Proposed Pay Raises for
Scientists in Government

None of the recent discussion of
the proposed pay increases for top-level
scientists in the federal service men-
tions either of two fundamental prob-
lems—whether it is possible to make
the salaries for these positions compet-
itive with salaries in private industry,
and whether it is desirable to make the
attempt.

The assumption that the upper sci-
entific positions in government service
can be made competitive merely by
raising salary scales 30 or 60 percent
ignores several rather important facts.
First, for private corporations, a sci-
entist’s salary is a business expense and
deductible from taxable income. If a
private firm hires a man away from the
government by paying him a few thou-
sand dollars more, the government
pays a healthy proportion of this by
way of lost corporation income tax.
For the larger industrial firms, where
the proportion of higher-paid scientists
to total staff is rather small, the extra
costs of keeping ahead of any salaries
the government may offer will be rela-
tively insignificant. Incidentally, for
those corporations which have research
contracts containing some elements of
a “cost plus” feature, increased salaries
for top people—demanded, as the
corporation will put it, by the govern-
ment’s salary increases—may be posi-
tively advantageous. And it seems un-
likely that the “research corporations”
whose business consists solely or largely
of government contracts—corporations
which to some extent were organized
to avoid government restrictions (with
the more or less tacit agreement of
government agency heads)—will sud-
denly become gentlemen and stop their
raiding of federal bureaus, boards, and
departments. Why should they?

The Administration proposals, far
from solving any of the problems of
filling top science positions, will only
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worsen those problems. Moreover, be-
yond a certain point—a point some-
where - below $20,000 per year, cer-
tainly—larger salaries are sought mere-
ly as evidence of, and means to, so-
cial status, prestige, or political power.
The maneuvering, bickering, back-bit-
ing, character assassination, and manip-
ulation of programs for personal ends
that makes up so much of the inner
life of larger corporations would,
through the Administration’s proposals,
be extended to new and relatively un-
touched areas. The effects on science
would hardly be good.

The second question is equally im-
portant. No one has argued that people
cannot do their work properly on a
salary of $18,000. The proposal that
such salaries be raised is made solely
for the purpose of solving some limited
personnel problems. But in June 1960
there were approximately 475,000 fed-
eral employees (GS-1 to GS-5) earning
less than the minimum that conserva-
tive social agencies consider necessary
for health and decent living. Now, as
your news writer says [Science 136,
861 (1962)], the Administration seeks,
as a matter of policy, to widen the gap
between bottom and top. Will there
be many volunteers for the task of de-
fending this proposal against the very
possible charge that it is indecent, un-
democratic, and un-American?

The problem of keeping good peo-
ple in top government positions is a
real one, but have alternative possible
approaches been thoroughly explored?
It may be that the Administration has
not exercised anything like all of its
real powers. With regard to the “re-
search corporations,” for example,
might not an Administration order
that contracts be awarded only when
the salaries involved had a stipulated
relation to the federal pay structure
have considerable effect? It may well
be, too, that we need to face now
a problem that is historically inevi-
table, that of limiting the higher sal-

aries paid by business corporations.
There is no natural law that says a
company vice president or counsel has
to get more than a government im-
munologist or research coordinator. It
is not necessarily good for society
that a race-track manager is paid more
than an editor of translated scientific
papers. This problem, of course, in-
volves far more than top science posi-
tions; it involves librarians, public
health workers, nurses, psychiatric hos-
pital workers, social workers, and
teachers, among others. More immedi-
ately, one would like to see some dis-
cussion of such relatively simple pro-
posals as the suggestion that the posi-
tion of government workers be im-
proved by exempting their salaries
from income taxes. There are undoubt-
edly other possibilities, but, for the
moment, it appears that the Congress-
men who are reluctant to pay anybody
more than they themselves get may be
right.

HeNrY Brack
Bibliographical Services,
Jamaica, New York

Ancient Greeks in Ireland?

The excellent article on Iran in a re-
cent issue of Science [136, 109 (1962)]
has prompted me to request assistance
from your staff or any member of the
Association.

I have somewhere mislaid a group of
references which indicated that ancient
Greeks at one time settled in Ireland
and thus constituted one of the ancestral
groups of the island.

Can you help me locate the original
references? Many thanks.

I. JacQuEs YETWIN
739 Liberty Street,
Springfield, Massachusetts

Research Is a Gamble

On reading “Medical research funds:
NIH path through Congress has devel-
oped troublesome bumps” [Science 137,
115 (1962)], it becomes evident that
Congress would like to subject medical
research budgets to a “long, hard look.”

In support of Shannon’s statement
that it is difficult to recruit personnel
who can exercise meaningful supervi-
sion, I suggest that this is not a problem
peculiar to government, and that in-

949



dustrial management cannot always re-
cruit—even with the weapons of more
generous salary and bonus arrange-
ments—the supervision over research
that is meaningful. This is implied by
the famous, humbling statement that
many of us involved in research ad-
ministration keep framed at our desks
—a statement by the late C. E. K.
Mees, long-time director of research of
Eastman Kodak Company.

Research is a gamble. It cannot be con-
ducted according to the rules of efficiency
engineering. Research must be lavish of
ideas, money and time.

The best advice is, don’t quit easily,
don’t trust anyone’s judgment but your
own, especially don’t take any advice
from any commercial person or financial
expert and finally, if you really don’t know
what to do, match for it. The best person
to decide what research work shall be
done is the man who is doing research.
The next best is the head of the depart-
ment. After that you leave the field of best
persons and meet increasingly worse
groups.

The first of these is the research direc-
tor, who is probably wrong more than
half the time. Then comes a committee,
which is wrong most of the time. Finally,
there is the committee of company vice
presidents, which is wrong all the time.

ALLEN KENT

Center for Documentation and
Communication Research, Western
Reserve University, Cleveland, Ohio

Sex Conversion in the Copepod

Vacquier [Science 135, 724 (1962)]
reports that application of high hydro-
static pressures to larval stages of the
copepod Tigriopus resulted in a shift in
the sex ratio toward females, and says
“At this stage of the work it is impos-
sible to distinguish between selective
effects . . . and sex conversion.” In this
he is mistaken, his data being quite
adequate to demonstrate conversion.

At pressure of 1 atmosphere there
were 142 surviving males out of a
sample of 175 individuals of both
sexes. Thus, no more than 33, or 19
percent, could have been females. This
is clearly discordant with a finding of
96 surviving females out of a sample
of 225 exposed to pressure of 600 at-
mospheres, the random sampling prob-
ability being less than 0.001. It is also
discordant with a finding of 75 surviv-
ing females out of a sample of 253
exposed to pressure of 550 atmospheres,
the random sampling probability being
less than 0.02. In view of the fact that
these comparisons involve not the ac-
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tual number but the maximum number
of females the 1-atmosphere sample
could have had, there is no reason to
doubt “conversion.” Whether the con-
version is morphological or functional
is another matter. Also, it can be
doubted whether sampling was random
with respect to sex in making up the
lots for the experiment. If sampling
was not random, any conclusion regard-
ing the sex ratio would be affected
equally.

H. W. NORTON
College of Agriculture,
University of Illinois, Urbana

Government Regulations

The editorial on needless obstacles
to government service [Science 137, 89
(1962)] requires clarification of the
statement that government employees
must not receive compensation from
any outside source. The point intended
must have been that government em-
ployees must not accept outside com-
pensation for activities performed as
part of their government service, or
some such qualification.

The main point of the editorial—
that the government sometimes ham-
strings its recruitment programs, and
that certain types of restriction on em-
ployment subsequent to government
service are undesirable—is strengthened
considerably through full examination
of the conflict-of-interest practices and
regulations.

One part of the regulation forbids
any government employee from aiding
in the filing of a claim against the gov-
ernment if he stands to gain by the
claim or if the claimant is his child or
wife. If taken literally, this forbids a
government employee from helping his
wife fill out her income tax refund
claim. Although the regulations are
supposed to be interpreted strictly, it
seems hard to imagine that this restric-
tion is intended. But the damage done
by unforeseen and unprovided-for re-
strictions may be more serious than the
evils which the regulations are meant
to correct. Even worse is the lessening
of regard for good regulations which
is caused by the tendency to ignore
masses of poorly planned instructions
which cannot be either understood or
applied and which say much more than
they mean, and therefore usually mean
little to the persons: concerned.

[Name withheld by request]
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B 3% minutes to 1 x 10-4# mm Hg.

M 10 minutes to 5 x 10-5 mm Hg.

M Single lever vacuum control.

B Hinged bell jar (8%2" diameter) with
protective cover.

M 2 extra feed-through ports for external
vacuum connections.

W Specimen protecting shutters con-
trolled from outside vacuum.

B Compact design—takes less than 3%
square feet of floor space. 36 inches
high.

B All materials, tools, and accessories
supplied, including carbon evapora-
tion unit.
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