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ARMS CONTROL DEBATE HIGHLIGHTS
UN GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Ir an intensely dramatic setting created by the presence
of many heads of state, President Fisenhower, Prime Min-
ister Macmillan and Premier Khrushchev presented their
views on disarmament to the General Assembly of the United
Nations. The drama was further intensified by the increas-
ing pressure from the neutral nations of the world to make
their Influence be felt and Mr. Khrushchev’s attempt to
make drastic changes in the organizational structure of the
United Naticons,

President EKisenhower Said: The United States proposes
to close down gradually its production of fissionable mate-
rials for use in weapons and/or te transfer 30,000 kilograms
of U-235 from weapons stockpiles to international stock-
piles for peaceful purpeses, if the U.B.8R. would do the
same and if adequate controls were established to verify
compliance with the iterms of the agreement. The plan
also calls for agreement fto prohibit putting into orbit or
stationing outer space “weapons of mass destruction” (Eisen-
hower Text, W. Post 9/23). These proposals were the ones
formulated for presentation to the disrupted 10 nation dis-
armament conference in Geneva last June and which were
presented before the UN Disarmament Comiission on Au-
zust 16. They were rejected then by the Soviet delegate

. who claimed that the United States was still advocating

controls without disarmament (Bull. Atomic Scien., Sept.,
1960). Premier Khrushehev eriticized them before the Gen-
eral Assembly on the grounds that the U.S. plan did not
reduce the threat of war by providing for the destruction
of current stockpiles of nuclear weapons (W. Post 9/24).

Premier Khrushchey Said: The Soviet disarmament plan
proposed in Premier Khrushchev’s address was the same as
that submitted in June to the 10 nation disarmament con-
ference. It calis for elimination of all means of delivering
nuclear weapons in the first stage of the program (News-
letter 6/27). Khrushchev has now also linked disarament
discussion with hiz proposal to replace the office of UN
Secretary-General by a three-person executive body. He
assumes that disarmament administration by a United Na-
tions forece would “be impossible under the command of
a single man® because no single individual would be granted
acceptance and trust by all groups of states (W. Post 9/25).
The Soviets have alse formally proposed that the 10 nation
Disarmament Conference be increased to 15 by the addition
of India, Indonesiz, the United Arab Republic, Ghana and
Mexico {(W. Post 9/28).

Prime Minister Macmillan Said: Mr. Macmillan urged that
the Assembly appoint a board of technical experts to report
“from a purely technical and objective basis what measures
of international inspection and control would be appropriate,
in the fair interests of all nations.” (NY Times 10/2). Such
a board of experts would follow the pattern of the three-
power negotiations on a nuclear test ban, which have been
going on in Geneva since October, 1958.

Mr. Xhrushchev interrupted Macmillan from his seat on
the foor shouting “You accept our proposals on dl.sarma.ment
and we will accept any form of controls.” (NY Times 16/2).

China Problem Arises: In his blistering speech on October
1st in support of the admission of the Peoples Republic
of Ching into the United Nations, Mr. Xhrushchev referred
several times to the disarmament question. He said, at

.one point, “there cannot, indeed, be any disarmament with-

ot China, there eannot be any normal work of the United
Nations without China.” U.8. delegate James J. Wadsworth
had indicated earlier that the U.8. had negotiated with the
Chinese Communists on various matters for the past eight
vears, and that their admission to the U.N. would not be
needed to carry on other negotiations (NY Times 10/2).

ORGANIZATION OF THE PUGWAGSH
CONFERENCES AND THEIR RELATION-
SHIP TO CYRUS EATON CLARIFIED

In a press interview industrialist Cyrus Eaton expressed.
his views on the Pugwash Conferences of Scientists which
led the three American members of the Infernational Pug-
wash Continuing Committee to issue a detailed deseription
of the ovigins, current status and future plans of the Pug-
wash Conference. This letter, signed by Harrison Brown,
Bentley Glass and Eugene Rabinowitch, is here reprinted
in full from the Washington Post Sept. 24.

In the Sept. 24 issue of many newspapers, there appeared
a UPI story, datelined Cleveland, Sept. 13, entitled “Eaton
to Sponsor Moscow Session.” The story quoted Mr. Cyrus
Faton as saying that the next session of his ‘“Pugwash
Scientists Conference” will be held in November in Moscow.

As American members of the International Continuing
Committee of the “Pugwash Conference of Scientists,” we
would like to correct this story. The conferences to which
the story refers are not “Mre. Eaton’s Conferences”; they
have been initiated by scientists, and are planned, organized,
and directed by an international committee of three Amer-
icans, three British, and three Soviet scientists. After
Bertrand Russell had launched, in 1955, an appeal to the
scientists of the world to meet and discuss the implications
of science for the future of mankind-—an appeal signed
by. Albert Einstein just before his death, and by several
other cutstanding scientisés from many countries—Mr. Eaton
offered hospitality for such a meeting at his estate in Pug-
wash, Nova Scotia. It was held there in July, 1857, and
was followed by a series of four other meetings in 1958~
1960, held in Austria and Canada. These conferences dealt
with the dangers of scientific way, disarmament, world se-
curity, international cooperation of scientists, and their re-
sponsibilities to mankind.

The so-called Vienna Declaration of September, 1958 sum-
marized the unanimously held opinion on these subjects of
80 participants at the Kitzbuhel Conference, in which seien-
tists of widely different national and political backgrounds
took part. Other conferences were devoted primarily to a
frank exchange of ideas, without an attempt to reach agree-
ment, and no conference has issued public statements en-
dorsing or protesting any specific policies—except for sup-
port, given in the WVienna Declaration, to the coneclusion
of an agreement on properly controlled cessation of nuelear
weapons tests—which is the official policy of all major
governments in the world.

Mr. Eaton generously accepted the ecosts of three out of
five conferences held to date, and the organizers and par-
ticipants owe him gratitude for having been a generous
host, without attempting te influence the composition, pro-
gram, and conclusions of the conferences. However, as
Mr. Eaton has come to play an increasingly active and
controversial role in political affairs, the scientists felt that
his exchusive support of their conferences may place them
in the wrong light. The Continuing Committee therefore
solicited and obiained the greater part of funds for the
econference in Kitzbuhel in September, 1859, from other
individuals and foundations, and did not ask for support
from Mr. Eaton in the organization of the Conference in
Baden, Austria, in September, 1959 (except for secretarial
asgistance in the preparation and distribution of the con-
ference papers). The Committee declined even this king
of technieal support for the forthcoming Moscow Conference.

In memory of our first meeting in Pugwash, the name
“Pugwash Conference” has been wused in the subsequent

{Continued on page 3)
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CURRENT STATUS OF PAULING CASE

On June 21, the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee
ordered Linus Pauling to disclose the names of selentists
who helped him to circulate a petition calling for an inter-
national agreement to cease nuclear testing. The petition
was signed by 11,021 scientists from 49 countries and was
submitted to the United Nations in 1958, Pauling was
willing to disclose the names of those American scientists
whom he asked to circulate the petition but maintains that
the names of non-residents are not pertinent to the lawful
inquiry by the subcommittee (see below). The subcommittee
then ordered Pauling, under the threat of possible prosecu-
tion for contempt of Congress, to submit the names by Sep-
tember 15. Pauling filed suit in the Federal Distriet Court
of the Distriet of Columbia, asking the Couri to bar the
subcommittee from foreing him to supply the names. The
Distriet Court turned down the request on the grounds that
the Senate order was not subject to judieial review. The
United States Court of Appeals subsequetnly also turned
down Pauling’s request. An appeal has now been made
to the Supreme Court. In addition, the subcommittee has
postponed until October 11, the deadline for submission of
the names. Although no reason for the postponement was
given, it will allow time for the Supreme Cour: to consider
P/au/ling’s)appeal (W. Post 8/24, 9/7, 9/11, NY Times
8/6/, 9/8).

Pauling Appeals te Public. In an advertisement in the
Washington Post (10/4), Pauling appealed to his “fellow
Americans” to join with him in getting rid of the Senate
Internal Security Subcommittee and the House UnAwmeri-
can Activities Committee “that execeed their authority and
subvert the Constitution and the Bill of Rights.” Pauling
states his conviction that the reason for his difficulties be-
fore the Senate Subcommittee derives from the desire of
its pregiding officer, Senator Dodd, to reverse the current
American policy aimed at international test ban and dis-
armament agreements. Pauling quotes his reply to the
subcommitlee request ag follows, “No matter what assur-
ances this subcommittee might give me about the use of
the names of the people who cireulated the petition that I
wrote, I am econvineced that these names would be used for
reprisals against these believers in the democratic process;
these enthusiastie idealistic, high-minded workers for peace
.« . . I think that my reputation and example may well
have led many younger people to work for peace in this
way. My conscience does not allow me to protect myself
by sacrificing these idealistic and hopeful people, and I
am not going to do it. As 2 matter of conscienee, as a
matter of principle, as a matter of morality, I have decided
that 1 shall not conform to the request of this subcommittee.”

Dencuement: On Oect. 11, Pauling appeared before the Sub-
committee for four hours. He stood firm in refusing to give
the names of those who helped circulate the 1958 petition.
The Subeommittee has not decided whether it will seek a
contempt citation, Dr, Pauling has been released from the
most recent subpoena, and the current hearings have been
adjourned.

TEST BAN TALKS CONTINUE AT GENEVA

Project Vela Debated: The United States conceded to Rus-
sia the right to inspect nuclear devices to be used in under-
ground explosions for research on detection wmethods if
devices of “older” design were to be used and if the U.S.8.R.
and Great Britain would zlse contribute their devices to
the program. The tests would be carried out only in America
but under international supervision. The Soviet Union re-
jected this proposal on August 2 on the grounds that such
a research program is unnecessary.

Number of Inspection Posts and On-site Inspections Dis-
cugsed: British Delegate Sir Michael Wright agreed to accept
13 control posts on British oceanie island territories and
accepted 2 Russian proposal that 10 ocean control ships be
put into operation within two vears of adoption of a test
ban treaty. The Soviet delegate agreed to study the offer
{W. Post 9/30).-

The Soviet Union had offered on July 26th to allow test
ban inspection teams to make three on-site inspections a
vear in Russian territory. The United States and Britain
considered this ‘“grossly inadeguate” (the U.8. has sug-
eosted 20 annual inspeetiong) but weleomed the readiness
of the Soviets to negotiate on the inspection issue (Bull.
Atom. Scien.,. Sept. 1960). On Sept. 27, the United States
proposed a moratorium on small underground nuclear tests
for a maximum period of 27 months following the signing
of a test ban treaty. The Soviet delegates “expressed dis-

{Continued on page 4)

MAJOR CHANGES IN NATO PROPOSED

French President de Gaulle has suggested a revision of T,

the NATQ alliance to increase the role of France in basic
planning and command. Specifically, he proposed that
France, Great Britain and the United States should assume
the leadership in the formulation of NATQ’s international
policies. He alsc proposed that each ecountyy’s forces be
under national control rather than under an integrated com-
mand. These ideas were not favorably received in London,
Bonn, The Hague or Washington (NY Times 9/7, 9/15, 9/21)
bet are likely to be considered at the forthcoming wmeeting
of the foreign ministers of the NATO countries in December.

In spite of the new de Gaulle proposals, an agreement
to integrate the air defenses of the NATO countries was
expected to be completed soon with an integrated air com-
mand to become effective within a few weeks. Tt would
19:3:‘1219]&) the end of almost two yvears of negotiations {NY Times

5).

NATO Manenvers Held. On September 30, the NATO
Atlantic Fleet ended 10 days of mock warfare in extensive
land, sea and air maneuvers under command of Admiral
R. L. Dennison, Supreme Allied Commander Atlantie, and
General 1. Norsted, Supreme Allied Commander Europe.
Such larpe scale maneuvers are normally held every threc
vears. The time for this year's had been decided long ago
and just happened to coincide with the arrival of Premier
Khrushchev at the United Nations in New York {(NY Times
9/18, 10/1}.

STUBDENT LOYALTY OATHS
BEFORE CONGRESS

During the last Congress various bills designed to repeal
the so-called “disclaimer affidavit” from the National Defense
Education Act were introduced. This condition for student
loan requires students to sign an affidavit disclaiming mem-
bership in any organization advocating the viclent over-
throw of the government. Educational institutions and eivil
liberties organizations all over the eountry have protested
the “disclaimer affidavit” and some schools have refused
to administer the loan pregram becaunse of it. The Bbill
originally introduced in the Senate (Kennedy-Clark-Javits
Bill) simply called for the repeal of the disclaimer affidavit,
but the bill passed on June 16 was significantly changed
by an amendment by Senator Winston Prouty (Rep., Vi.).
The amendment provides that no member of the Communist
Party or a similar organization may receive a NDEA loan.
In addition, any person who has been a member of such
an organization within the previous five vears must file
a sworn statement concerning sald membership before re-
ceived a loan. (W. Post 9/19)., The American Civil Lib-
erties Unlon has pointed out that under this amendment,
applicants and recipients of loans would still be surrounded
by an atmosphere of fear and suspicion. If is likely that
this amendment would actually be administered by means
of a disclaimer affidavit (Civil Liberties Clearing House
Bulletin, July-Aug., 1960). The bill, as amended, failed
to reach the House floor during the August session so that
at present the original digelaimer affidavit of the NDEA ig
still in effect,

DEFECTIONS TO MOSCOW

Karly in August the disappearance of two mathematicians
from the Cryptology Department of the National Security
Agency (NSA) was reported in the press. On September §,
the Soviet Union presented the two defectors, William H.
Martin and Bernon ¥F. Mitchell at = public news conference.
The two delivered a lengthy statement declared that “the
U.S. Government, in carrying out policies dangerous to
world peace, should not be allowed to rely upon these emo-
tional attachments to guarantee the loyalty of its ecitizens.”
The two mathematiclans discussed at length, the organiza-
tion, funection, and wmethod of the NSA. “They declared
their dissatisfaction with the practices the U.8. uses in
gathering intelligence information, citing as an example our
flights over Soviet territory. The two also stated that they
had personal reasons for wanting to leave the U.S. and
become Soviet citizens (NY Times 9/7).

In Washington, official reaction to the defections took the
form of Congressional and Executive investigations into
praciices used to determine the veliability of persons han-
diing government secrets. Both the House Armed Services
Comrittee and the House Un-American Activities Commitice
held rival hearings (NY Times 9/10). The President urged
a veview of securify procedures in sensitive government
agencies and it has been reported that such an investigation
is under way in the Defense Department (NY Times 9/8).
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PEACEFUL USES OF ATOMIC ENERGY

IAEA Meets. The Fourth Annuyal General Conference of
the International Atomic Energy Agency opened in Vienna
on September 20th. The 1.8 delegation, under nermanent
delegate Admiral Paul F. Foster, agreed to the Chairmanship
of Prof. Georgi Nadjekov of Bulgaria; Western delegates
filled the key positions on some technical committees (NY
Times 9/18). Vyacheslav M. Molotov, the new permanent
Soviet representative to the JAEA made hiz first appearance
having recently been relieved from a diplomatic post in
Sibera. The delegates from the 70 member nations initially
agreed on the agenda but then clashed over the admission
of Communist China and Hungary. The Conference ac-
cepted the U.S. position that the same rules should apply
as at the U.N. from which those two countries are excluded.
{W. Post 9/21).

The Director General of the TAEA, Sterling Cole {(former
New York Congressman) discussed the organization’s suc-
cesses, largely in the area of education, and emphasized
its financial difficulties. In the distribution of fissionable
materials for peaceful purposes, the IAFEA is hampered
by a dispute over means of safeguarding that the material,
ar plutonium derived from it in nuclear reactors, does not
find its way info military applications. The Wesgt proposed
a plan involving inspection of the reactors by the IARA
which was accepted by the organization’s Legal Committee
in a 44 to 14 vote. (W. Post 9/29), AEC Chairman Mec-
Cone expressed his willingness fo open four U.S. reactors
to such inspection. These would be the graphite and medical
research reactors at Brookhaven, the boiling water reactor
at Argonne and the organic cooled, moderated water reactor
under construction at Pigua, Ohio. {(NY Times 9/23, 8/25).
The Soviets denounced the United States for wanting te pry
into other countries reactor installations (NY TFimes 9/23).

IAEA By-passed. The refusal of the Soviet bloc, India
and the United Arab Republic to agree to the inspection and
other safeguards sponsored by the IAEA has led the United
States, Canada, Great Britain and the Soviet Union to dis-
tribute fissionable material to over 50 countries under bi-
lateral agreements. According to Secience (9/9), some of
this ald is given to nations that cannot reasonably be ex-
pected to gain economically from experimentation in this
field but who want reactors solely for purposes of prestige.

Permissible Exposure to Radiation Lowered. The maxi-
mum permissible exposuve to radiation for workers in the
atomic industry has been reduced from 15 to 4 vems per
vear. This sharp reduction will be applied by the AEC
to all of its licensees effective January 1, 1961 (Chem. Eng.
News 9/12). The recommended maximum permissible ex-
posure for the general public is fixed at 10% of that for
atomic workers. In making this change the AEC said it
“is in accord with new trends of scientific opinion” and
“should not be interpreted as present levels having caused
damage” (W. Post 9/7). The underlying concept of a
maximum permissible exposure per year, without considera-
tion of threshold values, was criticized at a Euratom Sym-
posium on Legal and Administrative Protection in the Peace-
fal Uses of Atomic Energy in PBrussels {(Chem. Eng. News
G/26)

Random Notes. Kentucky is the first state to make a
formal proposal to the AEC for state control of atomic radi-
ation in accordance to a law passed by Congress last year
{Chem. Eng. News 9/26).

French and Belgian firms will jointly build a nuclear
center at Chooz in the Ardennes (W, Post 9/2).
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WORLD POPULATION CONTINUES
TO GROW

The United Nations veleased last month the 1959 Demo-
graphic Yeurbook contalning its annuwal suwrvey of world
population statistics. The vpopulation of the world is now
increasing at the rate of 48 million per year, an annual
inerement of 1.7%. The population increase in the North
American continent is occurring at the average world rate.
The rate of increase is only 0.7% in Europe while it is
as high as 2.7% in Central America. There is also a wide
spread in birth rates throughout the world. The birth rate
is only 18 per thousand in over-populated Japan bui reaches
60 per thousand in parts of Asia and Africa. The increased
rate of population growth, however, is not due to changes
in the birth rate, which has tended 1o remain constant be-
tween 1954 and 1958, but to a decline in the death rate.
If the current trend continues the world population will
double every 40 yvears (NY Times 10/4).

U.8. No Exception. Demographer Lincoln Day has focused
especially on the problem in the United States in an article
entitled “Our Irresponsible Birthrate” (Columbia University
Forum, Summer 1960). He points ocut that since World
War I our population hag inereased at a higher rate than
India’s. The birthrate in the U.8. is now 25 per thousand
ecompared te a Jow of 18 during the depression. If the
average growth rate of the last 5 years is continued for
the next 98 the population of the United States will then
be 1 billion. The increase in the U.S. birthrate is attrib-
utable not to an increase in the number of very large fami-
lies hut to an increase in the proportion of medium-size
families with 3 or 4 children and an associated decline in
the proportion of families with one or no children and in
the proportion of mpeople who never marry. Population
erowth in the U.S. has particular significance in terms of
the consumption of world resources. Americans comprise
but 6% of the world population but consume half of the
Worl)d’s production of major minerals (iron, copper, lead,
zine).

Organization of the Pugwash Conferences
(Continued from page 1)

conferences. It has become widely known in America, Ku-
rope, and the Soviet Union as designating a spontaneous,

independent, and nonpartisan aetivity of scientists eoncernad
with the survival of mankind in the atomic age. For this
reagon, the Continuing Committee has been reluetant to
suggest a change in the name of the Confeorences, despite
possible misleading connotations, and confusion with other
conferences organized by Mr. Eaton in Pugwash.

The public misunderstanding of our conferences as being
initiated, sponsored, financed, directed or influenced by Mr.
Eaton, and Mr. Eaten’s own reference to them as such in
correspondence and public statements, foreces us to make
this clarifieation. The Committee intends to propese to
the Mosecow Conference the adeption of 2 new name, which

would avoid future misunderstanding.

We are sorry that an encouraging cooperation between
a generous businessman, eager to assist the scientists of
the world in their efforts to prevent the misuse of science
for the destruction of mankind, and to further its use for
construetive purposes, has been made Impossible by his
reluctance to keep his support of the secieniists conferences
elearly separated from his increasing involvement. We re-
tain our gratitude to Mr. Eaton for his original support,
and would welcome him, together with our other supporters,
58 our guests at the Moscow Conference; but we must make
it unmistakedly clear that Mr. Eaton’s role in this and any
future meetings can be only that of one of our guests, and
not of a sponsor or active participant. ’

We would like to correct also the statement by Mr. Eaton
that the Conference is being held in Moscow becauge holding
it in Amevica wasz made impossible by the refusal of the
State Department to admit Chinese participants. The pos-
sibility of holding a conference in the United States never
vet has been explored by the Committee. Soviet scientists
have offered to hold the next meeting in the Soviet Union,
after five preceding ones had been held In the countries
of the West; the American wmembers of the Committee
sincerely hope te bhe able o reciprocate by inviting our
colleagues to assembly next time in the United States.
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LETTER TC THE EDITCR

The report by M. D, Kamen in the September Newsletter
on a proposed National Policy for the Support of Fundamen-
tal Science has evoked the following letter frem Dr. R. R.
Newell of San TFrancisco. It is reprinted, in its entirety,
in the hope of stimulating further discussion.

“The work of the Boston Chapter as reported by M. D.
Kamen is important enough to warrant wide discagsion and
an attempt to summarize the general opinion of the entire
membership, The matter of encouragement and support
of basic science is difficult indeed.

“Basic science is hard to define. This makes it hard to
direct—I believe impoessible to direet. I don’t believe you
can order it or assign it. I think the best thing you can
do is permit it.

“] quite agree that the best place for it is the univer-
sitles. There you can observe the benign coexistence of
teaching and regearch. Rasgic research has a harder time
in the shadow of developmen‘cat or engineering research.
The efforts of the investigator that are deviated toward his
basic scientific project are more visibly stolen from his
bread and butter activities when he is hired for programmed
research and development than when he is hired to teach.

“T think there is no easy way to assay a basic research
nroiject—itn deteymmie whether it 1s worth ::11nnn'r+1‘no‘ T

i el GELEIINNIE VACLOCT Qriiy Dorein:

think you can rmeasure the investigator’s motwatmn There-
fore it is a safer investment to support the man than te
suppert the project.

“T’d like to snipe at the 6 General Recomwmendations:

1. National education reform by a federal ministry means
at present the standardization according to the best opinion.

M3 walinr a1 navaiotanaa + act we Imow ahout
J_llj.b JD a Uiy AUl MoLoLavioneo UJ. bJ.AC MooL WL DILUGYY  durav

education. Since we know practically nothing about educa-
tion beyond the primary grades, I'd say that such a policy
is us bad as we are likely to find. What we need is some
suecess in developing a scientific foundation for educatum
so as to remove it from the conﬁnmg present ‘science of
educatlon uhlch is nased on intuition and revelation.

2. 1 couald list the mm;‘s that arve essential for the eduea-
tion of a young person in our Western culture, But to
have a federval agency promulgate a compulsory curriculum
would be very bad indeed, We need more variety, more
experiment in curricula, not less. Our culture is in serious
danger from conformity, not from heresy.

3. Teaching standdrds do have to b
them 1ocauy Sure it’s an administrative convenience to
have the grades turning out a uniform product. How many,
many bad decisions are made under the plea of administra-
tive necesgity. We are afraid we might have to buckle down
and ourselves estimate a boy’s capabilities. We'd Jike a
dependable label ‘Government Inspected.” This is the logieal
development of one of the salient feature of our present
culture, namew to have everything done by experts. In this
case it _is to have our minds made up for us (as to what
is good) by federal employees.

4. I'm one of those who are rebellious about the dominance
of plofessmnal educators. It's not because I'm against
method in teaching—but because my eves are glued on the

set but let’s set
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intellectual content. It's because 1 suspect that edu-
cators have become a self-perpetuating coterie held together
by a credo which punishes apostasy by ostracism (and dis-
missal frorme employment). This is a plece of the hazardous
rigridity that U'd expect to be J{thQU_O‘]’liV crystallized by a
faders] department "of education,

5. Sure, funding processes should be more flexible. In a
situaticn where you have almost no way to be certain of
the wisdom of your budgeting, I'd think a degree of capri-
cipusness would be an advisable hedge against disastrous
habitual blindness.

8, This is the one Tm wviolently n'rﬂ'\ncrw‘ 1o, Supnnv‘f of

VIOLCIILLY posta Lo Poly

basic research should by no means be centralized. There is
no way to make wise decisions sbout basic research. All
investigators, engineers, teachers, et al., should be privileged
o do research (let them call it basic or otherwise) and
supported if they demonstrate their motivation.

“I’d Iike to paraphrase Portia: ‘The quality of merey is

ety lv-nvv\nnt i ekl Fonnlo

Tiles thias Raoais vasannahaa
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7, like this: Basie researches
are not directed; they emerge spontancously from the hands
and minds of those who are engaged in manipulating ma-
terials and abstractions for useful purposes. Having emerged
the}r orow autocatalytically if the milieu is favorable and
if the researcher is energetic. The duty of management
(mcladmg govemment) is to estimate the er\ergy and, if
li‘l"ﬁl'CSSlVC, ‘:uy';h‘y‘ the milieu. it does not extend to the
assay of the speculation, the program or the product.
“We in the U.8, are supposed to be suspicious of a man-
aged economy, or even dead set against it. We are cer-
tainly loud in our eriticism of some iglands of managed
economy-—erop price supports for example, and even the
Fedex zl Reserve Bank. I marvel that a corpmltt\,e of the
I‘AQ I}Ilngb lIl a erUI’L ld\OLIIlQ,' ]‘]dnd"‘el’ﬂ?ﬂfr OI EGUCHEIOE
and basie research. There must he an u‘udexlymg faith that
vou can put wisdom into a federal bureaun that does not
lie in the mind of any available person, just by giving the
bureau the duty. Well, I do agree that a committee has
capabilities beyond those of any one of the coramitteemen.
Most students of committees ineline to the belief that these
emergent commitiee capabilities are most clearly evident
in their assininities and in their unconscionable coldness.”

Test Ban Talks Continge at Geneva
(Continued from page 2)

dppomtment” that the U 3. had not proposed a Ionfrel pemod

™ cald ot thig
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{W. Post 9/28).
moratorium.

{The Senate Subcommlttce on Disarmanient has published
an “Analysis of Progress and Positions—October 1958-Au-
gust 1960” covering In defail the areas of agreement and
dlsagreement in the Geneva Test Ban negohatzops T}us
u.:,ej.ul review may be obtained uy V\'uuug uu—: Senate J:‘Ul-
eign Relations Committee. Sen. Humphrey, in announcing
the pubhcatlon of this staff study called for resumption of
underground testing, both for weapons development and for
improving detection techniques if no agreement is concluded
by June 30, 1961.]
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