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Science in the News

The Republican Convention:
Nixon’s “Progressive Conservatism”
More Progressive than Conservative

The Republican convention, like the
Democratic, reflected the emergence of
science and technology in national poli-
tics. Like the Democrats, the Republi-
cans, for the first time, wrote into the
party. platform a pledge of continuing
federal support for scientific research.
Again the important news is not in the
platform promises or in the routine
references to the importance of science
which appeared in so many of the
speeches, but in the attitude of the
candidate. And Nixon’s attitude, like
Kennedy’s, is that the federal govern-
ment should be spending more money
on science and much more on pro-
grams to produce more well-trained
scientists.

There are sharp differences between
the two men, but in the areas of science
and particularly education there is at
least a basic common agreement. The
agreement stems, if from nothing else,
from the strong awareness of both men
of the emergence of science as a major
component of a nation’s power and
prestige, and the consequent aware-
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ness not only of the importance of
federal support of science, but of fed-
eral support of programs to develop
scientific talent. Nixon has gone out of
his way to make it as clear as he can,
short of outright criticism of Eisen~
hower, that he believes that, particular-
ly in the area of programs affecting
national security, the Eisenhower ad-
ministration has tended to think too
much in terms of how much we can
cut the budget and not enough of how
much we should be doing. And as noted
above, Nixon, like Kennedy, has
recognized science and education as
areas with a direct effect on national
security.

Nixon, so far at least, seems to be
thinking of expanded research in more
limited terms than Kennedy: he is in-
clined, by his personal beliefs and by
his commitments as a Republican can-
didate, to think of spending less than
the Democrats, and he seems to be con-
centrating his attention, more than
Kennedy, on programs of obvious
practical value, particularly defense re-
search and development and the space
program with its important propaganda
value.

On education, again reflecting his
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personal and his party inclination to
keep the role of the federal government
smaller than Kennedy and the Demo-
crats would be inclined to do, Nixon
would spend less over-all than Ken-
nedy, and again would tend to con-
centrate on areas of special importance
in the area of national security. He
would spend more than Kennedy, pro-
portionately, on support for the gifted
student as opposed to the average
student; more, again proportionately, on
aid at the college and post-graduate
levels as opposed to aid to the public
school systems.

In absolute terms, he may well be
inclined to spend as much, or nearly
as much, money as Kennedy on aid to
the most promising students, but it is
probably politically impossible to do a
great deal for the gifted student while
ignoring the average student. A big aid
program for scientific education there-
fore implies at least a moderately big
program of general aid to education.

Nixon vigorously supports federal aid
to school construction, but not aid for
teachers” salaries, although he has
hedged a little on this by saying he is
opposed to “direct” aid to salaries,
which seems to leave open the possi-
bility of indirect aid. Like Kennedy, he
supports a greatly expanded federal
student loan and scholarship program,
and expansion of programs to help
colleges build not only dormitories, as
presently authorized, but laboratories
and other non-revenue-producing build-
ings as well. On the other hand, he re-
jects the Democrats’ belief that the
federal government should accept con-
tinuing responsibility for the public
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school system. He says that the re-
sponsibility is and should be with local
government, that the federal govern-
ment should back only limited term
programs—to meet, for example, the
present classroom shortage—and that
this aid should be distributed primarily
on the basis of need.

Whatever Kennedy’s private feelings,
as the Democratic candidate he is ob-
ligated to support both a very big pro-
gram and a program that pays a good
deal of attention to. general social wel-
fare. Like Kennedy, Nixon has certain
party commitments, and as a Republi-
can the most important of these is to
avoid a very fast rise in the level of
federal spending. This means that
Nixon would probably be unable, al-
though perhaps not unwilling, to back
as big education and scientific research
programs as the Democrats. But with
all this, the difference between Nixon
and Kennedy is probably less in the
fields of education and science than in
most other areas.

Nixon’s Staff

Nixon’s staff, like Kennedy’s, tends
to be made up of younger men with
some of the key figures in their thirties,
hardly anyone in his fifties. Like Ken-
nedy’s people, those concerned with
policy are plainly well educated and
smart. There are fewer professors than
are closely associated with Kennedy,
and the lawyers, who tend to make up
the hard core of most political staffs,
are more likely to be from Wall Street
than from the faculty of Harvard Law
School. But the contrast between Nixon
and Eisenhower is sharper than that
between Nixon and Kennedy.

There is comparatively little repre-
sentation in the group around Nixon
of the corporation presidents and board
chairmen that Eisenhower has always
chosen as his closest companions. There
are many more, whether from the uni-
versities or outside, who might properly
be tagged intellectuals. His full-time
staff includes two professors of govern-
ment (Charles Lichenstein of Notre
Dame and George Grassmuck of Mich-
igan) and Stanley McCaffery, vice presi-
dent of the University of California.
But there is no Nixon brain trust in the
sense that there is a Kennedy brain
trust: there is no one in Nixon’s circle
who gives the impression of having as
strong a say on policy matters as some
of Kennedy’s associates, such as Archi-
bald Cox on labor and J. Kenneth
Galbraith on over-all economic policy.
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Nixon and the Presidency

There is the clear assumption in both
the Kennedy and the Nixon camps that
the next president, whoever it is, must
be a far more active, vigorous leader
than Eisenhower has been. Both share
the view, held by almost everyone in
Washington, including at least some of
the members of Eisenhower’s own staff,
that the most obvious shortcoming of
the Eisenhower administration has been
the lack of vigorous leadership at the
presidential level.

Yet Nixon’s conception of active
presidential leadership contrasts sharply
with Kennedy’s (and with Rocke-
feller’s). Like the absence in his or-
ganization of the sort of brain trust
associated with Kennedy or Rocke-
feller, his conception of the presidency
presumably reflects the Vice President’s
basic attitudes.

Kennedy and Rockefeller, both ad-
mirers of Franklin Roosevelt, see the
presidency as the place of national
leadership: that is, as an office which
can be used to alter substantially the
outlook and attitudes of American
society. Nixon’s attitude appears to be
quite different. He does not, like Ken-
nedy or Rockefeller, feel the need for
something like another New Deal. The
weaknesses he sees in the Eisenhower
administration seem to be less a matter
of its pursuing wrong basic policies
than of its failure to push its generally
correct policies with sufficient vigor. He
sees the role of the presidency more in
terms of vigorous leadership within his
administration and within his party
than Kennedy and Rockefeller do. Al-
though unquestionably a representative
of the liberal wing of his party, Nixon
is a conservative by contrast with Ken-
nedy or Rockefeller. He is a man ready
to spend more money than Eisenhower,
and he is less concerned with a balanced
budget. But he is in no rush to intro-
duce a wave of big new programs es-
pecially if, as such programs usually
do, they add up to a really substantial
increase in the federal budget and re-
quire substantial tax increases.

This attitude suggests why there is
no Nixon brain trust: His self-described
position as a “progressive conservative”
is, by the standards of his party, much
more progressive than conservative. But
he remains a man, so far as he has
allowed his feelings to be known, who
seems basically satisfied with present
policies, or with an expansion and de-
velopment of present policies. He does
not feel a great need to put people to

work as a brain trust to think up new
programs he does not believe are neces-
sary, or to develop proposals for greatly
expanding the influence of the federal
government, which he would oppose as
an undesirable trend. He quite natural-
ly, as noted above, sees the need for a
man in the presidency who can work
within his party and his administration
for a more vigorous prosecution of ac-
cepted policies rather than the need
Kennedy sees for a broader appeal to
win support for policies which are new,
not accepted, and indeed certain to en-
counter violent opposition.

Nixon and the Intellectuals

Nixon’s relationship with the aca-
demic world is affected, of course, by
the simple fact that the bulk of the
academic people who would be most
useful in the campaign are cut off from
him. One of the best known intellectual
figures associated with the Eisenhower
administration estimates that at least 80
percent or more of the country’s better
known historians and economists are
Democrats. The proportion of Demo-
crats among the best known law profes-
sors and scientists is probably lower,
but not too far behind. The fields in
which the Republicans command the
bulk of the academic support, notably
among the faculties of engineering and
business schools, are fields which are
less pertinent to the needs of a candi-
date for policy advisers and speech
writers.

Yet Nixon’s academic support is far
from insignificant. Next week the or-
ganization of a committee of intellec-
tuals for Nixon will be announced,
probably to be headed by Arthur F.
Burns, president of the National Bureau
of Economic Research and Eisenhower’s
former economic adviser; Lon Fuller,
under whom Nixon studied at the Duke
University Law School and now pro-
fessor of jurisprudence at Harvard
Law School; and George Berry, dean
of the Harvard School of Medicine.
Others closely associated with Nixon
are William Yandell Elliott, chairman
of the Harvard department of govern-
ment, who accompanied Nixon on his
trip to Russia; physicist Joseph Kaplan
of UCLA, who was chairman of the
International Geophysical Year pro-
gram, an adviser in scientific matters;
and Raymond Saulnier, chairman of the
Council of Economic Advisers. But, im-
pressive as this partial list may be,
it defines a comparatively small group
compared with the long list of national-
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ly known academic figures who have
publicly associated themselves with the
Democrats.

The Republicans, naturally, would
like to avoid the impression that all the
brains of the country are for the Demo-
crats. In 1956 they organized CASE,
the Committee of the Arts and Sciences
for Eisenhower, but its list of names
tended to be dominated, so far as
publicity value was concerned, by Irene
Dunne and Adolph Menjou. The Re-
publicans, in the new committee, will
avoid a repetition of this. The effort will
‘be to show that the thinking men can
support Nixon, and the Hollywood
stars, this year, will not be on the list.
Another step has been the encourage-
ment by the Nixon staff of the Saturday
Evening Post, which supports Nixon,
in its plans for an article on Nixon’s
intellectual support.

Formal committees of intellectuals,
whether they are formed by the Demo-
crats or the Republicans, are created
almost entirely for their publicity value.
Beyond this, Nixon has been working
to establish relationships with people
who can be useful as policy advisers,
researchers, and speech writers. Nixon
and his staff say that he has been his

’

own speech writer and his own policy -

maker, and they suggest that in general
Nixon is his own man more than Ken-
nedy, who has relied more on outside
help for speeches and ideas. Yet as
the campaign develops Nixon too will

have to rely more on outside help. He

needs to talk about more things than
he can have first-hand knowledge of.
As ‘Adlai Stevenson discovered, a poli-
tician simply doesn’t have time to write
all the speeches he needs for a cam-
paign if he is to have enough time
- and energy to deliver them. Thus James
Shepley, Time-Life’s chief of . corres-
pondents, who has taken leave to join
Nixon’s staff, has lately undertaken a
role somewhat similar to that of Ted
Sorenson in the Kennedy camp. Like
Sorenson he has been active in estab-
lishing initial contact with intellectuals
who might be useful in the campaign.
Such contacts, if successful, are likely
to lead to an invitation to attend one
of the Sunday afternoon talk sessions
the Vice-President has been holding
with people whose ideas and insights
promise to be valuable. '

Nixon’s comparative lack of access

to top academic people is balanced by
the ready access that he, as Vice-Presi-
dent, has to people within the Adminis-
tration. He has apparently made good
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" some appointed,

use of, and been influenced by, his
contacts with such liberal-minded mem-
bers of the cabinet as Labor Secretary
Mitchell and Attorney General Rogers,
as well as with a number of officials,
some career civil
service, below the cabinet rank. Mitch-
ell, for example, is believed to have
influenced Nixon’s stand in opposition
to the so-called right-to-work laws, and
Rogers is believed to be partially re-
sponsible for Nixon’s strong commit-
ments on civil rights.

Politics and Brain Trusts

People close to Nixon describe him
as a “brainpicker”: a man who is eager
to talk to anyone who might have use-
ful knowledge or ideas, but whose
policies are clearly his own, rather than
those of his advisers. They see a sharp
contrast in this compared to Kennedy,
and there is certainly a difference be-
tween the two. As was noted above, no
one around Nixon gives the impression
of having as strong a say on policy
questions as some of Kennedy’s as-
sociates. Whether this represents any
weakness in Kennedy or special strength
in Nixon is open to question. It may
be that in reaction to Eisenhower’s
tendency to delegate his powers Nixon
tries to control things more tightly than
it is really efficient for one man to do.
It is also true, as noted earlier, that
Nixon, being more conservative than
Kennedy, does not feel a similar need
for a brain trust to help explore new
policies for him.

There is nevertheless a sense of regret
in the Nixon camp that the bulk of the
best known academic names are on the
other side. Because of the difference in
outlook, they may not be sorry that
Galbraith and Schlesinger are against
Nixon, but they are certainly sorry that
there are not more Burnses and Fullers
to be for Nixon. But the Nixon people
hope to turn the Kennedy brain trust
to their own advantage. Nixon and
other top Republicans have already
started expressing their dismay that the
party of Woodrow Wilson and Roose-
velt should have become the party of
Galbraith and Schlesinger and Bowles.
There is actually a good deal of mutual
respect between the two camps. But as
the Democrats will, for campaign pur-
poses, attempt to belittle Nixon in com-
parison with Eisenhower, so the Re-

publicans will attempt to picture Ken-.

nedy as an immature young man whose
administration would be dominated by
his radical advisers.—H.M.

Morse Appointed to

“Science” Editorial Board

It is a pleasure to announce the ap-
pointment of the distinguished research
physicist Philip McCord Morse to the
editorial board of Science. After gradu-
ation from the Case School of Applied
Science (now the Case Institute of Tech-
nology), Morse took his master’s and
doctoral degrees at Princeton Univer-
sity. He continued at Princeton as an
instructor in 1929-30. In 1930-31 he
was a Rockefeller international fellow
for study in Munich with Arnold Sum-
merfield and at Cambridge with N. F.
Mott and H. W. S. Massey. Upon his
return to the United States in 1932 he
became an assistant professor of physics
at Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy, where he has continued his ca-

reer except for leaves of absence for

special tasks during and after World
War II. He became an associate pro-
fessor in 1934, a professor in 1937, and
director of the MIT Computation Cen-
ter in 1956. He continues to hold this

‘last post and, in addition, is director of

the MIT Operations Research Center,-
a position which he assumed in 1958.
Morse’s early researches were divid-
ed between the field of the quantum
mechanics of atomic collisions, with
applications to gas discharges, and the
field of acoustics. Later he became in-
terested in operations research (see be-
low) and computation. His most recent
research work has been on electronic
wave functions in metallic crystals and
on linear acoustic theory. To some ex-
tent his range of research interests is
reflected in the books or monographs
he has authored or coauthored: Quan-
tum Mechanics (with E. U. Condon),
1929; Vibration and Sound, 1936 (re-
vised edition, 1946); Methods of Oper-
ational Research (with G. E. Kimball),
1950; Methods of Theoretical Physics,
1953; and Queues, Inventories, and
Maintenance, 1958.
. Morse has served the nation in num-
erous administrative and organizing
capacities. After a brief stint at the
Radiation Laboratory at MIT in 1939,
he became chairman of a committee
that was set up by the National Re-
search Council to determine means of
sound control and ways to reduce noise
and vibration in military aircraft. He
continued in this post until 1944 but
also was pressed into service from 1939 -
to 1942 as director of a Navy project,
which was administered by the National
Defense Research Council, directed to
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