The frequent occurrence of mud de-
posits around the advancing margins of
modern deltas and the very infrequent
occurrence of ancient shales considered
to be deltaic suggests that some or many
ancient deltas may not have been recog-
nized. The characteristics found in the
sediments around the margin of the
Mississippi and other great deltas should
prove helpful in recognizing such de-
posits among rock formations. Similarly,
the various types of calcareous deposits
found on the shelves and banks of the
world are providing means for deter-
mining the conditions under which the
limestones now on the continents were
deposited.

In concluding, it should be empha-
sized that the study of recent sediments
can at best provide some useful clues
which help us to interpret the past.
The thoroughgoing field examination of
stratigraphic relationships will still be
the most important method available to
the geologist.
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calls for testimony. On a number of oc-
easions, officials of these executive agen-
cies—for example, James Killian,
former presidential science adviser—
have refused to testify. This practice has
so angered many members of Congress
that they have seized on the Depart-
ment of Science bill as a means of solv-
ing their problem. If a Department of
Science is created, its officials, like those
of the other federal departments, will
have ample reason, because of the legal
and fiscal set-up, to be responsive to
Congress, which controls the purse
strings.

The idea. of establishing a commis-
sion_to study proposals for a Depart-
ment of Science came up early in con-
gressional hearings on a bill (S. 676) to
create such a department. The sugges-
tion was first advanced by spokesmen
for the Engineers Joint Council and
was later summed up by Wallace Brode,
Science Advisor to the Secretary of State
and retiring president of the AAAS
Brode said, “Two major decisions are
required, one as to whether a Depart-
ment of Science should be formed, and,
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second, as to the composition of such a
Department. A Commission of govern-
mental and nongovernmental experts in
science and nonscience areas, similar to
a Hoover Commission . . . , might con-
sider these problems, and especially the
second phase.”

This proposal, which had the support
of almost all of the witnesses at the
hearings (even that of some who were
opposed to establishment of a Depart-
ment of Science) was taken up by the
Senate committee and drafted into a
kill. Those who did not support the pro-
posal were the witnesses for the admin-
istration who had been opposed to the
Department of Science bill. The princi-
pal administration spokesmen were Alan
T. Waterman, director of the National
Science Foundation, and William F.
Finan, assistant director for manage-
ment and organization at the Bureau of
the Budget. Waterman suggested that
such a commission would be premature
in view of the fact that insufficient time
has passed to allow full evaluation of
new government agencies such as the
Federal Council for Science and Tech-
nology. He said that there should be a
trial period of 1 or 2 years for assess-
ment of the work of such agencies be-
fore any study preliminary to setting up
a new department is made. The Budget
Bureau’s spokesman offered two main
points in support of his opposition. First,
he stated that any new department
should be established around an appro-
priate “major purpose.” “Science and
technology,” he said, “cannot be said to
constitute a major purpose of Govern-
ment.” The second objection was based
on the Bureau’s belief that setting up a
commission would be a waste of time
and money because the case for a new

department would prove to be unten-

able.

These views did not sit well with the
committee. “The inevitable conclusion,”
the committee report states, ‘“‘was
reached that it is the desire of the pres-
ent administration to continue to center
within the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent all control over civilian science
operations.” The report ended with a
recommendation that a Department of
Science Commission, as called for in the
committee bill, be established.

The chances that such a commission
will be established are much better than
they normally would be, according to
observers, because of the supplemental
issue of congressional access to Execu-
tive information and personnel. If Sena-
tor Humphrey, who is known for his
zeal, succeeds in alerting his fellow
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members to the issue, the bill calling for
a Department of Science Commission
may be approved by both House and
Senate before the 86th Congress ad-
journs next year.

Radiation Study Delayed

A government study on radiation pro-
tection, described as “well under way”
on 3 April, has yet to be completed. Au-
thorities working on the study, which is
designed to determine how the govern-
ment can best be organized to monitor
{allout, have set no date for its comple-
tion. Participating in the study, which
President Eisenhower ordered, are three
top governmental officials—John A.
McCone, chairman of the Atomic En-
ergy Commission; Arthur Flemming,
Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare; and Maurice Stans, director of
the Budget Bureau.

One of the principal issues to be de-
cided is whether the major responsibility
for radiation protection should continue
to be exercised by the Atomic Energy
Commission or be transferred to the
Public Health Service, a unit of the De-
partment of Health, Education, and
Welfare. When the study is completed,
Stans, who is directing it, will submit
recommendations to the President for
organizing the governmental activities
for radiological protection.

New AAAS Newsletter

The first issue of a new AAAS bulle-
tin, titled Science Education News, was
distributed last month to members of
the scientific community. Publication of
the six-page bulletin, which is to be
issued quarterly, is an activity of the
Science Teaching Improvement Pre-
gram conducted by the association with
the support of the Carnegie Corpora-
tion.

Charlotte Colton of Washington, for-
merly associated with the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture, in the capacity of
science editor, has been appointed edi-
tor of the newsletter. She will be as-
sisted by an advisory board of contrib-
uting editors, representative of various
scientific societies. It is the present plan
of the advisory board to devote each
quarterly issue to a special phase of sci-
ence education. This first issue, however,
is more general in nature and includes
editorial statements written by the con-
tributing editors on the needs in science
education and the reasons why their re-

spective societies are involved in exten-
sive education programs. The fall issue
probably will be devoted to teacher-
education programs. Other topics sug-
gested for later issues are the use of
moving pictures and television, curricu-
lum studies, and visiting-lectureship pro-
grams. In addition to key articles on a
particular theme, each issue will contain
brief announcements and notices on sci-
ence education.

Immortals of Science

Final selection of the world’s 25 “Im-
mortals of Science,” whose names will
be permanently inscribed on the Science
Wall of Honor at the University of
Bridgeport, has been announced by
James H. Halsey, president of the uni-
versity. The names of the 25 scientists
selected will be permanently inscribed
on the limestone walls of the university’s
$1,400,000 Charles A. Dana Hall of Sci-
ence, now under construction. The build-
ing will be completed in January of
1960. .

Selected as “Immortals of Science”
and listed in chronological order are:
Hippocrates, 460-357 B.c.; Aristotle,
384-322 B.c.; Euclid, 330-275 B.c.; Ar-
chimedes, 287-212 =.c.; Leonardo da
Vinci, A.p. 1452-1519; Nicolaus Coper-
nicus, 1473-1543; Galileo Galilei, 1564—
1642; Johannes Kepler, 1571-1630; Sir
William Harvey, 1578-1657; René Des-
cartes, 1596-1650; Robert Boyle, 1627—
1691; Sir Isaac Newton, 1642-1727;
Joseph Priestley, 1733-1804; Antoine
Laurent Lavoisier, 1743-1794; XKarl
Friedrich Gauss, 1777-1855; and Mi-
chael Faraday, 1791-1867.

Also, Charles R. Darwin, 1809-1882;
Gregor J. Mendel, 1822-1884; Louis
Pasteur, 1822-1895; James C. Maxwell,
1831-1879; Robert Koch, 1843-1910;
Wilhelm K. Roentgen, 1845-1923; Max
K. E. L. Planck, 1858-1947; Marja Sklo-
dowska Curie, 1867-1934; and Lord
Ernest Rutherford, 1871-1937.

Newton polled the most votes in the
world-wide election; he was followed
closely by Pasteur. Galilei, Darwin, M.
Curie, Archimedes, Copernicus, Fara-
day, Mendel, and Aristotle complete the
list of the ten scientists who received the
most ballots.

The rules for making nominations for
the Science Wall of Honor specified that
recognition in all instances would be lim-
ited to accomplishments in the fields of
natural science—not in philosophy, his-
tory, or the social sciences. The scientist
must have made a fundamental discov-
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