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Letter to President on
C13 Weapons

Fo11ow4?w is the. text of an ope?z letterto Presidewt
.Jofmson uvging a clearer and wzo.rerestrained policy regard-
ing chemical arzd biological weapons. The letter is not an

FAS statement but it has the support of the FAS Council,
and has been circulated to all FAS numbers so that th~
and othem mau s<gx it if they wish.

Dear Mr. President:

We, the American scientists whose names appear below,
wish to warn against any weakening of the world-wide
prohibitions and restraints m the use of chemical and
biological (CB) weapons.

CB weapons have the potintia,l of inflicting, especially on
civilians, enormous devastation and death which may be
unpredictable in scope and intensity; they could become f m
cheaper and easier to produce than nuclear weapons, thereby
placing great mass destructive power within reach of nations
not now’ possessing it; they lend themselves to use by leader.
ship that may be desperate, irresponsible, or unscrupulous.
The barriers to the use of these weapons must not be allowed
to break down.

During the Second World War, the United States maintained
a firm and clearly stated policy of not initiating the use of
CB weapons. However, in the last few years the U.S. posi-
tion has become less clear. Since the late 1950’s, Defense
Department expenditures m CB weapons have risen several
fold—and there has been no categorical rea,tlirnmtion of the
World War II policy.

(Continued cm Page 5)

EDITOR’S NOTE -

Beginning with this issue, Tm the new Editor of
tbe Newsletter. I don’t know exactly how long my
own time situation will let me carry on the jo&I’m
obliged to assemble at least my first two ismes more
hurriedly than I’d like. But while I have the job, 1]11
do my best to maintain the high standards set by my
predecessors and to see to it that the Newsletter mn-
tinues to serve FAS members and other readers aS
well as it has in former years. I hope it may be pos-
sibl+beginning, probably, two or three issues hence-
to include some special articles, baok reviews, more
news from FAS chapters and branches, and other
contributions in each issue. In the meantime, Tll be
grateful for comments and suggestions on the News-
letter, sent to me via the FAS office.

HARRIETTBL. PHELPS

Signs of Progress Toward
A Non-Proliferation Treaty

As this is written there are encouraging signs that the
long impasse between the U.S. and the Soviet Union over a
treaty to stop the spread of nuclear weapons may be broken.
(New York Times, October 5, 12, 21; Washington Post,
October 11. )

After a meeting on October 10th with Secretary of State
Rusk, Soviet Foreigm Minister Gromyko told newsmen: ‘We
discussed questions relating to disarmament prohlenw, among
them the questicm of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.
It looks like both countries, the United States and the Soviet
‘Union, are striving to reach agreement to facilitate the con:
elusion of an international agreement on this qwsti.m. We
agreed that the exchange of views on this question will be
continued.” Earlier the same day Gromyko had apparently
had a fruitful discussion with President Johnson on the nolI-
proliferaticm treaty.

Negotiations toward a treaty have long been stalled partly
by Soviet charges that the U.S. has been hindering agree-
ment by insisting on giving West Germany a voice in the
control of nuclear weapons in Europe, through the much-
debated multilateral nuclear force, or some other arrange
ment. Presumably, the U.S. has now altered its position
somewhat, and it is reported that President Johnmn recently
ordered a search for “compromise>* language m the treaty.
Although a non-proliferation treaty has hem a declared goal
of the U. S., tbe U.S.S.R., Britain, and most of the mm-nuclear
countries, the two newest nuclear powers, France and China,
maY oppose it. The question of military guarantees to
non-nuclear signatories, e.g., India, remain~although a lack
of completely satisfactory guarantees would probably not
prevent most smh countries from signing the treaty. ..

In the United Nations “on“Octiber 20th, the U.S. and the
U. S.S.R., in major statements, held out promise for a non-
proliferation treaty. Opening the annual arms debate,
Soviet Delegate Fedorenko said that there were no immr-
mount able obstacles to” a treaty. U.S. Delegate Goldberg
remarked on the “new and promising situatimfa follmving
Gromyko’s meetings in Washington. But Goldberg noted
th~t the discussions were still in an exploratory stage and
that “important differences remain.” There is some expec-
tation that private talks may be resumed soon between
William C. Foster, head of the U.S. Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency and Chief U.S. disarmament negotiator,
and Aleksei A. Roscbin, his Soviet wmnterpart.” But even
if all goes smoothly it is not expected that any non-prolifera-
tion treaty could be ready for signature for at least several
months.
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SCIENTISTS, MONEY, AND POLITICS

(Following are excerpts from an article entitled, “Why
Our $cientists (sic) Are about To Be Dragged, Moaning,
Into Politics,” which appeared in the September 1966 issue
of Harper’s MCU7CAW. It’s John Fischer’s “Editor>s Easy
Chair” contribution for that issue. I think it’s not umfair
to say that Mr. Fischer oversimplifies and generalizes some-
what. He might have taken more explicit note of the FAS.
Some scientists will probably be amused and/or irritated
by his article. Yet he raises, in a trenchant way, issues
that should be of particular interest to FAS members at this
time.—H.L. P.)

. . . Ever since the early days of World War H it has
been broadly true that whatever scientists want, they geti
Like an indulgent bridegroom, American society has
rushed to satisfy their every whim, and damn the cost.
Did they yearn for the world’s biggest solar telescope?

---WW ~~forthernrat KiWs Peak in Arimna.
When they hinted that a two-mile-long elwtron accelerator
might be nice, Congress answered, “Why of course dar-
ling,” and thumbed $114 million out of the public wallet.
(It is true that a few uncouth taxpayers asked what an
electron accelerator was supposed to produce, but such
ungallant ignorance was shushed immediately.) Mean-
while, every forward-looking industry has been expanding
its research ~rogmun; and the universities, however nig-
gardly they might be with the humanities, have been
stealing prestige scientists from each other with shame-
less offers of plush laboratories and $100,000 professor-
ships.

The result has been a spectacular and prolonged rise
in the nation’s outlay for research and development. In
1940 the total came to a mere one third of a billion dollars,
of which about one-fifth was supplied by the federal gov-
ernment. By last year it had climbed to $21 billion—
roughly a sixty-fold inereas+and about two-thirds of it
was government money. The federal contribution has
been rising steadily by something like 20 per cent a year.

However passionate our love affair with science, we
obviously couldn’t go on like this. At some point the
spending had to level off. That point was reached this
June, when two things happened. In its budget for the
1967 fiscal year, the Administration announced a slight
cutback in its research-and-development fund=the first
in many years, (It still plans to spend nearly $16 billion.)
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Even more significant was the President’s meeting on
June 27 with a group of top bureaucrats concerned with

e,research, especially in medicine. He demanded that they ~ ,
reexamine all their programs to determine “what are the
payoffs in terms of healthy lives for our citizens.” And
he added that he would like to know just how much re-
search was being carried on “for the sake of research
alone.”

To any scientist, those questions sound peculiarly
ominous.

Most ordinary peopleand the politicians who
speak for them—naturally think of science in terms of
“payoffs.” They have been willing to support it lavishly
because for the last quarter of a century, it has paid off
handsomely in scores of things, from atomic bombs to
penicillin and plastics. It has, in fact, become the foun-
tainhead of American technology, and therefore of Ameri-
cam wealtk and power:

Consequently to the layman science clearly has seemed
a good investment, even when it costs more than 3 per
cent of the gross national product every year.

But the scientist looks at his calling in a very different
way. To him the whole idea of “payoffs” is distasteful.
He prefers to think of science as a purely intellectual
pursuit, a disinterested search for truth. If bis explora-
tion of, say, the nucleus of the atom happens to result in
a revolutionary weapon—well, that is a mere by-product
and not an altogether welcome one. For in his social -,
hierarchy, the “pure” researcher stands a good notch
higher than colleagues engaged in “applied” research;
since the latter are seeking new gadgets rather tham new
laws of nature, their standing in the scientific community
is hardly above that of mechanics.

So research “for the sake of research alone” is indeed
what the scientist prizes most. In his ideal world, society
would provide all competent scientists with all the money,
equipment, and staff that they want; let them use these
resources in any way they choose; and never ask what
the payoff would be, or when. (Moreover, the competence
of anyone .wha claimed to be a scientist would be judged
by his peers alone. )

Some, but probably not the majority, of scientists take
a more extreme position. The late Leo Szilard, for ex-
ample, argued that science was the highest flowering of
civilization, and that it was not only the duty but tbe

Privilege of SOcietY to support scieritists and their work.
He regarded scientists (if I understood his conversations
correctly) as an elite class, markedly superior to the rest
of mankind. Therefore their privileged ~sition should
be accepted gratefully, like that of the priesthood in am

FAS COUNCIL ,MEETING
The Council will meet on Sunday evening, January

29, 1967, at 7 p.m. and again on Monday night, Jan-
uary 30, at 8 p.m. The meetings will be held at the
headquarters hotel of the APS meetings. Details will
be announced by mail directly to the Council members
and by further notices in the Newsletter.

,-,
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cient Egypt or the aristocracy in medieval Europe. And,
since the common man was incapable of understandin~
what they were up to, he had no right to ask what they
were doing with his money.

Most scientists, I believe, would put their case in less
lordly tei-rns. They proha,bly would be content with Dr.
Warren Weaver’s argument that “the great ideas arise
when you give freedom—freedom to think, freedom from
other pressure+ta individuals of great intellectual ca-
pacity, of imagination, of dedication, and let them be
motivated primarily by their curiosity to find out how
nature operates.” And they would contend, with Dr.
Weaver, that too much of our present scientific investment
now goes for developmcmt and not enough for basic
research.

Yet the layman finds even this relatively moderate claim
hard to accept. Even if money were no problem, the ideal
world of the scientists doesn’t sound quite feasible. For
what scientist is willing to admit that he is not a man
of “great intellectual capacity, of imagination, of dedica-
tion ?“ And if society finances everyone who claims these
qualities, wouldn’t the field soon be overcrowded? In like
fashion, if tbe government guaranteed freedom from
economic pressure to every poet, wouldn’t all of us turn
to verse?

It seems likely, then, that the country is going to have
b make some decisions that we have been evading through-
out the twenty-year honeymoon. For example:

1. How can the taxpayer’s natural eagerness to get
something for his money be reconciled with the scientist’s
desire both for virtually unlimited money and for freedom
in using it, regardless of payoffs?

2. Since the government can’t increase its spending on
science indednitely, how do we decide what we can afford?
Is 3 per cent of the gross national product about right?
Or too little? Or could part of that sum be better spent
on education, the war against poverty, or cleaning up our
polluted rivers and air?

3. When we dezide on a total science budget, how should
it be divided? At present about 12 per cent goes for basic
research and the rest for development and applied research
—such as the devising of new military hardware and
industrial processes. Is Dr. Weaver (along with most
of the “pure” scientists) correct in believing that a bigger
share sjhould go to basic research? Or is the President
right in pressing for more science aimed at practical and
early results ?

Essentially, these are political rather than scientific
questions. I have no competence in science but I do have
some experience in the way American political processes
work; and I mention these questions not to suggest an-
swers, but to indicate how the political machinery is
likely to grind out some answers eventually. Whether
they are reasonably satisfactory answers will depend
largely on how much political sophistication the scientific
community develops. At present it has very little.

A few scientists—but lamentably few~o have a firm
grasp on the workings of our political system. One of

them is Dr. Alvin M. Weinberg, director of the Oak Ridge
National Laboratory, who began discussing such ques-
tions publicly about three years ago. He pointed out that
“The idea of conflicting and biased claims being ad-
judicated at one fell swoop by an all-knowing supreme
tribunal’—whether the White House, the Budget Bureau,
or some committee of scientific wise men—”is a myth.”
Decisions on public policy and the spending of public
money have “always resulted from countervailing pres-
sures, exerted by various groups representing professional
specialties, or local interests, or concern for the public
interest .“

There axe thousands of such groups, ranging from the
farm bloc and the labor unions to the Negro organiza-
tions, the League of Women Voters, the American Medical
Association, and the Spearfish, South Dakota, Chamber
of Commerce. Rarely is any one of them strong enough
to get what it wants. So they plead for public support,
using arguments that are sometimes rational, sometimes
demagogic. They make alliances, usually involving the
classic technique of logmlling: “You support my project
and I’ll support yours.” They argue their cases before
government agencies and Congressional committees. And
they make friends among politicians, by working in crun-
paigns, contributing money, and (probably the most
effective method) simply by taking the trouble to explain
their fears and aspirations in terms a politician can
understand.

The overwhehning majority of scientists ba.ve never
wanted any part of this. Typically they regard the
political process as something sinister if not dirty; often
they treat politicians—and sometimes the ordinary voter
as well—with scarcely veiled contempt.

Only once in my memory has a group of scientists
carried out a political operation successfully. That was
tbe campaign, just after World War II, by a hastily
organized band of nuclear scientists to put the future
development of atomic energy under civilian rather than
military control. They had little money and less political
experience-but they did state their case with candor,
lucidity, and an obvious ‘<concern for the public interest.’>
As a consequence they were able (somewhat to their mm
surprise) to persuade both the key segments of public
opinion and a nwajorit y of Congress.

BY contrast, the only group of scientific professionals
which consistently has engaged in politics over a long
period has been a hilarious failure. The American Medi.
cal Association has poured out cascades of money and
propaganda in opposing virtually every piece of public-
health legislation in the last helf-century. Yet, as Richard
Harris pointed out in a recent series of articles in The
NeuI Ycrrker, it not only lost every major battle; in most
cases its ineptitude actually helped the other side.

On the assumption that the scientific community is
not a,brmt to sprout even rudimentary political skills very

soon, one can predict with reasonable confidence a few
things likely to happen during the short-range future:

(Co~tinued on Page 4)
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Scientists, Money, and Politics

(Continued from page 3)

1. The government probably will scafe down, slowly
but steadily, its spending for research and development.
The Vietnam war, the poverty program, and expanding
aid to education all will press heavily on the federal
budget; and their demands may well sound more urgent
than those of science.

2. Of the total money available, the share allwated to
“pure” research is likely to shrink. Senator Warren G.
Magnuson, long a generous supportar of science appro.
priations, probably spoke for most of his colleagues when
he complained that “we don’t seem to receive much help
from the scientific community on the question of priori-
ties.” So lcmg as this remains tiwe—so long as each group
of scientists fights for its own pet project, regardless of
its place in the overall national research effoi+-then the
priorities will have to be fixed by the politicians. And,
as we have noted, they are naturally biased toward
projects that promise quick and tangible benefits.

3. Within the field of “pure” research, the projects
most vulnerable to budget cuts will be those costing very
large sums of money—such as Mohole and the 200-bev
accelerator—with little foreseeable benefit, either to the
ordinary citizen or to other branches of science. The
accelerator, for instances, would be the most costly single
scientific installation ever built. Its construction would
take $28o million, and its operation would cost about $50
million a year. Moreover, several thousand highly trained
scientists and technicians would be needed to run it, thus
draining warce talent away from teaching and from other
research pro j wts,

What could we expect to get in return? So far as I can
discover, nobody really knows. The most its sponsors
claim is it might produce important new information
about the makeup and behavior of the smallest particles
of matter. Like anything that furthers our understanding
of the fundamental laws of nature, this information might
someday lead. to practical benefits, of a. wholly unpre-
dictable kind. For the immediate future, however, the
findings of high-energy physics don’t seem to be particu-
larly relevant, ewn to other branches of basic research.

Why, then, should we be in such a hurry to build this
vastly expensive piece of specialized equipmentispecially
at a tfme when the economy is overheated, the budget
strained, and scientific talent in short supply? Why
shouldn’t it be downgraded on the priority list-to be
considered again in a few years, or decades? I an mmbk
to find convincing answers to these qwstions in recent
scientific literature.

4. In contrast, “Little Science’,—those branches of in-
quiry, such as biochemistry and cryogenics, which don’t
require a lot of costly equipmen~need not expect much
trouble in getting money. The politicians are more willing
to take basic research on faith when the price tag isn’t
too high; and they are well aware that the best science
isn’t always the most expensive. After all, Einstein did
his work with a pencil and pad of paper.

5. From now’ on research-and-development money is
likely to be spread around the country more evenly.

,-
So far the big helpings have gone to the Northeast and ~ ‘

the West, for two reasons. First, scientists are a gi-e.
garious crowd; they like to flock together. Consequently,
so long * scientists had the main say about where the
money should go, most of it naturally flowed to places
like Cambridge and Scmthern California which already
had big scientific establishments. Moreover, the scientists
serving on the government agencies which parcel out the
cash—the President’s Science Adyisory Committee, the
National Science Foundation, the Atomic Energy Com-
mission, and a few other+have usually been chosen fmm
a few institutions in these same areas. Indeed, it is
hardly an exaggeration to say that the money valve has
been controlled for the last twenty years by a little grcmp
dominated by men from Ha,rvard, MIT, Princeton, Berke-
ley, California Tech, and Los Alamm.

Now all this is changing. Johnson’s recent science
appointments have gone largely to Midwesterners, who
presumably will see to it that their part of the country
gets a better break. Then, too, as Congress takes a more

aggressive Part in scientific decisions, it is likely to wonder
why big research installations shouldn,t be located to
suit national needs, rather than the convenience of re-
searchers. If the 20O-bev accelerator is ever built, for
example, why shouldn’t it be put in some such place as
Appalachia, which desperately needs an economic boost?

There is a danger, of course, that the rising influence _,
of the politicians on scientific priorities might have some ‘
unfortunate results. Conceivably, basic research might
be put on too thin a diet. Or choices between various
projects and tbe selection of their sites might be too
heavily influenced by patronage, with the powerftd cmn-
mittee chairmen getting the biggest slices of tbe melon
for their own districts.

The best safeguard against these hazards, obviomly, is
for the scientific community to get into politics itself.
That would mean that scientists would have to take
enough time off from their laboratories, to learn how
the political process works. They would have to give
some additional time to actual participation in the process
--organizing themselves, first of all, to decide upon some
common objectives, and then to sell these objectives in
the political marketplace.

It also means that the scientific community wodd have
to develop a lot more effective spokesmen—men like War-
ren Weaver, Caryl Haskins, Carl Ka ysen, and Jerome
Wiesner, who can spaa,k persuasively to laymen, can have
a drink with a Congressman without self-consciousness,
and who are transparently concerned, not with some selfish
interest, but with the public good. Finally, it would mean
that scientists would have to take the trouble to explain
their work and their goals to the ordinary voter—kaaming,
in short, to speak and write for a lay audience, even if
a few scientific paper have to be postponed.

All this will go harshly against the grain of scientific
P

habit. But eventually, I respect, it is going to happen—
just as, in every lasting marriage, tbe bride learns soon
after the honeymoon to make a budget and explain it to
her breadwinner.
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Letter to President on CB Weapons

h (Continued from Page 1, Column 1)
{

Most recently, U.S. forces have begun the large-scale use
of anti-crop and “non-lethal” antipersonnel chemical weap-
ons in Vietnam. ‘We believe that this sets a dangerous
precedent, with long term hazards far outweighing any
probable short term military advantage. The employment
of any one CB weapon weakens the barriers to the use of
others. No lasting distinction seems feasible between in-
capacitating and lethal weapons or between chemical and
biological warfare. The great variety of possible agents
forms a continuous spectrum from the temporarily incapaci-
tating to the highly lethal. If the restraints on the use of
one kind of CB weapon are broken down, the use of others
kill be encouraged.

Therefore, Mr. President, we urge that You
—Institute a White House study of overall government

policy regarding CB weapons and the possibility of arms
control measures, with a view to maintaining and re-
inforcing the world-wide restraints against CB warfare.

—Order an end to the employment of anti-personnel and
anti-crop chemical weapons in Vietmam.

—Reestablish and categorically declare the intention of
the United States to refrain from initiating the use of
chemical and biological weapons.

The text of the letter, with 22 initial signers, was released
on September 19th.

The 22 initial signers were: Felix Bloch, Konrad E. Blocb,
James F. Crow, William Doering, Paul Doty, Freeman J.
Dyson, John T. Edsall, Bernard FeId, Irwin C. Gunsalus,
Robert Hofstadter, Arthur Kornberg, Fritz Lipmann, Robert
B. Livingston, Matthew MeseIson, Severo Ochoa, Ray D.
Owen, Keith R. Porter, Charles Price, Eugene Rabinowitch,
E. L. Tatum, George Wald, Paul Dudley White.

In a statement (New York Times, September 20th) ac-
companying tbe letter, the 22 scientists said, among other
things: “Chemical and biological weapons could be far more
dangerous as instruments of mass extermination that any-
thing except nuclear weapons. The United States, along
with other nations, recognizes that the use of even the small-
est nuclear artillery shell in war would raise issues of
extreme gravity. It would break down barriers to the use
of more powerful nuclear weapons, and no one could tell
where the escalation might end. The use of chemical or
biological weapons, even relatively mild ones, involves similar
dangers .,. . Under the intense pressures of actual war, and
without any carefully worked out and internationally recog-
nized guidelines, it is difficult to keep even so mild a sub-
stance as tear gas from being used in ways that can set the
stage for the introduction of lethal chemicals. For example,
when, in Vietnam, we spread tear gas over large areas to
make persons emerge from protective cover to face attack
by fragmentation bombs or when we use tear gas so that
a moving target cannot move so fast, we use gas to kill.
Once such use of the milder weapons is widely practiced and
generally accepted, the way is paved for a chemical and
biological arms race and progressive escalation to the use
of increasingly deadly weapons that could be lethal to entire
populations. Failure to devise clear and far-sighted national
policy now maY spoil chances to control chemical and biologi-
cal weapons in the future.”

Noting that the relative ineffectiveness of ordinary
weapons against guerilla forces in Vietnam was a powerful

NEWS ITEMS

This year’s Fermi award went to Otto Hahn, Fritz Strass-
man, and Lise Meither for their pioneering work on nuclear
fission. Hahn and Strassman received the award from AEC
Chairman Seaborg in Vienna on September 23, and a special
presentation was made kiter to Prof. Meitner at Cambridge,
England. (Ne’10 York !f%ws, September 24.)

Sterling Cole, the first director general of the Atoms for
Peace Agency, proposed a sweeping revision of the IAEA
charter to provide for tighter controls on nuclear weapons
material. Aimed at slowing down the spread of nuclear
weapons to new countries, the Cole proposal would, among
other things, require that IAEA member nations place all
their reactors under IAEA inspection and handle all trans-
f ers of nuclear material through the Agency. (New York
T%ws, September 18. )

Cautious cooperation in exchanging photographs from
weather satellites has begun between the U.S. and the Soviet
Union. The Soviets began sending their pictures unex-
pectedly on September 11, after the U.S. had suggested the
exchange and start ed sending photos on September 6. (New
YoW Times, October 2; A’uiution Week and Space f’ecknotogy,
September 26.)

Legislation to set up an independent federal institution
to support social science research was introduced in the
Senate on October 10. The bill was introduced by Senator Fred
Harris with 20 co-sponsors. The proposed institution would
be modeled along the lines of the present National Science
Foundation. The social science agency would be one means
of channeling Federal money into research in politically and
socially important fields without arousing suspicions of aca-
demic impropriety—suspicions of the sort which have arisen
over some CIA and DOD supported studies in recent months.
(New York Z%ws, October 10th.)

The U. S. and the Soviet Union may be moving closer to
a treaty on space exploration. The treaty would extend
international laws to space, prohibit weapons of mass destrue-
ticm in orbit and on the moon, and require that celestial
bodies be used only for peaceful purposes. A troublesome
point in negotiations until now bas been a Soviet request
that tracking facilities in all countries be usable equally by
all countries with satellites in orbit-a requirement which
would not be acceptable to many countries already involved
in bilateral tracking arrangements. The Soviet Union still
hopes that states will generally make facilities on their own
territory available “on a basis of equality?’ Unfortunately,
the presently envisioned space pact would not cover liability
for damages from or to space vehicles or assistance to astro-
nauts in distress, although it is hoped that a subsequent
treat y (or treaties) would cover these issues. (New York
!l%tes, October 6 and 9.)

Eugene Rabinowitch has received UNESCO’s Kalinga
prize for the popularization of science. Rabinowitch’s con-

(Continued on Page 6)

temptation to use chemical and biological weapons, the 22
initial signers of the letter to the President noted that:
“. . If we break down the barriers that bar the use of these
weapons, our enemies now or in the future, can turn our
own practices against us, with deadly effect. If we continue
further our present course, the situation may become ir-
retrievable, and the conviction may spread throughout the
world that ‘anything goes’ once war has begun.”

On the basis of “a (very limited) sampling, the CB weapons
letter and statement seems to have drawn mixed editorial
comment. The Washington Star reported (September 20th)
tba.t the plea was being studied by the White House. But
Defense Department officials said (New York Times, Sep-
tember 21st ) that there would be no relaxation of the Ameri-
can defoliation and crop-destruction program in South Vieti
nam.
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NEWS ITEMS
(Continuedfrom Page 6)

tributicms include his editorship over many years of the
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, and his leadership in the
Pugwash Conferences.

The Townes-Schawlow laser patent has been upheld by
the U.S. Court of Customs and Patent Appeals against
claims of primacy filed by Gordon Gould. The court ruled
that Gould had failed to prove either prior conception or
“reasonable diligence in reducing it to practice.” (Ph@c8
Today, September 1966.)

The United Nation’s Food and Agriculture organization
reported that last year’s worldwide fc+d production showed
no gain, while world population increased by about 70 miflion
—resulting in a decrease in avaif able food supplies of about
two percent per capita. But for gains registered in North
America and Western Europe, worldwide production would
have been reduced, and per capital production fell four oi-
five percent in underdeveloped areas of the world. (New
Yo+-k f%w, October 14.)

The controversy over who discovered element 102 and what
it should be named continues. Prof. G. N. Flerov of the
Soviet Academy of Sciences proposed m October 17th that
the element should be named Jcdium (af t.er Joliot.Cm.ie), on
the basis of the 1961 Dubna studies. Previous discoveries
of the element (or an isotope of it) were claimed cm the
basis of results achieved at Stockholm in 1957, Berkeley in
1958, and Moscow in 1958. The element was first called
Nobellium (after Nobel). It appears that many scientists
are playing it safe and referring only b “element 10Z.J,
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