of new scientific knowledge that will
open new paths of research, both fun-
damental and applied. We are looking
for new scientific knowledge that is in
advance of its time and that may be
obscured among the mass of current
publications. We are looking for new
ideas in science at all levels of scientific
method, not just at the lower levels
represented by observation and experi-
mentation. :

When a scientist is looking for scien-
tific information of this kind, he must
look. He should not be satisfied to
have anyone else’ do his looking for
him, beyond the point of indicating the
source of the sort of information he
requires. He may say that he does not
have time. If he is involved in funda-

mental research he must find the time, -

even if it means working on only one
thing at a time. For no one can do
his looking for him. No one else has
the background, the learning, the atti-
tude of mind necessary for recognizing

and grasping the meaning of the infor-
mation when it comes along. The docu-
mentalist and the librarian must design
systems to make it easier for the scien-
tist to do his own looking. But they
should never interpose themselves be-
tween the scientist and the written
word. He must read the material him-
self.

All of the systems, both conven-
tional (that is, library solutions) and
nonconventional (documentation solu-
tions), suffer from the weakness that
too much attention is paid to means,
too little to ends. Nine hundred and
ninety-nine separate rules to “clarify”
entry still do not make library books
easy to find. Hardware belongs in a
hardware store until we are intellec-
tually capable of using it—and this has
not happened yet. The specific prob-
lems to be solved in any kind of re-
trieval system are still the basic phil-
osophical ones: What is the best way
to organize knowledge? How can the

News and Comment

Test Ban: Prospects for Agreement
May Be Dim, But in Cuban
Aftermath They Appear Brighter

It has been said that anyone who
was not thoroughly frightened by the
Cuban missile episode just simply did
not know the facts. The facts, of course,
are best known to President Kennedy
and Premier Khrushchev, and, while
they fortunately are among the most
steely nerved of the species, it is evident
that their “eyeball to eyeball” con-
frontation has stimulated some serious
thoughts about defusing the Cold War.
These thoughts, it is clear, were not
lacking before, but just as nothing pro-
motes fire safety like a charred hospital,
the Cuban affair has provided the in-
centive for reopening seemingly mean-
ingful talks on what has come to be
considered the first step toward arms
control—the nuclear test ban.
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The foundation for these talks was
laid in the Kennedy-Khrushchev cor-
respondence that brought the missile
crisis to an end. Khrushchev wrote
that it was urgent to think about dis-
armament issues beyond Cuba, Ken-
nedy responded that he agreed, and
shortly thereafter, preparations began
for the resumption of the test ban
talks, which had recessed in deadlock
last fall.

The talks, which got under way 14
January in New York, shifted to Geneva
last week, amid reports that the pros-
pects range from dismal to promising.
Such reports have been par for the
course during the 5-year history of test-

ban negotiations, and, since the former-

appraisal has turned out to be the case,
optimists are to be regarded with skep-
ticism. There are, however, substantial
indications that things are now moving
along, and however dim the prospects

system devised accept constant and un-
limited changes in this knowledge? How
do we show the overlapping, inter-
related, multidimensional nature of
modern knowledge? Solutions to these
problems are vital to sticcessful dis-
semination of scientific information,
particularly of the type necessary for
further major advances. In the quest
for such solutions, let us, above all,
keep in mind what we- are looking for—
and then make it easier to find.
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may be, it appears that they are a lot
brighter than ever before. The evidence
lies not only in relaxations of both the
Soviet and American positions, but al-
so in Republican rumblings and the
beginnings of an administration effort
to cultivate public opinion in anticipa-
tion of a possible domestic row over the
wisdom of a test ban.

Briefly, this is where the negotiations
now stand: The Soviet Union, returning
to a position that it briefly held and
later abandoned in 1958, accepts the
principle of on-site inspection and is
now willing to permit two to three in-
spections annually. It would also permit
the installation of three unmanned seis-
mic stations, so-called black boxes, on
Soviet soil, and it would admit foreign
personnel to service the instruments.

The United States, on the basis of
what are said to be markedly improved
seismic detection techniques, has aban-
doned its insistence on foreign-manned
seismic stations on Soviet soil. And the
U.S. insistence on on-site inspection has
receded from a demand for 20, in 1960,
to 12 to 20, in 1961, and, now, to 8
to 10. The U.S. also wants at least
7 “black boxes” on Soviet soil, but it
has made it appear that it has not ar-
rived at a bedrock position on any
numbers.

Measured in terms of the history of
the test-ban negotiations, the Soviet re-
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turn to the principle of on-site inspec-
tion is of major significance, and now
Khrushchev is telling Kennedy, “It’s
your turn to give something”; mean-
while, Republicans—all along the polit-
ical spectrum, from Goldwater through
Rockefeller—are beginning to chant,
“Don’t you dare.”

Just what Kennedy is going to give,
if anything, remains to be seen, but
meanwhile longstanding speculations
about the country’s appetite for dis-
armament are about to be subjected
to a very illuminating test. For the
Republicans, out of genuine concern
to some extent, but also out of an
instinct for political profit, have fixed
upon the test-ban talks as a subject
for close scrutiny. And in organized
fashion, they have begun to hammer at
the administration for seeking what they
describe as a test-ban agreement that
will jeopardize the nation’s military
strength.

The principal channel for this con-
tention is now the Committee on Nu-
clear Testing, formed last month -by
the House Republican Conference,
which is the policy-making body for
GOP representatives. The committee’s
function, according to its chairman,
Rep. Craig Hosmer, a conservative
Californian, includes making certain
that the United States is not “trapped,
tricked or embezzled out of the means
to defend itself against Khrushchev’s
announced intention to bury us.”

“We Republicans,” he said, “know
we are living in a risky world. We are
deeply concerned over the fallout prob-
lem. We are actively seeking sane
measures for a safer world. But in
the process, we do not want the na-
tion to indulge in illusory solutions
which make risks greater rather than
less.” And with that introductory state-
ment, the committee has proceeded to
solicit and distribute statements from a
variety of experts, but principally those
with a record of longstanding opposi-
tion to any test-ban proposals that the
Soviets could be expected to accept.

Among these are Edward Teller, the
distinguished physicist, who is perhaps
the most energetic test-ban opponent
within the scientific community. In a
brief paper for the committee, titled
“The consequences of a test-ban,”
Teller argues that “without great and
comprehensive openness” the Soviets
could conduct undetected tests that
would, among other things, permit
them to perfect a missile defense that
would “put us at the mercy of Soviet
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blackmail and aggression.” Putting a \.secilrity affairs; John A. McCone, di-

curious amount of trust in Soviet pro-
nouncements, Teller noted that “the
Russians "have announced that they
have solved the problem of missile de-
fense. Our missile defense,” he con-
tinued, “is unsatisfactory,” and he
went on to warn that “the Russians
want us to sign a Munich-type agree-
ment and in this they are supported
by widespread public clamor. I hope,”
he concluded, “that patriotic congress-
men of both parties will resist the pres-
sure of a public frightened by crises
and misled by the mirage of peace.”

Teller was followed by Lewis L.
Strauss, former chairman of the Atomic
Energy Commission, who, in a pub-
lished colloquy with Hosmer, said that
even ten inspections “would be com-
pletely inadequate.” He added that “it
is less than four months since the
President told us that the Soviet
emissaries who called to -see him at
the White House had attempted flatly
to deceive him about Cuba. What pos-
sible safety is there in risking our
safety on anything they say?”

Similar views were expressed by
John A. Wheeler, professor of physics
at Princeton University. “As a phys-
icist and specialist on nuclear fission,”
he said, “I see a decisive loss to na-

‘tional security from a test ban . . . It

is unconscionable to renounce for the
free world a revolutionary device
which others will then make without
our knowledge.”

It is difficult to evaluate the effect
that these attacks may have on domes-
tic political passions, and even more
difficult to assess what effect these pas-
sions may have on the administration’s
dealings with the Russians. Only a few
things are clear in -these respects,
though there is no dearth of observers
on both sides of the question who as-
sert that everything is crystal clear.

First of all, it is apparent that the
administration is acutely concerned
about the Republican fervor for pro-
moting and exploiting the feeling that
the Democratic Party does not fully

appreciate the menace of the Soviet:

Union. One reflection of this concern
is to be seen in the fact that Kennedy
has installed Republicans in every top
national security post, thus taking the
edge off any attempt to hold the Demo-
crats responsible for the intractability

of the world. The list starts with De-.

fense Secretary McNamara and in-
cludes McGeorge Bundy, the Presi-
dent’s special assistant for national

rector of the Central Intelligence
Agency; William C. Foster, director
of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, and, until his recent resigna-
tion, Arthur Dean, our chief disarma-
ment negotiator.

Another reflection of the adminis-
tration’s concern for its anti-Soviet
image was its extraordinary response
to charges that the Soviets are being
permitted to get away with something
dangerous in Cuba. By staging a 2-
hour televised intelligence briefing, the
administration was able to deflate the
charge, but in doing so it was acknowl-
edging that the attack was having a
far from trivial effect on the politically
sensitive issue of its ability to protect
the national security. With that ex-
perience fresh in mind, it can look
ahead to the virtually certain prospect
that the Republican attack on any test
ban agreement acceptable to the
Soviets would make the Cuban furor
look relatively placid.

Against this background, however,
there is ample evidence that the ad-
ministration fervently desires to con-
clude a test ban agreement. This is
a fact that, ironically, has been clearly
recognized by long-standing opponents
of a test ban. But it continues to go
uncomprehended by sizable segments
of the “peace movement,” who, it
seems, would rather joust with out-of-
date stereotypes than recognize the
realities of who is for and who is
against arms control and disarmament.

It is demonstrable, however, that in
15 years of negotiations toward these
goals, no administration ever exceeded
the Kennedy administration in (i) rec-
ognizing the perils of a continued
arms race and (ii) seeking to reduce
these perils without impairing the na-
tion’s ability to protect itself. The ad-
ministration has not publicly said it
in so many words, but it is profoundly
frightened by the hazards of the hair-
trigger standoff that now exists between
the United States and the Soviet Union,
and it looks upon the test ban not as
a panacea for the world’s ills, but as
a necessary, though small, step to-
ward more significant arms control
measures. - And it is beginning to as-
sert publicly that when all the pos-
sibilities are added up, a carefully de-
vised test ban comes out to be in
the interest of the nation’s security.

Such was the burden of another
paper solicited by the Republican Com-
mittee on Nuclear Testing, this one
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from Director Foster of the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency.
“While there will always be some
risk of cheating and of a surprise
abrogation,” he said, “the gains to the
United States far outweigh these risks.”
At present, he said, the United States
is ahead of the Soviets in the devel-
opment of tactical nuclear weapons,
and the “point of diminishing returns
in improving weight-yield ratios is fast
approaching.”

If the Soviets observe a test ban,
Foster said, our lead will last longer,
since their development work will be
limited to the laboratory; if they cheat,
there is a strong possibility that they
will be caught, since the United States
would not go in for an-agreement that
did not include inspection. While single
tests might sometimes escape detec-
tion by seismic means, he stated, “a
test series would be far more difficult
to hide. Yet, little progress can or-
dinarily be made with individual, iso-
lated tests.” In addition, Foster noted,
“for the weapons development and
knowledge of weapons effects which
are of primary concern to us, and
which might make a substantial change
in the military balance in a way which

would be unfavorable to us, clandestine

underground testing would be unsatis-

factory.”
Foster also addressed himself to an
argument that is frequently raised

against a test ban—that U.S. testing
capabilities would erode during a ban,
just as they did during the unpoliced
moratorium which the Russians broke
in the fall of 1961. Revealing publicly
for the first time that the administration
has been developing plans in this con-
nection, Foster said, “in case of an
agreement, the government will make
it a matter of national policy to main-
tain readiness to test and to provide
funds necessary for this and for the
incentive program necessary to keep
competent scientific talent available.
Under these circumstances, our scien-
tists should retain the incentives to
continue nuclear weapons research and
our weapons. laboratories should func-
tion effectively. This is not insurance
against surprise abrogation, but would
minimize the possibility of a long Soviet
head start in preparations for testing.”

Finally, Foster made a plea—a
- seemingly futile one—for “a continuing
bipartisan effort in this crucial area of
United States foreign policy.”

If an accord were to come out of
Geneva, what would happen next?
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Procedurally, a test ban agreement
would have to be ratified by a two-
thirds vote of the Senate or by a
joint resolution of the majority of
both houses. It is likely, however, that
the administration will have done some
careful nose-counting before it takes
a test ban to Capitol Hill, for Congres-
sional rejection of an agreement would
cause an international political dis-
burbance that would have a calamitous
effect on this nation’s image as a pro-
moter of peace. Administration officials

agree that it would be better to avoid

a congressional fight than to lose it.
No formal ban could take the simple
form of an executive agreement, since
the act establishing the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency states that
“no action shall be taken to disarm
or to reduce or to limit the Armed
Forces or armaments of the United
States, except pursuant to the treaty-
making power of the President under
the Constitution or unless authorized
by further affirmative legislation by
the Congress . . .”

While the Geneva talks are now in
a state of deadlock, with the So-

Science Information: Local Groups
To Inform Public On Policy Issues
Establish a National Institute

New York. Representatives of a
score of independent groups of sci-
entists organized to inform thé public
on scientific and technical aspects of
public policy issues met last weekend
in New York to discuss the future of
the scientific information movement.

Some 100 scientists from around the
country attended the 2-day conference
and divided their time about evenly
between discussing first principles of
the movement and devising ways and
means to strengthen and expand it.

The principal formal action of the
conference was to create a Scientists’
Institute of Public Information to serve
the local groups as a clearing-house
for information, to improve liaison
and, if possible, to raise money.

To give the institute form and sub-
stance, the conferees also elected a
21-member board heavily weighted
with members whose names are promi-
nent in the scientific-philanthropic
complex and who can be expected
to benefit the institute not only by the
quality of their judgments but also

viets demanding that the United States
come forth with some concession, the
administration is beginning to pay more
attention to the state of public opinion
on the test ban. Last week, without
any public announcement, officials of
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency ‘met with representatives of a
number of nongovernmental groups
that have been involved in promoting
arms control and disarmament activ-
ities. Various aspects of the test ban
issue were discussed, including the
problem of public support.

Independently of this meeting, the
Federation of American Scientists has
invited each Senator to attend or send
a staff member to breakfast briefings
next week at which FAS representatives
will discuss the test ban.

During the last session of Congress,
FAS held similar briefings on civil de-
fense and the establishment of the Arms

Control and Disarmament Agency. The

attendance was high, and members
along the entire political spectrum
agreed that the briefings laid out the
issues in a dispassionate and informa-
tive fashion.—D. S. GREENBERG.

by the luster of their prestige, which
is of the brightness that attracts founda-
tion support.

At the end of the meeting the con-
ferees also unanimously passed a reso-
lution stating that scientists in the "in-
formation movement; as represented
at the conference, “subscribe to cer-
tain guiding principles:

“l. Information is presented unen-
cumbered by political or moral judg-
ments, which judgments are the pre-
rogative and responsibility of all citi-
zens.

“2. Information is prepared with
scientific objectivity, which includes
attention to divergent studies and inter-
pretations.

“3. Information is freely available
to all.”

Absent from the resolution was any
explicit reference to whether, or under
what conditions, a scientist engaged in
educating the public on scientific mat-
ters related to a public issue should add
his personal opinion on that issue. It
was evident from the discussion .on
drawing the line between information
and persuasion — the topic which
kindled the most heated exchanges of
the weekend — that the question has
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