
Underground Test Error 

On 6 March the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission issued a report on the under- 
ground nuclear shot exploded in Nevada 
on 19 September. The report contained 
inaccurate information about the distance 
at which the test had been detected 
[Science 126, 200 (2 Aug. 1957)]. The 
release said "the off-site movement" was 
slight and the "maximum distance" at 
which the earth waves of the shock were 
recorded was about 250 air miles away. 
In contradiction to this statement, Har- 
old Stassen had told a Senate Disarma- 
ment Subcommittee hearing on 28 Feb- 
ruary that the "very small nuclear shot 
that was put out underground in last 
year's test was recorded on every seismic 
instrument within 1000 miles." 

Correction. According to a later ex- 
planation by the AEC, "a news corre- 
spondent on 7 March called" to check 
on the distance at which the shot was 
detected. The correspondent, I. F. Stone, 
describes in his Weekly (17 and 24 
March issues) how he checked New 
York Times reports of last September 
that the test was recorded in Toronto 
and Rome. He called the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey and obtained a "list of 
19 seismic stations in the U.S. and 
Canada . . . which are definitely known 
to have recorded the underground test," 
and asked the AEC for an explanation. 

On 10 March the AEC issued a cor- 
rection that said: "Seismological sta- 
tions . . . as far away as College (near 
Fairbanks), Alaska, about 2320 miles 
from the shot mesa, recorded the earth 
waves." Sen. Hubert H. Humphrey, 
chairman of the Senate Disarmament 
Subcommittee, stressed the significance 
of the correction in a statement on 11 
March and noted that his subcommittee 
and "other observers" had brought the 
error to the AEC's attention. He referred 
to what Stassen had said about the dis- 
tance at which the test was detected and 
commented that the AEC's statements 
gave "the impression that scientific facts 
are being used by someone to prove a 
political point, a dangerous concept to 
perpetuate in our effort to work out effec- 
tive arms control agreements." 

In a special hearing on 15 March, AEC 
Commissioner Willard F. Libby ex- 
plained to the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy that "the error was en- 
tirely inadvertent." He repeated this in 
a letter to Sen. Humphrey dated 12 
March and went on to point out that it 
was not yet clear "whether a non-alerted 
station hundreds or thousands of miles 
distant could detect an earth disturbance 
and identify it as having been caused by 
a nuclear detonation." Libby explained 
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correction." However, Chairman Dur- 
ham of the Joint Committee recalled at 
the 15 March hearing that AEC officials 
had told the Joint Committee in closed 
hearings in January that the shot had 
been recorded in Alaska. The AEC's ex- 
planation about how the error occurred 
in the 6 March release was summarized 
in the New York Times on 16 March. 

FAS statement. The Federation of 
American Scientists' Executive Commit- 
tee, in a public statement on 20 March, 
criticized the AEC for failure to provide 
"complete and frank reporting of the sci- 
entific facts which must form the basis 
for any well informed view on disarma- 
ment policy. Decisions on matters of na- 
tional policy must ultimately rest in the 
hands of citizens, and it is the duty of 
responsible officials to ensure that all the 
relevant facts are made available to the 
public." 

The FAS release noted that "the re- 
cent episode does not stand alone." It 
said the AEC has placed an "optimistic 
interpretation" on fallout data and that 
the information it has given to the pub- 
lic in this area has been "incomplete 
and, by emphasis or omission, mislead- 
ing." In the case of fallout, as in "the 
tardy disclosure about the distance of the 
detection of last September's test explo- 
sion, the AEC has been willing to make 
complete data available only under the 
pressure of outside scrutiny by non-gov- 
ernmental experts." The committee 
pointed out that United States agree- 
ment to a nuclear test suspension "has 
undoubtedly been delayed by apprehen- 
sion in many quarters, growing out of 
uncertainty regarding the detectability 
of nuclear weapons tests-even though 
non-governmental experts have repeat- 
edly stated that a test ban could be ade- 
quately inspected with existing tech- 
niques. 

"The Administration has in the past 
relied heavily for its advice upon a lim- 
ited group of scientists in its own em- 
ploy. ... It is imperative that in the 
future the Administration draw upon a 
more broadly representative group of sci- 
entists for its advice, and that scientists 
not intimately associated with large-scale 
government programs be included." 

AEC lack of candor. A 13-page report, 
charging that "the AEC's evaluation of 
the fallout hazard has not been based on 
the standards of objectivity and candor 
that are customary in scientific matters," 
was released on 19 March by the Na- 
tional Committee for a Sane Nuclear 
Policy. The report quotes extensively 
from AEC documents to support its con- 
tention, analyzing in each case the inter- 
pretation placed by the AEC on the sci- 
entific data known at the time. The 
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which most minimizes the expected haz- 
ard from fallout radiation) and that the 
AEC has altered this position only under 
the pressure of outside scrutiny and at- 
tack." 

The National Committee for a Sane 
Nuclear Policy is co-chaired by Saturday 
Review editor Norman Cousins and by 
Clarence Pickett, long active with the 
American Friends Service Committee. 
Present FAS Vice-Chairman Wolfe and 
former Chairman Charles Price serve 
with Norman Thomas, Clark Eichel- 
berger, and others on the 16-man Execu- 
tive Committee. Copies of the report are 
available from Trevor Thomas, Execu- 
tive Secretary, NCSNP, 202 E. 44 St., 
New York 17, N.Y. 

Immigration of 
Professional Workers 

Almost 60,000 immigrants classified 
as professional, technical, and kindred 
workers entered the United States for 
permanent residence during fiscal years 
1953 through 1956 (July 1952 to June 
1956), constituting slightly more than 6 
percent of the 900,000 total immigration 
for those years. Some 12,600 of the pro- 
fessional workers were engineers or nat- 
ural scientists. The number of the immi- 
grants in the professional group increased 
annually from 13,000 in 1953 to 19,000 
in 1956, although the rate of increase 
was not as great as that for all immi- 
grants. Only a small proportion, about 7 
percent, of all professional workers en- 
tered the country with a first-preference 
quota visa, which is authorized to per- 
sons of specialized skills whose services 
are urgently needed in this country. This 
information is contained in a report re- 
leased last month by the National Sci- 
ence Foundation entitled Immigration 
of Professional Workers to the United 
States-1953-1956. 

Engineers constituted the largest occu- 
pational segment of the 60,000 in the 
group of professional immigrants; nurses 
were second; and teachers of all kinds 
below college level, third. Physicians and 
surgeons were fourth, and natural scien- 
tists, fifth. The separate occupations of 
technicians, such as designers, draftsmen, 
and radio operators, each represented a 
small proportion of the total, but when 
counted together outnumbered the teach- 
ers. 

More than 40 percent of the profes- 
sional group came directly from Europe 
in the 4-year period, with the United 
Kingdom and Germany providing the 
largest numbers. Canada, however, out- 
numbered any European country as a 
source of immigrants in this group, al- 
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