of a vocabulary of accounts for legitimate action that 
are of crucial importance here. The notion of a new vocabulary is central to my notion 
of collective identity, since new vocabularies can be used to account for and legitimate 
new courses of action among different groups. 
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the broader "Movement" of the 1960s. While other studies of the outcomes of social 

movements emphasize the role of the state in providing services and information to 

less privileged groups, it is also clear from this body of research that such resources 

also come from movement organizations that become institutionalized (Kingdon, 

1984). 

Some of these organizations were less interested in engaging in political debate 

directly, and more concerned with providing services and information. The kind of 

services and information that they provided, however, often changed the terms of 

political debate. It was both the way that these things were provided, and what was 

provided that was new. One example is the formation and proliferation of rape crisis 

centers. In the 1970s, hundreds of locally operated organizations were founded by 

members of the women's movement. The existence of public spaces that provided 

assistance to women who were raped made a very visible statement about sexuality 

and relations between men and women: women who were raped deserved sympathy 

and assistance, not scorn and shame. These women were also relabeled as '''survivors' 

to redefme their experience as resistance to male violence" (Taylor and Whittier, 

1992:). Through the use of women volunteers as counselors, rape crisis centers made 

rape into a both a women's issue, and one that need not be dealt with in a paternalistic 

fashion. Through this process rape became politicized, not only through the definition 

of rape as a serious crime about power, and not sex. 

The third set of changes that movements bring about are significant changes in 
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the work and family practices of committed activists, who often form loose-knit 

communities that become the source of ideology and repertoires of action for future 

movements. By committed activists, I mean people whose lives were centered around 

activism, for whom activism was a way of life. Fendrich (1977), Whalen and Flacks 

(1984) and McAdam (1988), and McAdam, Moore and Shockey (1992) have all 

demonstrated that deeply involved members of the New Left did not simply walk 

away from their political commitments as movements died down. Instead, they 

continued to stay involved in a variety of political activities and to bring activist 

considerations to life course events such as marriage, family and work. These small, 

sometimes barely visible communities of activism that weather movement "doldrums" 

keep alive cultures of opposition (Rupp and Taylor, 1987). The existence of these 

communities provides a pool of definitions of situations that can open up new 

possibilities for action by other groups when activism does emerge. In one sense, these 

communities are destined to become obsolete; as other waves of activism arise, new 

activists use only some of the strategies and ideologies of existing activist 

communities. Existing communities thus provide a supportive basis and tool kit for 

activists, but are at the same time destined to become outmoded. As I have shown in 

the last three chapters, the accounts, or collective identities, that arise out of the 

combination of different subcultures are important because they layout what actions 

are legitimate and provide groups with ways of thinking about what is possible. 

In the previous four chapters, I have shown that collective identity--a group's 
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account and demonstration of the distinctive features that separate them from other 

groups--has consequences for organizational strategy and goals, and for a groups' 

ability to interact with other organizations. It also affects political outcomes, in both 

direct and indirect ways. Directly. it narrows the possible course of action that a group 

can take by focusing the group's attention only on a narrow range of problems and 

solutions. But perhaps more importantly, it has significant indirect effects. As I 

showed in chapter 4, once a collective identity is defined, it is very difficult to 

changing it, in part because organizational practices and routines have institutionalized 

that identity. In addition to restricting choices about action, a collective identity can 

also make a group more or less likely to be accepted as legitimate by the media, or by 

the target group or individual whom they seek to influence. 

In more general terms. combining my work with earlier research on the 

outcomes of political protest leads to an expanded typology of outcomes of cycles of 

protest, which is summarized in Table 6-1. There are two dimensions along which 

outcomes can be categorized: time and institutional location. Much of the work on 

social movements has emphasized the short term, meso box. 

Table 6-1 ABOUT HERE 
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Outcomes in each set of boxes are of course related. As I showed in chapter 3, 

for example, a short term, micro level change such as the creation of a collective 

political identity (cell 1) may form the basis for longer term change if it is codified in 

a formal organization (cell 5). In turn, these organizations have the potential to effect 

long-term macro changes by establishing new channels of political access and 

developing a more scientifically-informed electorate (cell 6). Seen in this way, it is 

organizations that are the key to change at either the micro or macro level. 

In the remainder of the chapter, I examine how SIPI, UCS and SftP 

exemplified different kinds of political outcomes and show how those changes were 

linked to particular organizational identities, routines and structures. 

6.4 The Reemergence of Top-Down Models of Social Movements 

The cycle of protest that occurred in the 1960s and early 1970s began with a 

movement--the civil rights movement--that combined middle class activism with 

protest by traditionally excluded working class and poor groups. In spite of the mix of 

participants, the civil rights movement was organized from the bottom up: the 

beneficiaries of the movement were also the activists, participation was widespread 

among the black community, and did not require any particular skills or knowledge 

(McAdam, 1982; Morris, 1984). Most of the other ethnically based movements of the 

period, such as the American Indian Movement (AIM) and the Chicano movement, as 

well as student-based and women's movements, were similar. But by the end of the 

era, a new kind of organizing was emerging. While the early movements were clearly 
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initiated and developed by nonprofessionals, increasing numbers of professionals had 

become involved in the various aspects of the Movement by the end of the decade 

(Moynihan, 1969; Freeman, 1973; Helfgot, 1981; Hoffman, 1989). As I demonstrated 

in chapter 2, this increased involvement was due to four factors. The fIrst was a rise in 

the number of professionals and professions eager to demonstrate their social utility 

and demarcate lines of expertise. Second, the movements of the 1960s created an 

increasing need to demonstrate the social relevance of work, particularly for state

sponsored professions. Relevance to public policy was even more crucial by the early 

1970s, particularly for those groups that were sponsored by the state, such as science. 

As I demonstrated in chapter 2, this was in part because a faltering economy caused 

citizens to demand practical results on their investments. Third, foundations and other 

third sector organizations were increasingly willing to provide money for 

professionally sponsored organizing projects which were often couched in terms of 

"education" or "community development". Finally, the decline in mass based 

movements as the result of direct government repression, more sophisticated 

"channeling" of movements by the government and movement fragmentation all left 

open space for more moderate groups to solidify their position in politics. By the end 

of the decade, professionally staffed groups with moderate political agendas were 

poised to take advantage of these changes. In chapter four I suggested that 

organizations of scientists were looking for issues and activities that would be 

compatible with their collective identity and organizational routines--routines that were 



254 

in large part adapted from the routines of science, and joined with politics. 

This later model of organization emphasized the role of experts and 

professionals (lawyers and scientists in particular), in mediating between citizen groups 

and the state. The antinuclear movement exemplified this new model. While 

decentralized, with many diverse groups working at the local level on activities aimed 

at local facilities, the power of these groups to make change without the help of 

professionals was limited. The local basis of the movement did not translate into a 

"bottom-up movement", in the sense that local groups were powerful in shaping the 

course of the movement. Although many local power plants and regulatory agencies 

set up citizen committees, these were largely symbolic, with no real effect on the 

safety or regulatory process (Fairfax, 1978, Ebbin and Kaspar, 1974). In theory anyone 

could participate in the movement (and indeed many groups, ranging from radical 

women's organizations to unions, attached their agendas to the movement) the 

founders and national "leaders" of the movement emphasized the use of electoral 

politics, technical problem-solving, and referenda (Mitchell, 1981; McCrea and 

Markel, 1989; Meyer, 1990). For example, at the Critical Mass conference in 1974, in 

which over 100 small, locally-oriented antinuclear groups participated, the topics were 

heavily weighted toward working within established channels. Sessions on national 

legislation, signature gathering techniques, organizing against utility rate increases, 

fundraising, and intervention (with attorneys) were prominent (Critical Mass '74, 

meeting program). What successes the movement did have were in reforming the 
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regulatory process and safety standards. The use of institutionalized politics made the 

movement easily cooptable by elected officials who saw a chance to make political 

gain out of investigating and denouncing government abuses and cover-ups regarding 

nuclear power (Waller, 1987; Meyer, 1990). The moderate wing of the movement 

emphasized changing complex regulation and safety features of local plants through 

the use of experts such as scientists and lawyers. McCrea and Markel (1989), Price 

(1990), and Meyer (1990) have also pointed to the failure the antinuclear movement to 

produce one clear, distinct frame around which to organize. In part this failure 

occurred because of the factionalization among members of the movement, many of 

whom were professionals with particular agendas that would be threatened by 

espousing the frames and interests of the more radical wing of the movement. The 

emphasis on institutionalized politics and the reluctance of professionals who were 

leaders to espouse the issues of less moderate groups served to reinforce scientists' 

and legal experts' role as intermediaries between citizens and the state. 

Scientists played a particularly important role in the antinuclear movement. 

Disagreements among scientists about the safety of nuclear power were crucial in 

providing opportunities for protest for citizens (Mitchell, 1981; Meyer, 1990). But 

perhaps more importantly, scientists continued to provide "frames" for the debate. The 

Union of Concerned Scientists in particular was important in publicly framing 

alternative courses of action, using the media and direct contact with movement 

groups. Their ability to affect the movement in part rested on their ability to provide 



256 

frames to the public. Most often this occurred through the media, to which they had 

access by virtue of their status as experts and authorities. 

Although public protest against nuclear power had occurred since 1958 (Price, 

1989), it was not widespread until the 1970s and into the early 1980s (Meyer, 1990). 

Some writers have seen the rise as primarily due to an increase in power plant 

construction, but such an explanation fails to explain why the public viewed this new 

construction negatively, especially in light of the fact that an energy crisis was 

occurring. Nor does it suggest why complaints about nuclear power were couched in 

terms of safety concerns, given that an earlier accident in Michigan in 1966, far more 

serious than Three Mile Island, attracted almost no attention (Gamson and Modigliani, 

1989). 

UCS was one of the earliest groups to become involved in the politics of 

nuclear power lO
, as I described in Chapter 4. They became involved at a fortuitous 

time: public confidence in government was low, and concerns about the availability of 

energy made the subject "newsworthy". These factors were not lost on UCS: at a 1974 

planning meeting for a national antinuclear conference, Henry Kendall wrote that UCS 

and other groups now had a "unique opportunity due to the energy crisis," which 

would make it "easier to get a national audience" (Kendall, l/26n3). 

210 For discussions of the role of scientists in the environmental movement, see J. 
Cramer, Mission-Orientation in Ecology. Robert Elliot and Arran Gare (eds.), 
Environmental Philosophy. Lester Milbrath, Environmentalism. N.W. Moore, The Bird 
of Time: Science and the Politics of Nature Conservation, Max Nicholson, The New 
Environmental Age. 
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Prior to their involvement, there was very little public protest against nuclear 

powerll, but after their challenge to the AEC, more local groups began to engage in 

legal challenges against the AEC (Ebbin and Kaspar, 1974). 

Several facts suggest that UCS was important in putting nuclear power on the 

public agenda and shaping the framing of the debate: 

-By a ratio of nearly 2:1, UCS was mentioned more times on television 
news than any other non-governmental group concerned with nuclear 
power during the period 68-1979. An additional 9% of coverage went to 
"critics, environmentalists, experts, scientists not specifically identified." 
The significance of their visibility is further shown by noting that since 
1964, television has been the primary and most trusted source of news 
for most Americans (The Media Institute, 1979: p. 4 and p.27). 

-Rothman and Lichter (1982) have shown that in 1982 almost one in 
four Americans believed that a majority of scientists who were energy 
experts opposed the further development of nuclear energy, and nearly 
one in three believed that solar energy could make a large contribution 
to meeting energy needs in the next twenty years. In fact, 53% of all 
scientists, 70% of all energy experts, and 92% of all nuclear experts 
said that they supported rapid development of nuclear energy. They also 
found that antinuclear scientists were much more willing to 
communicate with the media, had written more science policy articles 
than pronuclear scientists (Rothman and Lichter, 1982). 

-ues provided safety information to over 125 antinuclear groups, 
ranging from Greenpeace Australia to local groups such as the New 

211 I am using the 1979 Media Institute Survey of media coverage of nuclear 
power plant debates for the period 1970-1979 to assess the number of protests and 
amount of coverage that various groups received. For obvious reasons, those with 
cultural and political authority are more likely to be covered in the media, and to be 
covered favorably. While Molotch and Gitlin have emphasized how the media 
trivialize movements and force them to engage in ever more radical (and hence 
potentially damaging) activities, I am interested in the ability of other groups, namely 
UCS, to gain favorable coverage. I do not suggest that the coverage of the movement 
is representative of movement; I use as "data" what got covered. 



England Coalition on Nuclear Power, and was involved in legal 
intervention with least 10 nuclear power plants in the U.S., including 
Seabrook, Maine Yankee, and Oyster Bay.212 

-In 1974, Ralph Nader mailed letters to thousands of potential and 
actual antinuclear groups and individuals suggesting that the groups "get 
the facts about nuclear power" and request information from UCS on 
nuclear power plants.213 

-at the 1974 National Intervenors Conference in Washington DC, in 
which over 100 groups participated, UCS and Ralph Nader set an 
agenda which included the following issues: 

-catastrophic nuclear power plant accidents 
-the limitation of liability incurred for nuclear power plant 
accidents 
-long-term storage and guardianship of radioactive waste 
-accidents during transportation of nuclear fuels and 
radioactive waste 
-theft or diversion of materials for use in nuclear explosive 
devices 
-sabotage and terrorism 
-special problems of plutonium 
-international proliferation of nuclear weapons as a result 
of the spread of nuclear reactors 
-the unreliability of nuclear power plants 
-very costly plants with excessive and growing demands 
on capital in very short supply.214 
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212 UCS files labeled Seabrook, Vermont Yankee, Oyster Bay, Fermi, Ginna, 
LaCrosse, Kewaunee, Maine Yankee, Millstone, Monticello, Niagara Mohawk, Nine 
Mile Point, Oyster Creek, Peach Bottom, Pilgrim Station; Correspondence files A-Z, 
correspondence files foreign. 

213 fundraising letter, from Ralph Nader on behalf of Consolidated National 
Intervenors, 1974. 

214 Critical Mass 1974, meeting program. 



-UCS became "overwhelmed" with requests to provide expert testimony 
from groups protesting at nearly every nuclear power plant in the 
United States.21S 

-Of the five interpretive "packages" that Gamson and Modigliani (1989) 
identified that had been used to describe nuclear power in the media in 
the 1970s and early 1980s, (dualism/progress, energy independence, soft 
paths, public acountability, not cost effective, runaway)216, UCS 
offered all but runaway in their literature. 

-In 1981 UCS set up a series of Veteran's Day Teach-ins at over 150 
college campuses, founding United Campuses to Prevent Nuclear War 
(UCAM) as the organizational vehicle. UCAM's aim was to establish 
affiliated chapters, establish peace studies curricUla, and to assist in the 
convocations, which were to educate students about nuclear power. That 
year, more than 500 colleges had convocations. All major newspapers 
and magazines featured stories on the convocations, and The New York 
Times later commented: 

The Veterans Day Events proved an important turning 
point [for the Freeze], attracting widespread attention in 
the press and from television, focusing still more public 
interest on the issue (quoted in McCrea and Markel, 1989: 
p. 108). 
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Such evidence suggests that UCS was prominent in the antinuclear movement, 

21S fundraising letter, 1977. 

216 The "progress" package accepts nuclear power as necessary and inevitable, even 
if controversial. "Public accountability" suggests a populist, anticorporate package 
which identifies profit making and political gains as the problems with nuclear power. 
"Soft paths" incorporates safety issues and links nuclear power to broader issues about 
what kind of society we want to be. "Energy independence" suggests that we needed 
nuclear power in order to avoid dependence on foreign oil and other energy sources. 
"Runaway" is more fatalistic and resigned more than opposed: "once the genie is out 
of the bottle, it is too late." (Gamson and Modigliani, 1989: p. 20). Not "cost 
effective" "offers a more pragmatic, costs benefit package" (Gamson and Modigliani, 
1989: p.16). 
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but it does not suggest that they had any effect on the direction of the movement. 

Since movements are complex interactions between governments, the public, and 

movement organizations, it is difficult to attribute significant weight to one group. But 

it is the case that even when the movement became focused on the passage of the 

nuclear freeze and nuclear weapons2l7, scientists and other professionals who were 

leaders of the movement (including Pam Solo, Randall Kehler, Randall Forsberg, 

Ralph Nader, Amory Lovins) emphasized 

a liberal political model of power and social change. Thus each 
movement [against nuclear power] eschewed radical political change, 
and rather promoted education along with traditional electoral and 
pressure politics. The role of education was seen as neutral-to lift the 
veil of ignorance, which was viewed as the primary cause of the arms 
race. Electoral politics was the handmaiden of education-honest 
disagreements over policy ought to be resolved by the electorate 
(McCrea and Markel, 1989: p. 149). 

The movement rarely produced a "crisis" for federal, state or local governments 

through innovative, non-institutionalized action. The most important incidence of this, 

in the sense that it gained widespread attention and did temporarily create a kind of 

crisis for local law enforcement, was at Seabrook, New Hampshire in May 1977, when 

1414 members of the direct action antinuclear group the Clamshell Alliance engaged 

in civil disobedience were arrested and overflowed jails by refusing to pay fines 

217 Some factions of the movement, particularly the Clamshell Alliance, rejected 
leadership of all sorts. Yet, much of the national level action in the movement, from 
large scale marches to petition drives to legal intervention, was organized by 
professionals. 
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(Meyer. 1992). But their ability to disrupt and create a crisis atmosphere was 

seriously reduced when the Alliance negotiated with Seabrook owners and New 

Hampshire officials. agreeing to demonstrate but not to engage in civil disobedience. 

The significance of the Seabrook was futhered watered down by the fact that the more 

moderate wing was still involved in challenging nuclear power through electoral and 

legal channels. and providing the public with more information and education about 

nuclear power and weapons. 

The ability of ues to help shape the debate over nuclear power and weapons 

comes in part from what Snow and Benford (1986) call the "resonance" of the cultural 

frame of science and neutrality. Although there is also a anti-science. anti-technology 

tradition in American culture (Gamson and Modigliani. 1989). science offers a 

particularly flexible and salient set of cultural tools ues framed the debate as a safety 

issue: But over and above the general salience of science. the frames that ues were 

also more likely to be received because they were similar to journalists views on 

nuclear power. ues had established themselves as an authority on nuclear power. and 

they had money and an organizational structure which made it possible to quickly and 

easily communicate with the media. 

Rothman and Lichter (1982) found in a 1982 survey of science journalists. elite 

members of the media, TV reporters and producers and public television journalists, 

that these groups were far less supportive of nuclear power than scientists or scientists 

who were energy or nuclear experts (Rothman and Lichter, 1982: 51). While 
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journalists (like scientists) are generally supposed to be "objective" and adhere to 

notions of balance, both their attitudes and the fact that much of the population was 

against nuclear power would suggest that reporters would be more likely to report 

views of antinuclear scientists like UCS. 

Second, in 1974 UCS engaged the services of a public relations fInn whose 

responsibilities were to 

... assist your organization in all ways to communicate 
your objectives, research and investigations to the 
public at large. More specifically, we will develop 
a continuing program to broaden awareness or your 
organization among the news media of the United States, 
Canada and overseas, and its objectives and views; 
to alert the American public to the needs uncovered 
but the Union; and to coordinate the efforts nationally 
of the Union and its affiliated groupS.2lS 

Backed by foundation monies and a growing number of private donations, UCS 

was able to retain the services of such organizations (interview with Bob Bland, 1991). 

Shortly after the end of their contract with the public relations fIrm, UCS hired a 

public relations staff person full-time (interview with Bud Riis, 1991). Both the use of 

a public relations fIrm and the formation of a staff position are helpful to journalists 

who work on the basis of "beats" or routines. To quickly produce accurate and timely 

stories, they rely heavily on sources that are easy to contact, cooperative and 

authoritative (Clemens, 1987). The use of a public relations agents made it all the 

218 Letter from Gerald Rogovin to Dan Ford, 2/1SnS, confIrming agreement made 
2/14nS to serve as public relations council for UCS 2/14n5-6/14nS, LOC, BC papers, 
box 440. 
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more likely that ues would be contacted. 

These outcomes are the direct result of the early establishment of a set of 

organizational routines which allowed the group to engage in particular kind of work: 

intervening in the policy process using scientific data. This is, in fact, exactly what 

ues began to do within months of its founding, and what it continues to do today. 

What ues participated in establishing was a new model of political action (see cell 6 

in Table 6-1) in which nonprofit organizations mediate between citizens and Ule state, 

particularly on technical issues. In essence, these organizations "do politics" for the 

citizens who donate money to them; they frame the debates and decide which aspects 

of the state to engage, and in doing so, they make citizens dependent on them for 

information. 

6.5 The Provision of Scientific Information to the Public 

A second, related, consequence of the involvement of scientists in the social 

movements of the 1960s was an increase in the provision of scientific information to 

the public. While norms of "open communication" have been used to describe the 

attitude of scientists toward sharing scientific information (Merton, 1942/1973), 

historically scientists have been resistant to sharing scientific information with the 

public (Lakoff, 1977). This resistance stems from a belief among scientists that 

involving the public in the affairs of science opens a Pandora's Box whereby the 

public increasingly demands more and more involvement in science, which in turn 

impinges on scientists' freedom of inquiry (see Lakoff, 1977; Nelkin, 1987: p. 159). In 
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addition. resistance also comes from the perception that research findings may be 

inadvertently distorted and sensationalized by the popular press (Nelkin, 1987; 

Goodell, 1977). And fmally, there are sanctions against the popularization of science, 

particularly if it is not validated by the professional community first (Nelkin, 1987; 

Clemens. 1986). 

In spite of these barriers, the provision of scientific knowledge to the public 

has increased dramatically over the last twenty five years. The information has been 

provided both directly--often through public interest science organizations and 

professional organizations like UCS and the AAAS--and indirectly, through the media. 

Groups which have been explicitly involved in the direct provision of science 

to the public over the last quarter century include the Center for Science in the Public 

Interes4 the Science Information Service, UCS, SftP, and the Bulletin of the Atomic 

Scientists (BAS). UCS, SftP. SIPI, and BAS219 provide information to members or 

subscribers. while CSPI and SIS provide information to groups that request it. 

Although there is certainly overlap in subscriptions, membership and usage of science 

information services, the combined total number of people that received information 

from these groups is over 500,000. (Sources: UCS: Bob Bland; SftP: Rich Cowan; 

CSPI: Encyclopedia of Organizations, 1991; SIS: Encyclopedia of Organizations,). One 

of the important functions of these organizations is that they focus the attention of (an 

219 SIPI, as I noted in chapter 4, was a very important source of scientific 
information for the environmental movement through their magazine Environment; 
they sold the magazine in 1972. 
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admittedly small) section of the public on particular issues that are related to science, 

as I showed in the case of nuclear power. The increase in the number of people 

reached by these methods is evidenced by the fact that in 1968, only the Bulletin of 

Atomic Scientists and SIPI's Environment magazine were providing scientific 

information in this manner. 

Over the past fifty years, science journalism has also grown substantially. In 

the 1950s, few nonscientists were interested in science news, except perhaps for the 

sensationalized major discoveries and personalities. As the editors of Science 

lamented: 

... by all standards, science receives an unduly small share of the budget 
of newspaper space or broadcasting time. The number of books and 
magazines devoted to disseminating public information about science is 
correspondingly small. The immediate reasons for this state of affairs 
are manifold. It is clear, however, that the situation reflects a rather low 
level of interest in science on the part of the public, or, more probably, 
of those who attempt to judge the public mind for purposes of directing 
the media of information (Science. 1957, quoted in Clemens, 1987, p. 
15). 

The situation in the late 1980s was much different: not only is science reported 

in science sections of newspapers, there are numerous television programs on scientific 

issues (Carl Sagan's "Cosmos" and PBS's "Nova" series are perhaps the most well 

known), and it appears in a more integrated form in other newspaper stories: 

... A great deal of information about science and technology is conveyed 
through the coverage of disputes over technological risks such as 
hazardous wastes, nuclear power, air pollution and pesticides. But 
science also appears in news articles on drugs, food additives, 



transplants, and artificial organs, cancer and genetic disease. And 
technical information is even integrated into the news of the day: from 
descriptions of artificial organs, cancer, and genetic disease we find out 
some facts on human physiology; from stories on AIDS we read about 
research in epidemiology and immunology; from discoveries of 
chemical dumps we read about toxicology; from discussions of the 
Challenger explosion we read about the properties of raw materials 
(Nelkin, 1987: p. 3). 

The growth in science sections of newspapers and science writers is 

particularly remarkable: 

-In 1956, there were only three science journalists at the New York 
Times; now there are twelve (Nelkin, 1987: p. 2). The Washington Post 
now employs twenty four science writers (SIPIscope. Autumn 1986: 4). 

-In 1965 the National Association of Science Writers (founded in 1934) 
had 235 members; by 1987 that number had more than doubled (Blume, 
1974: 235; Friedman et al., 1986:xiv). 

- In 1978, there was only one regular science section in America: the 
Science Times section of The New York Times. In 1983 there were 
nineteen, and in 1986, sixty-six newspapers, with a combined daily 
circulation of over eleven million had science sections. Another eighty-
one newspapers devoted at least one page a week exclusively to 
science news. These sections are also among the most popular among 
newspaper readers (SIPIscope, Autumn 1986). 
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Several new popular science magazines, such as Omni, Discover. and Science News 

and Science 80 (the latter two are now defunct) also appeared in the early 1980s; 

unlike older popular science magazines, these sections and magazines emphasize not 

technique, but scientific findings. Journals such as Science now have sections devoted 

to the relationship between science and society, such as "News and Comment" 



267 

(Clemens, 1987).220 

Finally, that the provision of scientific research and information to the public 

has become an expected part of the profession of science is evidenced by the spate of 

"how to present science to the public" books, pamphlets and articles directed at 

scientists (see Gastel, 1983; Goodfield, 1981 and Miller, 1983). 

One of the most important providers of scientific information to the public is 

Scientists' Institute for Public Information. In chapter four I described the founding of 

SIPl's Media Resource Service, which puts journalists in contact with scientists. SIPI 

also has a Videotape Referral Service (VRS) which provides referrals for tape and fIlm 

that will enhance science news stories. Scientists are chosen to be part of the MRS 

database through recommendations from other experts, major research institutions and 

from surveying scientific literature. The MRS has been phenomenally successful: in 

1988, they fielded over 30,000 calls, including calls from every major newspaper, 

television, and radio station in the U.S. In order of frequency, journalists from 

newspapers, television, magazines, wire and news syndicates, freelance writers and 

government, and radio use the service. 70.4% are from non-science media, and 58.7% 

are from local news sources (SIPI, The Media Resource Service, 1989-1990). As Table 

6-2 shows, the overwhelming number of calls are about health and medical issues such 

as AIDS, cancer research, fetal-tissue transplants, aging, health-care costs, Alzheimer's 

and substance abuse. The second most frequent set of questions were asked about 

220 Coverage of science policies, however, began in the early 1950s. 



social science-related issues such as criminology, suicide, cults, occupational stress, 

drunk driving, divorce and addictions. 
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In addition to the MRS and VRS, SIPI organizes roundtable discussions and 

seminars through its Media Outreach Program. These are designed to allow science 

writers to discuss science related issues with scientists and others professionals. Recent 

seminars were on the future of child care in America, Cocaine and Crack, Toxic 

Spills, AIDS and nuclear waste. Seminars are often provided at professional meetings 

of journalists and editors; other times they are held independently. The purpose of the 

roundtables and seminars is to ensure that journalists are able to acquire the most 

recent research results on a particular topic, and to make contacts with scientists who 

could be useful sources in the future. Since journalists have only a limited time to 

acquire reliable, authoritative information from reputable scientists on short notice, the 

cultivation of ties to scientists is critical. 

The MRS has significant effects on both science and on public understanding 

of science. In science, it helps to perpetuate "invisible colleges": informal networks of 

scientists through which information is exchanged and status hierarchies are 

reestablished. One way it does this is through the nomination process. New scientists 

are continually being added to the database; they get in through nominations from 

other scientists, and major research institutions, and much less often, through reviews 

of current literature. Staff at SIPI are not scientists themselves, and those who do have 

a science background can only evaluate the work of scientists in their own field. To 
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reduce infonnation costs, they frequently rely on recommendations and advice from 

scientists who are reputable and cooperative with the media; these scientists act as 

gatekeepers for entry into the database.221 Perhaps more importantly, journalists 

themselves help perpetuate invisible colleges and status hierarchies, because they are 

reluctant to quote dissident scientists for fear of alienating highly esteemed and 

cooperative scientists (Dunwoody, 1986: p. 7). Cooperative and reputable scientists 

who have frequent contact with SIPI become more important in naming who is "in" 

and who is "out" in a particular scientific debate. It is also evident that scientists are 

more and more willing to communicate their work to the public. By agreeing to 

participate in the MRS, least 25,000 of the natural, physical and social scientists in 

America were willing to publicly communicate their research not just once, but 

routinely. Dunwoody reports that a 1981 survey of a random sample of American Men 

and Women of Science found that 61 % of all physical and biological scientists had 

had contact with at least one journalist regarding their work in the 1980-1981 year 

(Dunwoody, 1986: p. 5). 

One might view being part of a database used by popular press journalists as 

relatively insignificant for one's scientific career, given that status in science is 

achieved not through its popularization, but through publication in professional 

journals. But as Clemens (1986) has shown, scientists do not discover scientific 

infonnation or carry out scientific debate only in specialized professional journals. 

221 interview with Lucy Peets, June 1991. 



Debate and information exchange also takes place through the popular press and 

through journals such as Science. 
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The MRS has three important effects on the public's view of science. First, it 

does provide a way for the public to assess what they are getting for their money. The 

results of scientific studies and their implications for our lives are certainly more well

known now than they were in the 1950s for example. And when science does not live 

up to its promises, the public too, will know about it. Examples of this abound: the 

widely publicized allegations of fraud in publicly funded research by Nobel Prize 

winner David Baltimore, the explosion of the space shuttle Challenger, and the failure 

of the Hubble Space Telescope to produce sharp, clear images are but three. 

SecoItd, it invests the public in science. That is, as more and more news--things 

that are, by definition, deemed to be important--are associated with science, it becomes 

more salient, and perhaps more likely to be funded. Third, as science becomes 

implicated in a wider variety of issues through the popular press, the status of science 

is raised. But over and above status and financial considerations, the popularization of 

science through non-professional media does not break down professional-layperson 

boundaries as the early versions of Science and Popular Science did. It has quite the 

opposite affect. By quoting "experts" and framing issues in technical rather than 

explicitly moral, political and ethical terms, non-experts are removed from 

participation in the debate. Combined with the increased participation of scientists in 

providing amicus briefs in legal challenges, their testimony in Congressional hearings 
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and provision of scientific information to political representatives, the image is one of 

increasing rationalization of politics. Following the tradition of Jeffersonian 

Liberalism, politics becomes a series of rational debates which are resolved through 

presentation of facts. Perhaps one way to view the effect of the rise of scientists in the 

news and science journalism is to imagine, for instance, how political agendas and 

understood rules for political access would be different if philosophers or ministers 

were more frequently quoted, and issues framed in terms of morality and ethics. 

That SIPI, and not UCS or SftP founded the MRS should not be surprising. 

Originally conceived as an apolitical public information organization, SIPI consistently 

looked for ways to carry out this agenda during its fIrst sixteen years. While it 

threatened to become more politicized through Commoner's activism in the 1960s and 

early 1970s, Alan McGowan's takeover put the organization back into the realm of a 

non-member service provider, not a membership, activist organization. When the 

MRS wa.s founded in 1979, SIPI literally hit the jackpot. Not only was it continuous 

with the organizations original goals, foundation funding was easy to come by. 

McGowan and his colleagues had the skills to write grant proposals, and as a formal, 

bureaucratized organization, they were also a good bet to produce concrete results and 

reports that are essential to foundations (McCarthy and Zald 1973, 1977; Jenkins, 

1987b; Staggenborg, 1986). The subject was also appealing: it promised to educate the 

public about science at precisely the time when concerns over poor performance in 

science and mathematics among American students became an important topic 
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(reference). The media sources that used SIPI were also more than happy to donate 

money to the project because it dramatically lowered information costs for journalists 

(SIPIscope, Autumn, 1986). 

In the most general terms, the long term effects of SIPl's activities are in cell 6 

of Table 6-1: the development of an electorate that is more informed about science 

and technology. This does, not of course, mean that citizens either use this 

information in making political decisions, or that the framing of political problems in 

technical terms is always a useful way to arrive at solutions.222 But to the extent 

that the public does know more about science related issues, they have more power to 

engage in political debates that are increasingly frame scientifically. 

6.6 The Development of Political Competence and Consciousness 

Perhaps the most important consequence of the involvement of scientists in the 

social movements of the 1960s was that they became politicized (and sometimes, 

radicalized). Many scientists left formal politics and political groups over time, but, 

like many other activists from the era, they brought their political commitments and 

skills to a variety of contexts. These contexts were highly varied, ranging from the 

classroom to the local community to committees in the workplace. And this process 

often occurred among former activists who no longer engaged in explicitly political 

222 Of course, the provision of this information combined with the top-down model 
of organizing popularized by ues makes it more likely that citizens come to believe 
that technical solutions to problems are useful, and that organizations like ues are 
reasonable vehicles through which to pursue these solutions. 



273 

activity, but had incorporated the political values of the 1960s into other aspects of 

their lives. 

One of the distinctive features of the movements of the 1960s is that they 

politicized elements of social life that had not been thought to be subject to 

politicization.223 They broke down the relationship between the public and private, 

suggesting that even activities and relations that had been considered private and 

governed by individual choice--sexual relations, clothing, language, and food, to name 

a few--were in fact related to the structure of power in American society. By the end 

of the decade, making choices about these issues was an integral part of being a 

"political" person.224 A second feature of the movements of the 1960s is that they 

called into question the ways that political goals were accomplished, particularly the 

way that decisions were made and communicated in formal organizations such as 

schools, the workplace and in explicitly political organizations (Breines, 1982/1989; 

Rothschild-Witt, 1979). Thus another element of the political realm became not 

simply ends, such as laws or changes in personal 

relationships, but processes. Other studies have provided 

223 Other movements, particularly social movements of the progressive era did 
politicize such things as childbearing, marriage and work, though in different ways and 
in different degrees than the movements of the 1960s did. 

224 Obviously the importance of anyone element varied among political 
subcultures, and indeed, many Marxists explicitly rejected the politicalization of the 
personal, on the grounds that it detracted from the real issue of the Movement: the 
transformation to a classless society through protest. 
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more detailed information on the variety of ways that many of the people who were 

highly involved in the social movements of the 1960s brought their political 

commitments to bear on other aspects of their lives. For example, McAdam (1988) 

and McAdam, Moore, and Shockey (1992) found that participants in the Freedom 

Summer campaign of the American civil rights movement report that there 

involvement in the movements of the 1960s influenced their decisions about work, that 

having children, and their choice of work. Rupp and Taylor (1987) have also shown 

that political commitments do not end when movements wane. Far from abandoning 

political values, deeply committed activists create their own communities that 

perpetuate the culture and politics of the movement until more favorable political 

opportunities arrive. 

Many of scientists who were involved in the most radical politics of the 1960s 

followed a similar pattern, bringing the political values and skills to bear on their 

choices about research, teaching, family life and later political projects. The 

significance of these choices for science is twofold: particularly when done by 

prominent scientists, they demonstrate that science is not separate from other elements 

of society, but intimately tied to them. And they provide models for action for other 

scientists, particularly graduate students. In chapter 3 I showed that many of the 

scientists who became involved in these organizations had had some contact with Old 

Leftists, mainly parents, friends or advisors, and had sometimes been involved in the 

Popular Front themselves. In creating new political organizations, these scientists drew 
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on the experiences and insights of these people, while creating other images of the 

political through contacts with other groups. Thus, the continuation of practices from 

one era to another leaves in place not simply "abeyance structures" such as formal 

organizations, but sets of routines and frames that can be reshaped in future 

movements. The scientists who were involved in Science for the People are perhaps 

that best exemplars of these kinds of changes; their political impact was less direct 

than that of SIPI or UCS, but participation in the organization did have significant 

effects on how they practiced science, on their personal lives, and on their other 

political activities. 

For many members of SftP, the question posed in joining their political and 

professional activities was this: 

"Is radicalism subsisting in a slum for a year or two, or is it developing 
your individual talents so you can function as a radical the 

. "professional" fields and throughout your adult life? Can a teacher be a 
radical in his profession? or an artist? or a lawyer?" (Michael Haber, 
quoted in Breines, 1982/1989, p. 128) 

SftP scientists took this task seriously; among the most significant changes for 

scientists in Science for the People were changes in their professional lives. For some, 

these changes were quite profound. None of the groups under study in this project, nor 

any other science based political organization that was formed in the last fifty years, 

explicitly challenged the notion that the practice of science needed to be changed. The 

most radical scientists were concerned with what subjects were chosen for research 

and the uses of the products of scientific research, but not methods or relationships 
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among scientists. Within this framework, members of SftP managed to engage in a 

wide variety of activities and to bring these critiques to bear on their own professional 

lives. As the organization dissolved, much of the soul-searching that members ~ad 

begun in the organization about their own work continued on an individual level. As 

the movement of the 1960s died down, some radicals worked with liberal groups to 

find common solutions to problems. Few of the scientists in Science for the People did 

so. Without the support of a movement, members sought individual solutions to 

collective problems, living marginal lives, or, if they remained in science, 

uncomfortable and contradictory lives that took much energy to unify. Among the 

most common ways of continuing to tie science and radical politics were leave 

science--as Michael Goldhaber did, as I showed in chapter 3--to change disciplines, as 

I also showed in chapter 4--or, to work to change science from within. 

Charlie Schwartz has remained in the Berkeley physics department since he 

founded Science for the People in 1968, but what he does in the department has 

changed profoundly. Much of efforts to join politics and science are concentrated on 

the physics department, the Berkeley campus the University of California system and 

the physics community. Prior to his involvement with the antiwar movement, his 

career and political life took very conventional paths. Having received his doctorate 

from MIT "very rapidly, probably too rapidly", he left for Stanford with his mentor, 

Sidney Drell. Schwartz had no knowledge of, or interest in politics up to this time: 

Up until the late 60s, I was not involved in or particularly interested in 



political issues. I was sort a classic academic scientist person who did 
research, my reputation being dependent on being at an elite school. 
Teaching was something I was willing to do, but you know, research 
was everything. I had one brief brush with establishment and military 
work. This was in '62, when a senior faculty member here tapped 
me ... to join his summer workshop with the JASON people. 

As I describe in chapter 3, his involvement in the antiwar movement grew, and 
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Schwartz began to focus on local institutions' ties to the military. He never left the 

physics department because he felt it, like his family, afforded him a "great deal of 

security and stability" which allowed him to engage in political battles. Over the past 

twenty years, he was, among other things, banned from Lawrence Livermore 

Laboratories for attempting to give lunchtime talks about the connections between 

Livermore Labs and the military, and has been involved in a wide variety of social 

movement activities such as marches, petition drives and demonstrations. He engages 

in a never-ending effort to get physics faculty members to take a stand on moral issues 

related to science, but rarely do any even engage in discussion with him, even to 

oppose his views. While Michael Goldhaber described himself as living a marginalized 

life, Schwartz described himself as "beyond the margins" in his own department Yet 

he continues to fight for what he believes is right, even when no practical outcomes 

seem likely. One of his current projects is the production of a well-researched and 

annually updated pamphlet on ties between the military and physics that is distributed 

to undergraduate physics advisers. (Needless to say, there are few advisers who 

request reprints of the pamphlet). He has also been engaged in battles with the 
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California Board of Regents over faculty representation, and involved with the 

University Conversion Project (UCP), an offshoot of Science for the People run by 

students in Cambridge, Massachusetts. The UCP publishes material on the ties 

between the military and the universities, providing groups on college campuses not 

only with data, but with "how to" information on acquiring information on DOD 

contracts and Freedom of Infonnation Act requests. 

One of the most profound changes in Schwartz's professional life is that he no 

longer does research. One of the reasons is that he felt that even if he did not accept 

military money for research, some of his students certainly would, and nor would he 

have much control over the uses that were made of the physics that he did do, 

especially high-energy particle physics. His professional life, then, is confined largely 

to teaching undergraduates, and to service within the department and university. In 

addition to physics courses, he teaches classes on science and politics, and science and 

the military. 

Unlike Goldhaber, Schwartz had tenure when he became involved in Science 

for the People, and was a full professor by 1970. That he did not leave science 

altogether should not be surprising; what is surprising is that he continued to work to 

change the relationship between science and the military by continuing to work in a 

research institution in which he did not have status or power. 

While Schwartz left research altogether, other members of science for the 

people have found ways to join politics and science while engaging in scientific 
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research. Richard Lewontin and Stuart Newman, of Harvard University and New York 

Medical College respectively, exemplify this mode of joining the personal with the 

political. Both biologists, they were at the University of Chicago in the late 1960s and 

early 1970s, and were acquainted through Science for the People, Science for Vietnam 

and the New University Conference. One of Lewontin's continuing interests has been 

in the debates over sociobiology, particularly as they relate to race and I.Q. Relating 

contemporary sociobiology arguments to the Eugenics movement of the 1920s, 

Lewontin has engaged in extended speaking tours and published in both popular and 

scientific journals on the issue. With several other former members of Science for the 

People, he formed a recombinant DNA study group which has actively sought to 

strictly regulate biotechnology. 

He has been highly involved in agricultural projects, using his knowledge of 

popUlation biology to provide expert testimony in a in a California farm workers' suit 

regarding pesticide poisoning of workers. One of his more recent projects is working 

with NEWAG, a progressive agricultural organization. Finally, he has been highly 

involved in Science for Nicaragua (SiN) and other Central American and Caribbean 

agricultural groups. SfN is an organization which provides Nicaraguan farmers with 

supplies and techniques to increase yields through various methods. The program 

sends not only supplies, but graduate students spend semesters and sometimes years 

working with farmers. 

Though his life as a scientist appears as a success story--he has been nominated 
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for the NAS twice and turned them down twice for political reasons, and holds a 

prestigious position at Harvard, the benefits have come with a price. Having been 

raised in a wealthy family and having enjoyed many privileges in his life, he is caught 

in the position of being critical of the very institutions from which he has and 

continues to benefit. 

Stuart Newman, too, has incorporated his political beliefs into his work. Unlike 

Lewontin, Newman expressed few contradictions between his work and his politics. 

Holding a comfortable position as a biologist at the New York Medical College, he 

enjoys a well-equipped laboratory and numerous students. He has little interest in 

political organizing ~. Political considerations bear on his professional life in 

several ways, however. Of all those interviewed for this project, Newman was most 

explicit about the tie between his scientific and political theories; he was one of the 

few for whom the content of science was politicized. In contrast to most biologists, he 

does not view DNA as determinant of the morphology of an organism; it is the 

interaction of DNA-a list of ingredients---with very specific environments that 

produces the distinctive form of an organism. He argues that current and most 

accepted view of biology is "idealist": the morphology an organism is to traced to 

DNA, an unchanging "essence" that is similar to Hegel's geist. For Newman, a more 

"materialist" view of morphology is compatible with biological fact: morphology is 

determined in large part by the specifics of an environment. This environment, for 

Newman, is similar to Marx's mode of production and his emphasis on historical 



281 

specificity (Newman, 1988b). 

In addition to politicizing the content of biology, Newman has also been active 

in numerous advisory groups, and has testified before the House of Representatives on 

the use of fetal tissue in research. One of the activities in which he has been most 

involved is the regulation of genetic engineering. At times he has taken positions that 

would seem to work against him as a scientist-he has supported strict regulation of 

biotechnology research for largely political and moral reasons. 

Science politics as a training ground for other political endeavors---Other writers have 

shown how participation in social movements provides a training ground for 

participation in other kinds of politics and other movements. The civil rights 

movement was a particularly fertile source: Freeman (1973) and McAdam (1989) for 

example, showed how some of the white women who participated later organized 

around women's issues, forming what is known as the radical wing of the women's 

movement. Many of the ministers in that same movement brought their political skills 

to bear on electoral politics and community organizing. Among the most well-known 

are Jesse Jackson, Andrew Young, Marion Barry and John Lewis. Scientists who were 

participants in the movements of the 1960s were no exception to this pattern; some 

dropped out of science completely, but went on to use the ideas and skills developed 

as part of Science for the People in other contexts, some continued to work within 

science for political change. 

In the aggregate, the effect of SftP on its members is that it changed, 
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sometimes quite profoundly, how they worked and how they engaged in politics. 

While on the surface these changes might seem significant only at the individual level, 

they are likely to have more profound effects. Many of these people are engaged in 

the business of information production and distribution, and are still highly visible. 

Their views on how science and politics ought to be joined, and more generally, what 

a just society is and what science's role in it ought to be, are likely to spread beyond 

their immediate work and family situations. Together members of SftP have published 

books on science and society, lectured, testified in court, acted as scientific advisers, 

taught classes to disadvantaged groups, taught Nicaraguan farmers and farmers in other 

third world countries more productive farming methods, participated in study groups, 

and taught union members about safety in their workplace. Most of these efforts were 

made by people who were no longer associated with Science for the People, but took 

seriously central ideas from Science for the People: science should be used to help 

people, society should be more egalitarian, and that whenever possible, scientists 

should empower other people. 

For an organization that began with quite lofty aspirations, the political effects 

are cemJnly less than dramatic. Tltey tend to be particularistic and local, rather than 

broad and national, as in the case of ues and SIPI. That this is the case should not be 

surprising. From early on, SftP asked its members not to continue doing science as 

usual, but to examine much more than what ues or SIPI asked of members: to 

examine how science was done and how it was used, and its links to broader political 
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and economic structures. It also demanded that these examinations take place in a 

particular way: with egalitarian decision-making and practices. These arrangements and 

goals are fundamentally incompatible with how politics and science, both individually 

and jointly, had been, and to large extent, still is, done. The organizational style and 

goals did not open doors to funding and political structures the ways that it did for 

SIPI, and nor did SftP scientists act with the confident objectivity of ues scientists in 

debates over nuclear power. Instead, they formed a loose knit community--a 

movement abeyance structure--in which to work, an outcome represented in cell 4 of 

Table 6-1 The work often goes unnoticed, but yet there is still an enduring quality to 

it. These communities keep alive ideas and ways of acting that become the referent 

for groups in new cycles of activism; that is, they provide ideological, organizational 

and activity-based tools for new groups that their own agendas, groups which in all 

likelihood, will refashion these tools for their own purposes. Thus the community that 

is left from Science for the People is both a springboard for other activists, providing 

ideological and organizational tools, but at the same time destined to become 

obsolete.225 

6.7 Conclusion 

What theoretical lessons can be drawn from this research? First, it suggests 

that we need to broaden our definitions of social movement outcomes. Instead of 

225 It is also the case that the involvement of scientists in politics has made 
changes in science, as many scientists that I interviewed pointed out. An analysis of 
these effects is beyond the scope of this chapter. 
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talking about narrow images of success or failure, it suggests a broader typology like 

the one shown in Table 6-1. I would suggest that one of the most profound outcomes 

of social movements is in cell 6 of that table. The institutionalization of new channels 

of access and the transformation of an electorate, by virtue of their taken-for-granted 

status and their enforcement with resources, can be as effective as laws in moderating 

political access. 

Through the introduction of a top-down model of political activity and the 

growth of scientific knowledge to for the public, these organizations put in place new 

political capacities--new channels of access and political routines or "rules of the 

game". 

One of the most important determinants of these outcomes is the particular 

collective identity that each group developed early in its life, which set in place 

particular activities and patterns of interaction with other groups. By matching the 

organization with a particular aspects of the political process, these routines can be 

linked to the outcomes described in Table 6-1. 

Empirically, these outcomes have had several important consequences. By 

introducing models of decision-making which reinforced the importance of experts as 

mediators between the public and the state, the reduced the capacity of citizens to 

intervene in the political process. Fairfax (1978) argued a similar point regarding the 

passage of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. She suggested that 

Far from being a salubrious process in need of further elaboration and 



refinement, NEP A has been a disaster for the environmental movement 
and the quest for environmental quality .. .It turned environmentalists' 
efforts away from questioning and redefining agencies powers and 
responsibilities and focused them instead on analyzing documents. This 
preoccupation has led to a misallocation of the environmental 
movement's resources (p. 743). 

In a similar fashion, the prominent role of scientists in the antinuclear movement 
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shifted attention away from the distribution of power and channels of political access 

for citizens, and consolidated power among political "gatekeepers" such as lawyers and 

scientists. 

The increased provision of science news has reinforced that power of science 

in the sense that it makes science an important part of the public agenda, simply by 

virtue of the fact that it is publicized. The third way in which these groups have 

reinforced that status of science is by providing an image of science as open to public 

scrutiny, and as self-regulating. For example, UCS's criticism of state agencies and 

critical groups such as the Sociobiology Study Group provided an image of science as 

independent of the state; that is, that the ties between science the state did not prevent 

scientists' from keeping professional standards of objectivity and skepticism. In turn, 

the maintenance of a stance of objectivity allows science to be used by the state and 

other groups to legitimate a variety of projects. 

The increased closeness between science and the public has not, however been 

entirely conservative. It has also led to more citizen knowledge about science and 

science related issues. 
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Table 6-1 
Types of Outcomes of Political Protest 

Micro Meso Macro 

1 2 3 

Creation of new personal Passage of legislation and 
identities and new social increased economic 
ties provisions, and other direct 

responses by the state 

4 5 6 

Transformations of the establishment of formal transformation of the polity 
lives of participants and the organizations and of institutions, often 
establishment of loose-knit which provide services, through the institutional-
communities of activists financial support, and act as ization of new channels of 

mediators between citizens political access 
and the state 
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Table 6-2 

Percentage of Calls to the MRS, by Category, 1988 

Category Percent 

Health and Medicine 35.8 

Social Sciences 15.1 

Environment 14.7 

Child Health 
and Development 11.1 

Life Sciences 4.9 

Energy 4.1 

Technology 3.4 

Military Technology 
and National 
Security 3.0 

Natural Disasters 
and Weather 3.0 

Agriculture 2.8 

Other 2.1 

Total 100 



CHAPTER 7 

THEORETICAL OVERVIEW AND CONCLUSIONS 

7.1 Introduction 
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I began this project by asking how cycles of political protest change taken-for

granted aspects of social and political life. I have argued that the most recent cycle of 

protest left in place new ways of organizing political and to some degree scientific 

life, that are now very much taken for granted. The science and health sections of 

newspapers, news about AIDS and other health problems that come to us daily on 

television and on the radio, the newsletters and appeals for funds that regularly fill our 

mailboxes from public interest groups concerned with technologically-related issues 

ranging from environmental degradation to weapons treaties--all of these things are 

now regular features of public political life. They are ways in which we get 

information about technological issues that we may use to engage in political action 

such as voting, and ways that we know about the political work other groups are doing 

for us. 

By tracing the development of three influential public interest science 

organizations, I have shown that the cycle of political protest that took place from the 

late 1950s to the early 1970s was indirectly responsible for some of these changes. 

The movements of this period, from the antinuclear peace movement of the late 1950s, 

to the movement against the war in Vietnam, to the less organized counterculture of 

the late 1960s, challenged the bases of scientific authority, its privileged position in 
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society, and the uses made of the products of scientific labor. In addition to the 

criticism directed specifically at science and technology, by the late 1960s the student 

movement began to demand that all privileged members of society find ways to make 

their work socially useful. 

Some scientists met this challenge head-on, and looked for ways not simply to 

change their own behavior, but to engage in collective action that would, they hoped, 

reconcile their political sympathies with their scientific commitments. In doing so, 

they created new collective identities that were formalized in new organizations. 

Independent of their long-term effects, the creation of these new organizations publicly 

defined a social space between science and politics. Scientists and others have 

continually engaged in a process of placing boundaries between science and politics 

(and indeed, between science and many other aspects of social life such as religion 

(Gieryn, 1983), but what was new about this activity was that rather than seeking 

ways of finding distance, they sought to find ways to join science and politics, while 

maintaining the bases of their scientific legitimacy. The limits and effects of this 

effort, and their implications for the study of social movements, complex 

organizations, and the sociology of science are the subject of the remainder of this 

chapter. 

7.2 Understanding the Outcomes of Cycles of Political Protest 

The primary contribution of this study is to demonstrate the need to expand our 

understanding of types of political protest. In chapter 6, I presented a table that 
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delineated outcomes along two dimensions: time and level of aggregation. Much of 

what is known about the outcomes of political movements comes from studies of the 

short-term, meso effects of political movements for protesting groups, such as changes 

in laws, and the provision of services and monies. These outcomes can be located in 

cell 2 of Table 6-2. More recently. efforts have been made (especially by feminist 

researchers) to examine long-term and unintended outcomes of political protest. Rupp 

and Taylor (1987) and Taylor and Whittier (1992) for example, examine how cycles of 

women's political protest have historically left in place communities of women that 

carry on the ideals and activities of movements long after they are over. These 

communities serve as the basis for new cycles of political action by women. McAdam 

(1988) has also shown how involvement in political protest changed choice about 

family and work for many of the white participants in the civil rights movement. The 

focus of this research, however, is often on the longer-term consequences for the 

aggrieved group. Rupp and Taylor and Taylor and Taylor and Whittier for example, 

are explicitly concerned with how communities of women which were put in place as 

the result of cycles of protest affected the lives and political prospects of other 

women. 

The research that I have done provides a way to analyze unintended, long-term 

outcomes that affect the political chances of groups not only of protesting goups, but 

of others as well. In showing this, I have provided a way to fill in cell 6 of Table 6-2. 

Others have made efforts to describe these long-term outcomes as well. Turner and 
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Killian (1989) for example, view the acceptance of values put forth by the movement, 

changes in popular culture, development of skills among participants, legal changes, 

and changes in collective consciousness as important consequences of social 

movements. Elsewhere in this project I have also discussed Tarrow's description of 

the long-term political consequences of cycles of political protest. While their 

work is a helpful corrective to the emphasis on the short-term, legal and economic 

focus that many scholars have relied on, they don't provide a systematic way of 

analyzing how these changes occur. 

One way they may be understood is as the result of the production of new 

collective political identities created as result of cycles of political protest. As I have 

tried to show throughout this project, political protest creates new political identities-

cell 1 of Table 6-2. These identities are important in their own right, for they are 

ways in which boundaries are drawn around groups that allow them to engage in other 

kinds of action, and not others. The creation of new these new social categories then, 

opens up possibilities for action. But collective identities are especially significant in 

the long term when they are formalized at the organizational level (cell 2), because 

organizations put in place routines and activities that may, if they are isomorphic or 

compatible with existing powerful political structures, institutionalize new forms of 

political action. In turn, these channels of action may be utilized by other groups. 

ues for example, has established a strong record of intervention in political debates 

around energy and weapons issues, framing debates in scientific terms, providing 
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amicus briefs, and providing citizens with infonnation on these issues. As I showed in 

the last chapter, focusing political attention on technical and scientific details of 

technologically related issues has frequently prevented citizens from questioning and 

redefining governmental powers, and turned their attention toward debates over 

technical details--details which non-scientists had little chance of challenging, since 

they lacked the technical competence and credentials to do so. Seen in this way, new 

collective identities are direct outcomes of cycles of protest, and a mediator of 

organizational outcomes that structure political access for other groups. 

Would the same processes occur among groups who began with less access to 

power, and fewer material resources? Since I did not compare poor and less 

privileged groups, I cannot say for sure. But there can be no doubt that the ability of 

SftP, CNI, SIPI, and UCS to survive early on was due to the seriousness with which 

their claims were taken by others because of their status as scientists, and their ability 

to fmd resources among their own members that allowed them to publish magazines 

and newsletters, engage in research, make phone calls, hold meetings, and otherwise 

publicize their activities. These early activities allowed each group to build an 

organization which only later would receive funding from outside sources. Thus, my 

work supports the studies of researchers who have shown that professionally staffed 

organizations with some degree of success are those most likely to be rewarded with 

funding that allows them to further engage in (moderate) political activity. 

Ironically then, by criticizing the lack of social responsibility among elites and 
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demanding they become involved in political protest, the social movements of the 

1950s and 1960s put in place new organizations that had effects that were far from 

intended on the part of the movements that precipitated them. They opened up new 

channels of political access in several ways. First, they provided citizens with more 

scientific information, both directly and indirectly. Knowledge, as Foucault (1980), 

Michels (1915/1962) and others have pointed out, is a potent form of power. 

Possessing knowledge however, is not the same as being able to legitimately use it. 

To the extent that citizens know more about the benefits and dangers of various 

technological inventions that surround them, they surely have a better chance at 

participating in and affecting decisions about the uses of those inventions, but to the 

extent that political debates are framed in technical terms and rules of access demand 

technical competence, they may actually reduce access by establishing another layer 

between citizens and the state. Because science is a particular way of knowing that 

only certain people may claim to be expert at, it is not a simple matter for citizens to 

use scientific information in political action.226 Indeed, of all the forms of 

knowledge that one could imagine, from intuition to rationality, it is scientific 

rationality above all others that modern society typically believes to be the province of 

a select few. Thus, to the extent that political problems are framed in scientific terms, 

226 A recent issue of Social Problems (40: 1) is devoted to exactly this issue; in 
debates over issues ranging from the regulation of fishing in Florida to the sitings of 
incinerators, nonscientists were consistently excluded from using information about 
the natural world that they knew from first hand experience because they lacked 
scientific credentials. 
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non-scientists become dependent upon scientists for information, interpretation and 

legitimation of claims based on scientific information. Edward Walsh shows as much 

in his analysis of the dependence of citizens on scientists in political debates over 

nuclear power following the nuclear accident at Three Mile Island in 1979: 

Challenging sophisticated technologies outside the ken of most educated 
lay people, such organized protests are dependent upon recognized 
experts to interpret issues and achieve public credibility ... Technology 
movements are uniquely dependent upon the continuing support of a 
cadre of such experts because political elites are especially inclined to 
trust their judgements (Walsh 1988: .p. 182). 

It is worth reiterating that my argument is not meant to contradict resource 

based analyses of the development of new channels of political access, but to 

complement them. Rather than viewing the formation of SIPI, UCS and SftP as 

simply a way for professional scientists to acquire more power, I view them instead as 

a good faith effort to seek ways to join science and politics that would lead to greater 

public good. Through their efforts to reconcile conflicting political and scientific 

commitments, the three groups I studied developed particular activities that matched 

them to specific aspects of the political system: UCS engaged in lobbying, SIPI in the 

provision of information, and SftP, in the provision of information and in direct action. 

These specificity of these activities and the popular currency of the issues each group 

chose (which were limited by the collective identity of each group) placed each group 

in better or worse positions to acquire members and funding. 
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That UCS and SIPI had the most success should not be surprise, given the 

status of the scientists who staffed each organization and their moderate, reformist 

stance. This combination produced the financial rewards that resource mobilization and 

political process scholars have written about. Viewed in this way, in contrast to 

Cohen's (1985) view that resource and identity theories are incompatible, I have 

shown that resource and political considerations can be joined: the particular collective 

identity that a group settles on sets in motion patterns of action that orient a group 

toward a field of action that makes the acquisition of some resources more or less 

likely, and particular kinds of political outcomes more or less probable. 

Finally, this work contributes to theories of social movements by showing that 

the involvement of elites in political movements is not always for self-serving reasons. 

As I suggested earlier, scientists were struggling finding ways to m"ake science serve 

society, not simply for ways to build their own careers or to advance science at all 

costs. Because it shows the bases of professional's involvement of political protest, 

this research challenges an idea that has often been implied by Marxist and resource 

based theorists about the involvement of elites in political protest: that they have 

intended to normalize protest and to keep less powerful people from acquiring power. 

Such a conclusion is easy to draw if one looks only at the end results of elite 

participation, and presumes that elites are only interested in maintaining power for 

themselves. Such a conclusion would be very difficult to draw from the evidence 

presented here. What I have shown in this project suggests that scientists were bound 



296 

by routines and practices that they drew from their professional and political 

experiences, began with access to material resources, and had a monopoly on the most 

privileged kind of knowledge in American history. With this combination of tools, it 

is not surprising that in many ways these groups came to reinforce a political system 

in which citizens only indirectly (through elected representatives, political parties and 

third sector organizations) affect policy. Does this mean that they had no intention of 

maintaining power for themselves as scientists? Certainly not, but it does suggest that 

this was one of many goals, and that scientists made serious efforts to fmd ways to 

share power with other groups. 

In this view then, understanding outcomes at one level of analysis necessitates 

understanding changes at other levels too. I began with a macro level phenomenon (a 

cycle of protest), traced its effects on individuals and institutions, and then moved 

increasingly to aggregate levels of analyses to show how collective identities affect 

organizations and political institutions. 

7.3 The Development of New Organizational Forms and the Functions of 

Nonprofits 

This project has drawn on work from students of complex organizations in 

several places. One of the central problems of contemporary organizational theory is 

in understanding why some kinds of organizations flourish and others fail. What has 

been of little concern is where new forms come from in the fIrst place. In part this 

emphasis has come from a focus on profit-making firms among students of 
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organizations, and especially, with a focus on what makes an organization survive and 

produce profit This work has provided one explanation for where new organizational 

forms come from in the fIrst place, and an explicitly social. rather than legal or 

fmancial explanation at that227 The development of new organizational forms can 

be driven by many factors of course, but this project has emphasized the role of cycles 

of political protest in creating new organizations. 

Other work by students of social movements has implicitly viewed the creation 

of new organizational forms as a task that groups who are excluded from the political 

process must perform, but has not traced the significance of such work for the 

transformation of the political process. Second, new organizational forms have not 

typically been viewed as the result of political struggles, but instead as the result of 

the provision of resources or changes in competition for resources. In my view, the 

creation of new organizational forms to further political ends is not only the work of 

groups far from centers of political power. My work shows that even members of 

powerful groups may create new organizational forms when they find their access to 

political action blocked by existing arrangements. 

Second, and related to this point is that this research suggests a mechanism that 

helps explain why some organizations last longer than others: they are compatible 

227 As I have stressed many times in this project, I do not view legal and material 
barriers and opportunities as unimportant, but I reverse the typical figure and ground, 
by focusing on the social factors that drive the formation of new kinds of 
organizations in the fIrst place. 
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with, not simply isomorphic with, existing powerful organizations. In their article on 

the role of isomorphism in explaining organizational homogeneity, DiMaggio and 

Powell (1983) focused their attention the way in which adapting innovations of 

powerful organizations made organizational survival and prosperity more likely. My 

research shows that another feature makes survival more likely as well: compatibility 

with powerful actors in a field or industry. Rather than seeing success as dependent 

on looking the same as other groups, this research has shown that fitting with the 

routines and needs of powerful members, like a key in a lock, has it's advantages as 

well. For example, with its creation of the MRS, SIPI was able to serve the needs of 

journalists, ues was able to engage in a familiar political activity, lobbying, and in 

contrast, SftP was never able to find a way to make their activities compatible with 

the needs of other powerful groups. Thus, it was not simply the condition of being 

identical in form, but compatibility that was crucial in the long-term political effects of 

each organization. 

A third set of contributions of this study to studies of complex organizations 

are the insights it provides into the nature and functions of nonprofit organizations. 

SIPI, ues and SftP all incorporated as nonprofit organizations, a familiar act for 

professionally staffed organizations, who often seek to demonstrate nonpartisan ship as 

a way of reinforcing public image as servants of a broad population. It was perhaps 

even more crucial for scientists to do so, because they were struggling with ways of 

showing that their engagement in the non-scientific world would not cast doubt on 
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their objectivity; by incorporating as a nonprofit they could strengthen their claim to 

nonpartisan ship and value-neutrality. 

In all three cases, each group hoped to benefit financially from their nonprofit 

status, and indeed did. But the structural limits imposed by legal incorporation as a 

nonprofit had differential effects on each group. The establishment of a board of 

directors that was financially responsible for each organization was easily incorporated 

into the routines of SIPI and ues, which already had a hierarchical structure with 

which members and leaders were apparently comfortable. But for SftP, which had a 

commitment to a non-hierarchical form of governance, the relationship between the 

board of directors and the rest of the organization was uneasy. As a result, the board 

did little in terms of oversight, and the group ended up in deep financial trouble. The 

legal demands of nonprofit organizations then, may be more compatible with the 

organizational forms of some political organizations, but may simply add an 

insurmountable tension to others. 

Finally, this research provides some support for Jenkin's (l987b) claim that 

The nonprofit advocates have been far more effective in raising issues 
and shaping the political agenda than in developing solutions and 
forcing compromises ... (p. 314). 

Jenkins implies that shaping the political agenda is less important than the 

development of solutions. But as Kingdon's (1984) work points out, getting 

legislators to actually discuss an issue is a large part of political battles. Jenkins does, 

however, raise a provocative question: if nonprofits are nonpartisan, shouldn't they be 
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important providers of solutions that are acceptable to all parties involved in a 

particular debate? In theory, they should be able to act as mediators between parties 

with contending views. It is especially puzzling that public interest science 

organizations did not do so, for they would presumably be justify their solutions in 

rational and scientific tenns. Whether their historical failure to do so is the result of 

the policy process in America or a constraint of nonprofit status is a question for 

further research. 

7.4 Implications for Sociology of Science 

One of the central conclusions of this research for sociologists of science is 

that political allegiance to the state is not derived simply from financial ties. What I 

have shown is that the close fmancial ties between science and the state may at times 

jeopardize the ability of scientists to make claims to autonomy and service to 

humanity. When might this be the case? When the uses of 

science by the state come under criticism for their inhumane applications, as they did 

during the late 1950s and again during the late 1960s. 

This is an especially important point for state legitimation. As Max Weber 

argued, scientists are crucial in political legitimation processes in industrialized 

societies, no matter what kind of economic system is in place. Ralph Lapp argued a 

similar point in 1965, when he suggested that because the process of modernization is 

a move away from a society where legitimation is based on religion, to legitimation 

based on rationality (Weber, 1919~_~, scientists have become a "new priesthood". That 
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science is a flexible ideological system compatible with a variety of political 

interpretations is suggested by the work of two scientists, Michael Polanyi and J.D. 

Bernal. For Polanyi, science was compatible with capitalism and a democratic 

political system. In a 1962 article entitled liThe Republic of Science", he wrote that 

science and capitalism had a deep affinity which emerged from their common 

intellectual roots. The basis of the comparison was his argument that both science and 

capitalism were self-regulating systems in which social effects were the sum of 

individual action and hierarchy the result of merit rewarded (Polanyi, 1962). For 

Bernal, capitalism had spawned large scale scientific research over the previous 200 

years. But the financial crises of the 1930s and the ensuing social crises made that role 

obsolete. Socialism, through which the development of science could rationally be 

planned so as to avoid wasteful mUltiple efforts, could now be viewed as more 

compatible with the rationalism that characterized science (Bernal, 1939/1967). 

The power of such a flexible ideological system has of course been exploited 

by more than socialists and champions of democracy; science has been by states to 

legitimate activities ranging from the extermination of Jews to building of atomic 

power plants in agricultural areas. The challenges to the state's use of science that 

were made by SIPI, ues and SftP, then, might be seen as a significant threat to the 

state's ability to use science to legitimate its programs and policies. In the short run, 

these groups did sometimes put egg on the face of various state agencies. But in the 

long run, by attacking the state's use of science, scientists ironically made it easier for 
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the state to make use of science to legitimate its policies. This is so because their 

criticisms of the state made it appear as though science was indeed objective, and not 

the captive of the state's military agenda. 

The perpetuation of the commonly held view of science as an objective 

institution was also unintentionally reinforced through the founding of organizations 

independent of existing professional science organizations. By engaging in one of the 

activities that professional organizations routinely take care of--demonstrating the 

social utility of a profession--public interest science organizations may have allowed 

more of professional association's resources to go toward the promotion of its 

member's interests rather than those of other members of society. As I suggested 

earlier, the establishment of public interest science organizations carved out a social 

space in which the relationship between science and society was negotiated and 

formalized in sets of activities and routines. By doing so, it implicitly suggested that 

this task was the business of these new organizations, not the exclusive province of 

professional organizations. 

This work also contributes to the growing set of analyses of science as a set of 

practices (Latour; Latour and Woolgar; Mulkay, 1981; Pickering, 1991; Spiegel-Rosing 

and de Solla Price, 1979). My work has shown that ability of scientists to create new 

collective identities depended largely on their ability to make use of the cultural 

"tools" of science, including practices and verbal justifications of science for action. 

SIPI, ues and SftP faced similar problems in creating new collective identities: 
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finding ways to be critical of the organizations that represented them, finding ways to 

be critical of the practices of science, and most significantly, finding ways to engage 

in politics without having the objectivity of science itself undermined. The common 

solutions of each group were to found nonprofits that focused on the uses of science 

by other groups, especially the state. In none of the three cases were scientists able to 

make a political critique of the content of science; CNI toyed with the idea of 

suggesting political solutions but found it too risky, and even the most radical group 

jettisoned members who called into question the objectivity of the interpretation of 

data. 

I suggested in chapter 3, following Mullcay (1981), that we treat Merton's 

norms of science and Weber's description of science as a vocation as systems of 

verbal accounts that can be used to justify the action of scientists. Merton viewed 

science as having both objective and subjective features, and a generation of 

sociologists of science and science studies specialists has shown that this is certainly 

the case. But since the power of scientific argument in the political world rests on the 

notion that it is "factual", i.e. something known with certainty, or that has a real, 

demonstrable existence, scientists were forced to make less conspicuous those features 

of science that are personal. That is not to say that those features were never brought 

public attention: UCS showed that data could be badly interpreted by the government 

and used for its own ends, in its publication of Environment SIPr showed innumerable 

instances in which science was used to justify ill-thought out projects, and SftP 
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showed that scientific data was used by groups for a variety of political purposes. But 

scientists could ill-afford to present to the public an image of science as guided 

exclusively by personal noons, making use of them only to the extent that they made 

claims to be finding ways to use science (as objective fact and way of thinking) for 

socially useful ends. 

7.5 Implications for Political Action 

What I have presented here might seem to imply that scientists ought to be 

removed from political debate, since their involvement frames political debate in 

technical teons that place non-scientists at a disadvantage. At a practical level, the 

elimination of scientists from political debate is not likely to happen in the near future. 

The use of scientific data, argument, and legitimation through particularly through the 

use of use of expert witnesses is a well-documented phenomenon that is firmly 

entrenched in the American poiitical system, buttressed by economic, intellectual and 

financial arrangements. 

The question might better be framed by asking the same question that the 

founders of SIPI, ues and SftP began with: when can scientific expertise promote the 

development of social goods that are democratically decided upon? Scientists in 

general, and some of the scientists from SIPI, ues and SftP in particular, have been 

prominently involved in bringing public attention to issues that it would be difficult to 

imagine hearing about through other sources. Environmental degradation provides 

perhaps the best example. There are some kinds of destruction of the natural world 



305 

that are easily seen by non-scientists: strip mining, the draining of swamps or heavy 

water pollution for example, or even more subtle changes such as declining numbers 

of wildlife in previously fauna-rich areas. But there are also other kinds of destruction 

that often have more wide-spread effects, unlikely to been noticed were it not for 

scientific studies, and the willingness of scientists provide the public with the results 

of these studies. Prominent examples include the destruction of the ozone layer and 

acid rain. In these cases, quite obviously little could be done were it not for scientist's 

descriptions of the problems. 

But as I have tried to show repeatedly, and as the scientists who formed SIPI, 

ues and SftP recognized, the solutions to these problems are not necessarily 

technical. The decision to protect spotted owls or to protect the jobs of loggers is not a 

technical one, although it is frequently framed that way, with both sides marshalling 

evidence about jobs lost, and the biological importance of the owls and old growth 

forest. But it is ultimately a social decision that has more to do with the kinds of 

relations that various groups have with nature, the relationship between humans and 

other inhabitants of the natural world, and the kinds of values we assign to those 

relationships. Those are not the kinds of questions that can be answered with statistics 

or through rational study, but only through dialogue, compromise and full participation 

by all affected parties. 

While issues such as environmentalism provide clearer-cut examples ·1)f the way 

in which science may usefully be used to analyze problems with great significance 
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may be more difficult is to fmd ways to find ways to reintroduce the needs and desires 

of citizens with varying degrees of education and scientific sophistication into political 

debate. Thus, what I am arguing for is a privileging of a presumption of moral 

framings of political debate, with scientific frames and solutions as secondary. Thus, 

scientific data and legitimation should provide not the centerpieces of political debate, 

but peripheral elements. 



Appendix A 

Data Summary Form 

1. Form 

For each year (1963)1969-1985: 

Goals 
1. What are the organizations' goals? (formal and 
informal) 

Authority Structure 

headquarters? 

2. How are decisions made? consensus, majority (of 
whom?), chief officer makes decisions. 
3. What is the relationship between scientists who 
act as advisors, and other members of the organization? 
4. Do members choose leaders? Which members are 
eligible to participate in these choices? 
5. How do local organizations communicate with the 

6. Do local and national branches cooperate'? How'? 
7. Is there a recognized charismatic leader? 
8. How many leaders (charismatic and bureaucratic) 
organization had? 
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has the 

Resource Allocation and System for Connecting with other Organizations, individuals 
and the State 

9. Are there paid employees? 
10. Number of employees and volunteers? 

a. full-time? 
b. part time'? 

11. Names and descriptions of staff positions 
12. What kinds of things to they allocate to 
beneficiaries: information, material goods, 
advisory assistance? 
13. Do members go into the community or group 
to which they are providing resources? 
14. Are their people assigned to interact with 



Membership 

outside individuals and organizations? (see 
and 11 for additional information) 

15. # of members 
16. Requirements for membership: 

a. dues 
b. listed as a member 
c. scientist (how defined?) 
d. participation in organizational activities 
e. employee 

Division of Labor 

17. What tasks are performed? 
18. Are special qualifications needed to 
complete tasks? 
19.1s there a system for training members for new 
tasks? 
20. Were jobs rotated? 
21. How are people hired or brought into the 
organization? 
22. (see questions 10 and 11) 
23. Was there paid labor hired from outside? 

2. Other organizational data 

Finances: 

308 

question 10 

24. source of funding by year: 1) individuals 2) foundations 
3)government 4) sales and fees 
25. average size of donation or grant 

Coalitions: 

26. # of coalitions formed with other organizations 
27. names of organizations with whom coalitions 
were formed 

State/Organization interaction 



28. # of interactions with government, including 
requests for information, trials. 
29. nature of interaction: cooperative or adversarial 

Evidence of factionalism? 

3. Culture indicators: 
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30. homogeneity: Do members have similar background in 
terms of economic, educational, political and religious status? 
31. Communal living arrangements? 
32. what kind of language used- special argot? 
33. ideology- how does organization justify itself? 

Outcomes and Effects 

1. Political/Legal: 

1. Was the organization involved in the passage of 
a law or regulation. In what way? 

a. testimony at hearings or other legal 
proceedings 
b. demonstrations 
c. provided information for litigants 
d. advised local or national organization 
e. member of government advisory board 

2. Were members appointed to permanent positions 
in local, state, or federal government? 
3. Were members appointed to positions in 
professional organizations? 

2. Cultural: 

1. # times mentioned in Alternative Press Index 
York Times Index. 
2. Was the organization responsible for coining a 
a-vis environmentalism or any other issue/movement? 
3. Did members acknowledge practicing science in a 

and The New 

new term vis-



different way as a result of their participation? 
4. Did members acknowledge changes in lifestyle 
as a result of participation? 
5. Did the organization effect changes in concerns 
ofprofessional organizations? 
6. Did organization found other more or less 
local organizations? 
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permanent 
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Appendix B 

Interview Schedule 

A. Demographiclbiographical variables: 
1. What is your age? 
2. What has been your marital status over the last 25 years? 

3. Have you had primary caretaking responsibility for children in the last 
twenty five years? 
4. List the jobs you have held for the last 
twenty five years, or, can you provide a resume 
or curriculum vita that would contain this 
information? 
5. List the locations and years of education, 
including post-doctoral positions. Or, provide 
a vita which would contain this information? 

B. Socialization 
1. Were any of your family members involved in 

politics? In what way? 
2. Was your mentor involved in politics? 
In what way? 
3. Have you ever worked for the government 

as a scientist? Have you ever been a consultant for the government? 

C. General Political views: 
1. How would you describe your political views? Radical left? Liberal? 
Moderate? Moderate? Conservative? Conservative? Radical Right? 
2. How has this changed over time? Why? 
3. Do you think the federal government has become more, less or 
equally responsive to the needs of citizens over the last twenty five 
years? 

D. Involvement in Politics: 
1. Thinking back to the 1950s and 1960s, how sympathetic were you 
to the social movements of that period? 

Involvementin the AntiWarlBan the Bomb movement? 
a. in what capacity? 

1. demonstrations 
2. letter writing 



3. civil disobedience? 
4. testified on behalf of an individual 
or organization? 

2. Any other political involvement in this period or earlier? Of what 
sort? 
3. Have you ever served on a government committee? 

Dates and names of committees? 

F. Role of science in politics 

1. Do scientists have a special role in politics? 
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2. Who should make decisions on technological issues such as nuclear 
power or recombinant DNA? Citizens, scientists, 
elected officials? 
3. Who makes these decisions now? 

4. Have you ever refused to work on any 
scientific project for political, moral 
or religious reasons? 
5. Have you ever received funding from the government? When? How 
much? (see vita) 

G. Involvement with (name of organization) 

1. Can you describe your involvement with __ 
How did you come to be involved? 

a. Were any of your colleagues involved? 
1. same/other location 

b. In what way were these people involved? 
c. Thinking back to that period, why did 
you and others form/join this organization, instead of joining or 

forming another one? 
d. How did your organization choose issues upon which to 
focus? 

2. How important do you think X (name of organization) was in 
affecting politics of __ ? 
3. Can you think of any other organizations or scientists that were 
influential in this movement? 
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H. Is there anything else that you would like to add? 
I. Are there any other people that you would recommend that I talk to? 
J. Would you like a copy of the research findings? 



Appendix C 

Founding Members of SIPI, UCS and SftP 

Scientists' Institute for Public Information 

Barry Commoner, Professor of Plant Physiology, Washington University 
Jules Hirsh, MD, Associate Professor of Biochemistry, Rockefeller Institute 
Halsted R. Holman, MD, Professor of Medicine, Stanford Medical Center 
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David S. Kronfeld, PhD, Assistant Professor of Phannacology, School of Veterinary 
Medicine, University of Pennsylvania 
Gerson T. Lesser, MD, Assistant Professor of Medicine, NYU School of Medicine 
Mrs. Newton Levine, Executive Secretary of the Nuclear Information Committee 
Jaques Lipetz, PHD, Secretary of Conference Planning Committee, Assistant Professor 
(Research), Department of Biology, Manhattan College 
Alan C. Nadler, MD, Cleveland Metropolitan General Hospital 
Eric Reiss, MD, Director of Irene Walter Johnson Institute of Rehabilitation, Associate 
Professor of Medicine and Preventative Medicine, Washington University School of 
Medicine 
Charles R. Roberts, MD, Chairman, New Jersey Scientists' Committee for Radiation 
Information 
Sidney J. Socolar, PhD, Research Associate, Department of Physiology, Columbia 
University 
Martin Sonenberg, MD, PhD, Associate Member, Sloan-Kettering Institute for Cancer 
Research, Associate Professor of Medicine, Cornell University Medical College 
Samuel Sutton, PhD, Associate Research Scientist, Psychiatric Institute, Columbia 
University 
Ralph McCallister, Conference Executive Director 
Professor Margaret Mead, American Museum of Natural History, Board Member, 
American Association for the Advancement of Science 
Dr. Russell H. Morgan, Radiologist-in-Chief, The Johns Hopkins Hospital, Chairman, 
National Advisory Committee on Radiation 
Dr. John Fowler, Greater St. Louis Committee for Nuclear Information 
Associate Professor of Biology, Washington University. 
Dr. E.W. Pfeiffer, Western Montana Scientists' Committee for Radiation Infonnation, 
Professor of Zoology 
Dr. William O. Pruitt, Jr. Alaska Project 
Dr. Stanley Deutsch, Associate Professor of Anesthesiology, University of 
Pennsylvania 
Dr. Naomi Fitch, Assistant Professor of Biochemistry 
Dr. Jack Goldstein, Associate Professor 



Dr. Tom Stonier, Associate Professor 
Dr. Malcolm Peterson, Postdoctoral Position, Rockefeller 
Dr. William Sleator, Associate Professor 

Organizers of Scientists for Social and Political Action* 

Paolo Strigini, Associate Professor of Genetics, Boston University 
Robert March, Associate Professor of Physics, University of Wisconsin 
Herbert J. Fox, Engineer, Boit, Baranek and Newman 
James Shapiro, Instructor, Harvard Medical School 
Peter Sterling, Assistant Professor of Anatomy, University of Pennsylvania 
Michael H. Goldhaber, Postdoctoral position in physics, Rockefeller University 
Charles Schwartz, Professor of Physics, ·University of California-Berkeley 
Rita Arditti, Graduate Student in Genetics, Harvard University 
Richard Lewontin, Professor of Biology, University of Chicago 
Richard Levins, Professor of Mathematical Biology, University of Chicago 
Len Radinsky, Graduate Student in Physics, University of Chicago 
Mark Ptashne, Lecturer in Biochemistry and Molecular Biology, Harvard 
Stuart Newman, Graduate student, Mathematical Biology, University of Chicago 
Britta Fischer, Instructor in Sociology, Immanuel College, Boston 
Loroe MacHattie, Lecturer in Biological Chemistry, Harvard 
Garrett Ihler, NIH Resident Fellow in Biochemistry, Harvard 
Jonathan Beckwith, Professor of Genetics, Harvard 
William Zimmerman, Professor of Mathematics, University of Chicago 
Bill Haseltine, Medical School Student, Harvard 
Frank Mirer 
David Jhirad, Graduate Student in Applied Physics, Harvard 
Larry Lambert, Graduate Student in Physics, University of Chicago 
Ginger Goldner, Graduate Student in Psychology 
AI Weinrub, Graduate Student in Physics, Harvard 
Cynthia Keen, Secretary 
Claire Huga, Graduate Student in Sociology, Harvard 
AI Ferrari, Graduate Student in Physics, Cornell 
William Reznikoff, Fellow in Bacterial Genetics Harvard Medical School 
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* As was the case with many other New Left groups, this group did not have a 
membership list. This list was generated by listing any person who was mentioned at 
least three times in SSPA documents between 2/69 and 12/69. 

Union of Concerned Scientists 



Warren Ambrose, Professor of Mathematics 
Gene M. Brown, Professor of Biochemistry 
John W. Cahn, Professor Of Metallurgy 
Jule G. Charney, Alfred P. Sloan Professor of Meteorology 
Noam Chomsky, Ferrari P. Ward Professor of Modern Languages and Linguistics 
Stephan L. Chorover, Associate Professor of Psychology 
Martin Deutsch, Professor of Physics 
Mildred S. Dresselhaus, Professor uf Electrical Engineering 
Murray Eden, Professor of Electrical Engineering 
Peter Elias, Professor of Electrical Engineering 
James A. Fay, Professor of Mechanical Engineering 
Bernard T. Feld, Professor of Physics 
Herman Feshbach, Professor of Physics and Director of the Center for Theoretical 
Physics 
Lawrence S. Frishkopf, Professor of Electrical Engineering 
Kurt Gottfried, Professor of Physics (visiting) 
Lee Grodzins, Professor of Physics 
Morris Halle, Professor of Modem Languages 
Kenneth M. Hoffman, Professor of Mathematics 
Irving Kaplan, Professor of Nuclear Engineering 
John. W. King, Professor of Physics 
Edwin Kuh, Professor of Economics and Finance 
Jerome Lettvin, Professor of Communications Physiology 
Elliot H. Lieb, Professor of Applied Mathematics 
Chi a-Chiao Lin, Institute Professor and Professor of Applied Mathematics 
Francis E. Low, Karl Taylor Compton Professor of Physics 
Salvadore Luria, Sedgewick Professor of Biolgy 
Boris Magasanik, Professor of Microbiology and Head of the Biology Department 
George H. Matthews, Professor of Modern Languages 
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Samuel J. Mason, Professor of Electrical Engineering and Associate Director of the 
Research Laboratory of Electronics 
Marvin L. Minsky, Professor of Electrical Engineering 
Franco Modigliani, Professor of Economics and Finance 
Philip M. Morse, Professor of Physics nad Director of the Operations Research Center 
Irwin Oppenheim, Professor of Chemistry 
George W. Pratt, Professor of Electrical Engineering 
Ronald F. Probstein, Professor of Mechanical Engineering 
Alex Rich, Professor of Biophysics 
John Ross, Professor of Chemistry, and Head of the Department of Chemistry 
Bruno Rossi, Institute Professor and Professor of Physics 
Jerome Rothenberg, Professor of Economics 



John C. Sheehan, Professor of Organice Chemistry 
David P. Shoemaker, Professor of Chemistry 
Arthur C. Smith, Professor of Electrical Engineering 
Leon Trilling, Professor of Aeronautics and Astronautics 
Arthur H. von Hipple, Institute Professor and Professor Of Electrophysics Emeritus 
Steven Wienberg, Professor of Physics 
Victor F. Weisskkopf, Institute Professor and Head of the Physics Department 
Joseph Weizenbaum, Associate Professor of Political Science and Electrical 
Engineering 
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1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

Appendix D 

Sources of Funding for SIPI, ves, SftP228 

Foundation Individual 
Grants Donations 

Sales Interest 
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228 Unless othelWise noted, data on foundation grants come from The Foundation 
Grants Index (FGI) for the corresponding year. This index does not begin until 1972. 
The index only records foundation grants of $10,000 per year or greater. In comparing 
available records from SIPI and ves (from 1980-1990), it is clear that the FGI does 
not record all grants; there are a number of cases in which grants that ues and SIPI 
said they received were not noted in the FGI. The implications for this study are that 
for the years before 1980, we can expect that the 
dollar amounts listed are underestimates. The dollar amounts however, are less 
significant than the sources of the monies that each organization received. 

Again, it is very likely that all sources of foundation monies are not accounted 
for. But what is most significant is to attend to the organizations that were known to 
have given money to each organization; it is unlikely that radically different kinds of 
foundations would be donating money to each group, so that these data provide at 
least some additional information concerning the particular environment toward which 
each group was oriented. 
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1974 

1975 65,000 (Rockefeller Brothers, Stern) 

1976 30,000 (Rockefeller) 160,000229 n/a n/a 

1977 40,000 (Rockefeller) 640,000 n/a n/a 

1978 none 600,000 n/a n/a 

1979 none 820,000 n/a n/a 

1980 32,000 (Boston Public 960,000 n/a n/a 
Welfare Fund) 

1981 none 1,000,000 n/a n/a 

1982230 292,105 1,416,690 41,764 n/a 

229 For the years 1976 through 1981, the dollar amount of individual donations are 
estimated because there are no extant organizational records that contain this 
information. The number of people (to the nearest thousand) is known ("Recent ues 
donors II 1976-1985) and the financial director for ues in 1990, Bob Bland, estimates 
that the average dollar amount given per person was approximately $20 in 1976 when 
their formal individual donor program began, and remained at that level through the 
early 1980s. I have calculate the total in individual giving for each year by simply 
multiplying the number of donors by $20. This probably underestimates the amount 
somewhat, since Bland and Henry Kendall recall receiving occasional individual 
donations of amounts up to $10,000. 

230 The data for the years 1982-1990, except for 1983, come from annual reports 
published by ues. 



0 1983231 25,000 (Boston 1,400,000 n/a n/a 
Penn anent Charity Fund, 
The Stern 
Foundation) 

1984 528,796 1,414,288 39,551 n/a 

1985 697386232 , 2,092,677 105,917233 n/a 

SIPI 

Foundation Individual Interest Federal 
Grants Donations Grants 

1963 

1964234 17, 824 10,000 
(Sloan, 
Danforth) 

196523~ 32,824 (Sloan) 

1966236 1,113 470 47,604 

231 The data for 1983 come from the Foundation Grants Index. 

232 includes "high dollar" (over $10,000) individual donations. 

233 includes rental of mailing list 
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234 Grant application and award letter from Sloan foundation, January 1964; SIPI, 
"1964-1965 Budget", LOC, BC papers, box 438. 

235 Award letter, Sloan Foundation, 5/2/65, LOC, BC papers, box 438. 

236 These data come from CNI, not the national SIPI, although the federal funding 
from NSF was used for a project which involved many locals as well as SIPI itself. 
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1967 n/a 

1968 n/a 

1969237 120,000 (Sloan) 

1970 112,750 (Sloan, 10,000 
R.E. aids, 
Dyer-Ives, 
Jr. League of 
Grand Rapids) 

1971 93,000 (Shu mann, 
Hancock, Margaret 
Mead, J.M. Kaplan, Ford) 

1972238 163,000 (J.M. Kaplan, 4480 
Ford, New York Foundation, 
Sloan, General Foods, 
Schumann, in addition to 
donations from 
Margaret Mead, Barry 
Commoner, Dan W. Lufkin, 
Peter Strong, Helena 
Rubenstein) 

1973 none 

1974 none 

1975 15,275 (J.M. Kaplan) 

237 Memo from Marie Miner, 6/3/71, "SIPI Grants 1969-1971", LaC, BC papers, 
box 439. 

238 Memo, "Contributions 1,000 and up, 1972". LaC, Be papers, box 441. 



1976 35,000 (LARAS, Ottinger, 
Stem) 

1977 5,000 (Shalan) 

1978 60,000 (Shalan, 
Ottinger, Stem) 

1979 45,000 (Ford, Stern, 
Rockefeller Family Fund, 
Consumer Action Now, 
Charles Dyson, John Dyson, 
the GKH Company, Henry 
Weyerhauser) 

2391980 218,000 (Hewlett, 
Educational Foundation 
of America, Ford, New York 
Community Trust, Noyes, 
Mott, Rothschild, CBS) 

1981 931,369240 58,897 188,500 

1982 972,189241 66,486 576,040 

1983 477,819 58,675 454,916 

1984 1,235,611 15,954 529,930 

1985 1,148,834 29,831 407,370 

239 Data from 1980 to 1985 comes from financial ledgers at SIPI in New York 
City. 

240 These figures do not include 70, 000 grant from the National Science 
Foundation 
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241 60% of these funds came from Chevron, Atlantic Richfield, RCA, CBS, Paine 
Webbers and Law Companies. Foundations which donated include Compton, Ford and 
Sloan. 
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Foundations Donations Magazine Sales 

1969 

1970 

1971242 

1972 

1974243 2251 

1975244 

1976245 

1977 

242 Based on a 

243 "Breakdown of Magazine Expenses and Total Receipts for 1974". The 
magazine was $2493 in debt for the year. 

10,000 

17,500 

244 The magazine cost $15,000 a year to produce. Monies came from sales of the 
magazine and sales of advertisments in the magazine ("Internal Discussion Bulletin, 
October 1975, No.5, p. 9) 

245 Science for the People, 1976, 8:6, p.l. This is an estimate based on a cover 
price of $1 at the newstand, where they sold 2500 copies, and a $10/year subscription, 
where they sold 1500 subscriptions. 



1978246 

1979 

1980 

1985 

246 Estimate based on cover cost of $1.25x4000 issues + 
1800 subscriptions@$16/year. Science for the People, 10:1, p.l. 
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33,000 
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APPENDIX E 

LIST OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED 

Rita Arditti, June, 18, 1991, Cambridge, Massachusetts. 

Robert Bland, March 22, 1991, The Union of Concerned Scientists, Cambridge, MA 

Alan Chodos, March 18, 1991, Yale University, New Haven Connecticut. 

Barry Commoner, June, 1991, Queen's College, Queens New York 

Rich Cowan, June 16, 1991, Cambridge, Massachusetts. 

William Davidon, March 11, 1991, Haverford College, Haverford, Pennsylvania. 

Joel Feigenbaum, March 19, 1991, Cape Cod, Massachusetts. 

Herman Feschbach, June 13, 1991, MIT, Cambridge, Massachusetts. 

Britta Fischer, March 21, 1991, Emmanuel College, Boston, Massachusetts. 

Michael Goldhaber, February 2, 1992, San Francisco, California. 

Henry Kendall, June 17, 1991, The Union of Concerned Scientists, Cambridge, 
Massachusetts. 

David Kotelchuck, March 8, 1991, Hunter College, New York City 

Richard Lewontin, March 20, 1991, Harvard University, Cambridge, MA 

Francis Low, June 13, 1991, MIT, Cambridge, Massachusetts 

Alan McGowan, March 12, 1991, Scientists' Institute for Public Information, New 
York City 

Stewart Newman, March 13, 1991, New York Medical College, Valhalla, New York 

Lucy Peets, Scientists' Insitutute for Public Information, New York City 



LIST OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED - continued 

Ira Rubenzahl, March 20, 1991, Greenfield Community College, Greenfield, 
Massachusetts. 

Charles Schwartz, December 16, 1991, University of California-Berkeley 
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