June 28, 1946

Russian newspapers and magazines and not an American
scientific periodical.

As to the contention that our letter does not con-
tribute to the friendship of the United States and the
Soviet Union, we are strongly convinced that the friend-
ship between two great nations cannot be built on the
basis of misrepresentations and appeasement of tyrants.
Munich showed us the futility of such a cowardly policy.
The thesis that everybody who is criticizing the Soviet
Government or even its certain policies is an enemy of
the Russian people is well established in the USSR but
not necessarily in the United States, where public opinion
seems to understand that the Government and the people
of the Soviet Union are not synonymous, as is the case
in all totalitarian countries. It means also that the Rus-
sian people should not be held responsible for the erimes
of its Government. The purpose of our letters is to
stimulate public opinion against the slavery of science
in the Soviet Union, because we think that the freedom
of science is a prerequisite for the establishment of
normal international cooperation in that field and is
also a safeguard against the use of science for aggressive
war purposes. We know that we cannot please every-
body: the oppressors and the oppressed, the proponents
and opponents of the Soviet regime. Our choice is the
side of Russian people and not of its oppressors.

In conclusion, we venture to mention that even the in-
diseriminate use of quotation marks eannot change the
fact that we never said that we do not understand the
language of common Russian people. One has only to
read the last sentences of our letter to see that we re-
ferred simply to the comnstant and persistent misuse by
Soviet propagandists of suech- words as freedom, democ-
racy, ete. That such practice of many years in a totali-
tarian country, isolated by the iron curtain from the
outside world, ecan affect the minds of the people, espe-
cially of the younger generation, was abundantly demon-
strated by Hitler and hardly can be denied. And that
is why we mentioned that probably we and Dr. Zhebrak
talk different languages. N
’ VeapiMir C. AsMOUS
Arnold Arboretum, Harvard University

On Science and Government Subsidies

The discussion in Science of the proposed government
support of scientific research reveals that while some
scientists do not seem to realize the tragic deterioration
in the character of the U. S. Government, there are many
practical scientists who fully comprehend the facts in
the case. Thus, the letter from M. W. Weleh (Science,
1946, 103, 430) justly doubts the wisdom of enacting
questionable legislation without surrounding it with ade-
quate safeguards. Mr. Cohn, in the same issue (p. 430),
outlines a plan for the sound administration of such an
aet.

However, many of us who have had actual experience
in wartime government service both overseas and in
‘Washington have become hard-boiled cynies where altru-
istie planning and control by the Federal Government is
contemplated. Not only have we seen too much of in-
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competence, waste, and bureaucratic bungling, but also
we have learned to question the real motives of most
of the legislation publicized as being for ‘‘the public
welfare.’”” The Murray-Dingell-Wagner socialized medi-
cine bill, the Kilgore-Magnuson bill, the national school
lunch legislation, schemes for price control, anti-inflation,
Federal housing, farm subsidies, atomic energy control,
and what-have-you, all have as a common denominator
an ulterior purpose—increasing regimentation of the
American people, greater spending (and electing), and
more jobs for bureaucrats. (Thus, the ‘‘public health’’
act would require the employment of 300,000 more job-
holders.) ' )

To place American scientific research in a bureaucratie
straightjacket would greatly retard our own progress
while other nations forged ahead. When and if the
United States returns to its normal American form of
government, crushing taxes are reduced, and restrictions
and controls are removed from industry and agriculture,
there will be ample surplus funds available from the
incomes of genmerous American citizens and corporations
to support sound scientific research foundations serving
national needs with that independent efficiency found
only among free men.

American science, which has contributed largely to
making our United States the leader of the world, can
continue its vital services to mankind without any addi-
tional government subsidies or supervision.

STANLEY F. MORSE
Winter Park, Florida .

~ New Units for the Measurement of Radioactivity,

In Science, 1946, 103, 712, E. U. Condon and L. F.
Curtiss, representing the National Bureau of Standards
and at the suggestion of the Committee on Radioactivity
of the National Research Council, propose a new unit to
replace the curie to express the strength of radioactive
sources. They choose as the new unit 1,000,000 disin-
tegrations per second, to which they assign the name
‘‘rutherford.”’” A microrutherford would, therefore, be
one disintegration per second.

While it is true that the curie was originally adopted
in 1910 by the Congress of Radiology as a standard of
radon, its use was later extended to any other member
of the radium series in radioactive equilibrium with one
gram of radium element. Subsequently the curie has
been adopted as the unit of rate of disintegration of all
radioactive elements. The accepted value is 3.7 x 10%°
per second. While there has been some disagreement over
this value, this is in no way the fault of the unit but lies
rather in the inaccuracy of its physical measurement. A
gram of radium in the form of a salt can be purified and
weighed with an aceuracy far exceeding that of any exist-
ing method of radioactive measurement.

The adoption of a mnew unit will not improve the
methods of measurement or enhance the accuracy of the
data. Hence, if it does not give added convenience, it
seems to have no advantage and will simply lead to un-
fortunate confusion. The fact that the magnitude of
the unit is unhappily chosen may be seen by consulting
the values given in terms of curies, millicuries, and miero-




