for work in a
controlled
atmosphere

BLICKMAN

VACUUM DRY BOX

Designed for safe handling of
radio-isotopes, reactor fuel con-
taining Plutonium or U233 and
other hazardous substances. With
air-lock, it can be sealed to create
a vacuum. Fabricated of stainless
steel plate—34" long x 26” high x
24” wide at base. Air-lock meas-
ures 18” x 12”. Send for Techni-
cal Bulletin A-2.

FOR SAFE HANDLING OF
RADIOACTIVE MATERIALS

sLickman FUME HOOD

Originally designed and devel-
oped for the AEC, this Fume
Hood assures maximum safety in
the handling of radioactive ma-
terials and radioactive isotopes.
Sturdy 14-gauge stainless steel,
round corner construction pro-
vides long life...easy cleaning and
decontamination. Send for Tech-
nical Bulletin E-3. S. Blickman,
Inc., 690y Gregory Avenue, Wee-
hawken, N. J.

BLICKMAN
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Letters

Darwin and Pandora’s Box

A report on evolution by T. Dob-
zhansky [Science 127, 1091 (1958)] dis-
cusses the persistence of popular interest
in this subject. Dobzhansky cited evi-
dence from his own experience that, in
the 100 years since Darwin announced
his views, interest in evolution had
spread all over the world, from Punta
Arenas to the Egyptian desert. In the
reference article, Dobzhansky concluded
that evolution had as one of its conse-
quences the extinction of all species.
That is, for the species, the steps of evo-
lution, existence, and extinction parallel
the birth, life, and death of the indi-
vidual. He states that “no biological law
can be relied upon to insure that our
species will continue to prosper, or in-
deed that it will continue to exist.”

The conclusion should be considered
in the light of the impact on human be-
havior of our knowledge of human mor-
tality. The fact that the increased intel-
ligence of Homo sapiens led to a
knowledge of the inevitability of death
is an element of anthropology. Carleton
S. Coon treats this subject in terms of
the myth of Pandora’s box. As part of
the search for knowledge, the box was
opened, and knowledge of death came
out. “One way, and one way only, per-
mitted man to retain his peak efficiency
with this problem on his mind—the be-
lief in life after death” [The Story of
Man (Knopf, New York, 1954), page
67].

One form that this belief has taken
has been a reliance on immortality
through one’s descendents—through the
persistence of the species. Yet one con-
sequence of the understanding gained
from our concept of evolution is the
knowledge that species become extinct—
not just occasional species, as an odd in-
cident, but all species, inevitably, as part
of the order of things. Dobzhansky says:
“Man has gained some knowledge which
is a basis for hope that the problem of
the ultimate extinction of Homo sapiens
is not impossible of solution.” Even so
the wise men of prehistory who first per-
ceived the universality of individual
mortality must have hoped to find a way
to avoid its personal application.

Popular interest in the findings of as-
tronomers since Copernicus and of biolo-
gists since Darwin has focused on the
question: “Is our planet or our species,
by some exceptional chance, immortal?”
Isaac Asimov says, in considering the
wellspring of science fiction, “There
used to be the consolation that even
though we, as individuals, might die,
life would continue, spring would come,
flowers would bud. But now we have
brought ourselves to such a pass that we

wonder whether the planet itself might
not die with us.” [R. Bretnor, Ed., Mod-
ern Science Fiction: Its Meaning and
Its  Future, (Coward-McCann, New
York, 1953), p. 188]. And in point of
fact, extinction of our species can, on
probability, be expected much sooner
than annihilation of our planet.

Homo sapiens has had less than a cen-
tury to adjust to the concept of species
mortality that came from the Pandora’s
box opened by Darwin. Man’s search for
a way “to retain his peak efficiency with
this problem on his mind” continues,
from Punta Arenas to the Egyptian
desert.

H. K. LivinesToN
Wilmington, Delaware

Publication versus Communication

A recent editorial, “Journal publica-
tion in microform” [Science 127, 1145
(1958)] reminds us that science per se
did not exist until communication was
established among scientists. One of the
most effective methods of communica-
tion was publication.

Publishing, or making public, brought
with it a variety of problems. One of
these, the productivity of scholars, is
old (I); the other, editorial reduction
of manuscripts, is relatively new (2). In
fact, the editor was originally the pub-
lisher. The word is derived from editus,
past participle of edere, to give out, put
forth, publish. (Editeur, appearing as
part of the title page in French books,
still is used to designate the publisher).
Originally, scholars wrote their manu-
scripts and brought them to printers,
and the printers then published and sold
them. The role of the editor of today is a
refinement of this earlier and simpler
process.

As a result of editorial selectivity,
communication, “the blood-stream of
science,” is, in many cases, being slowed
so greatly that cyanosis is apparent. In
my own field, that of psychology, the
overcrowding of journals with manu-
scripts suitable for publication has re-
sulted in (i) a two-year publication lag;
(ii) requests to condense manuscripts to
a single page for publication; (iii) an
elimination of all historical or theoreti-
cal material from papers intended for
publication even as monographs; (iv)
editorial fiats regarding the reduction
of reference lists by 90 per cent. I have
experienced all these restrictions.

Indeed, the situation has become so
serious that communication often seems
to actually be impaired by publication.
The patient (science) can see one of
his members (psychology) turning blue
now if he looks. Possibly other parts are
similarly affected.

A substantiating complaint comes
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