financial assistance a sufficient induce-
ment to proceed with expensive reactor
development on a sizable scale? The an-
swer seems to be a qualified “yes.”

Obsolescence Feared

Reports from Europe have indicated
that many producers of electric power
were reluctant to invest large sums in
types of reactors that might be surpassed
in efficiency in a short time. This re-
luctance, along with other factors—for
example, the changes in the European
power-supply situation since Euratom
was conceived, during the oil shortage
coincident with the Suez crisis—has
threatened to upset the schedule origi-
nally devised for European nuclear de-
velopment. The Euratom pact, an
“agreement for cooperation,” provides
that the proposed reactors should be in
operation by 31 December 1963. Under
provisions of an exemption, completion
of two reactors may be deferred until
1965.

According to this time schedule, if
there is follow-through on all five letters
of intention, there should be at least
three power reactors in operation in
Europe by the beginning of 1964. It re-
mains to be seen whether this amount
of activity will be sufficient to convince
American legislators that financial aid
for the Euratom program should be con-
tinued and expanded. Recently, the
Joint  Congressional Committee on
Atomic Energy proposed that there be
a substantial slowing down of U.S. aid
to the research and development aspect
of the program, on the grounds that
Euratom has fallen behind schedule.
How the committee will view the receipt
of the five letters of intention, as an in-
dex of European interest in the total
program, is yet to be seen. A critical
test will come in September when defi-
nite, obligated projects, rather than let-
ters of intention, will be called for by
the Euratom administrators.

National Science Foundation’s
Budget Cut by House

The House of Representatives cut $17
million from the National Science
Foundation’s requested budget of $160
million for fiscal year 1960. The cut,
which may be partially restored by the
Senate, leaves the foundation with $143
million—an insufficient amount, accord-
ing to the director, Alan T. Waterman,
to ensure adequate government support
for basic scientific research. The foun-
dation had originally requested $206
million, but the Bureau of the Budget
lopped off $46 million in line with the
Administration’s  balanced-budget pol-
icy.
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On the House floor almost no debate
followed the introduction of the Appro-
priations Committee recommendations,
and no member of the House urged that
the sizable cut be restored. The mem-
bers simply approved the committee’s
action. Apparently, there was general
agreement with Representative Joe L.
Evins (D-Tenn.) of the Appropriations
Committee when he said, “The com-
mittee is impressed by the importance
of science in the modern world, but it
does not believe we should issue a blank
check to the Foundation. An increase of
$9 million over the funds provided last
year should provide a substantial in-
crease in NSF activities.”

The House cut left some programs of
the foundation intact, with appropria-
tions at the level deemed necessary by
NSF officials. Among the programs that
might have to be curtailed if the cuts
remain, according to Waterman, are re-
search studies on weather modification,
plans to continue and enlarge programs
for translating Russian scientific works,
and proposals to support a larger per-
centage of the research projects that are
submitted to the foundation each year.
The effect of the cut will be particularly
serious in this last area, foundation offi-
cials say. The $60.5 million approved by
the House for these basic research grants
is, according to the director, “inadequate
to meet the Foundation’s objective.”

Other House Action

In other budgetary developments, the
same House Appropriations Committee
approved $17.25 million for research and
technical services at the National Bu-
reau of Standards. This is an increase of
about $5 million over last year’s authori-
zation. These funds will allow the bureau
to buy six new field stations that are now
operated under lease and to build an-
other wing at its Boulder, Colo., station.

Another division of the Commerce
Department, the Weather Bureau, re-
ceived $49.85 million from the House
committee to support its activities in
fiscal 1960. Last year’s figure was $45.24
million. These funds were authorized
with the stipulation that 24-hour weather
station operations at major airports be
restored. During the past two years the
bureau has had to cut down on weather
services at 51 airports around the coun-
try. With the funds authorized by the
committee, around-the-clock service will
be resumed at 13 of these stations.

The House’s action on these budgetary
matters is only the first round for the
various federal agencies involved. The
cuts and the increases must be passed on
by the Senate, and the actions of House
and Senate, if different, must be recon-
ciled before the final money authoriza-
tions are made. In its appropriations for

science and technology the Senate tends
to be a little more generous than the
House. Because there has been no par-
ticular criticism of the House action by
members of the Senate, there is reason
to believe that there will be no drastic
revisions of the various appropriations
when the Senate acts.

Australian Academy of Science

Scientists in various fields of interna-
tional ‘scientific endeavor will have ob-
served that Australia has been repre-
sented by the Australian Academy of
Science in arrangements for participa-
tion in the International Geophysical
Year, for the Symposium on the Chem-
istry of Natural Products in Australia in
1960, for the specialist Conference on
Haematin Enzymes in September 1959,
and for activities of the Pacific Science
Association and Pan Indian Ocean Sci-
ence Association.

The Australian Academy of Science
is a relatively recent establishment. Prior
to 1954 Australian science had been rep-
resented in international activities by the
Australian National Research Council.
This council, which was formed in 1919,
particularly to provide for Australia’s
participation in the International Re-
search Council, acted for many years as
the top representative body of science in
Australia. Many Americans will recall
the activities of the council, perhaps
chiefly in connection with its participa-
tion in Pacific Science Association af-
fairs and for its long and successful pro-
gram of anthropological research.

Over the years the National Research
Council had widened its membership to
include leaders in the social sciences as
well as in the natural sciences. By 1951
there was a strong feeling that the natu-
ral sciences needed a body of men, dis-
tinguished in their respective fields, to
foster the pursuit of the natural sciences
in Australia and to represent Australia
in the increasing international activities.
The social scientists were also ready to
form a separate organization, now known
as the Social Science Research Council.

The Australian National Research
Council agreed to the suggestion that
two entirely new bodies should be
formed and that the old Research Coun-
cil should be disbanded. The initiative
in the natural sciences was taken by a
group of 12 fellows of the Royal Society
of London, resident in Australia, who in-
vited 11 other scientists of high standing
to join them. These scientists became
the Foundation Fellows of the Austra-
lian Academy of Science and received a
sympathetic hearing from the Prime
Minister, the Right Honorable R. G.
Menzies, who promised financial support
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