
than from others. He censures them 
harshly for not accepting full respon- 
sibility for the effects on society of 
their work. And his tone when speak- 
ing of scientists was often reproachful, 
as it is in this excerpt from his 1937 
book of essays, Ends and Means. 

"In our institutions of higher learning 
about ten times as much is spent on 
the natural sciences as on the sciences 
of man. All our efforts are directed, 
as usual, to producing improved means 
to unimproved ends. Meanwhile in- 
tensive specialization tends to reduce 
each branch of science to a condition 
almost approaching meaninglessness. 
There are many men of science who 
are actually proud of this state of 
things. Specialized meaninglessness has 
come to be regarded, in certain circles, 
as a kind of hall-mark of true science. 
Those who attempt to relate the small 
particular results of specialization with 
human life as a whole and its relation 
to the universe at large are accused 
of being bad scientists, charlatans, self- 
advertisers. The people who make such 
accusations do so, of course, because 
they do not wish to take any respon- 
sibility for anything, but merely to re- 
tire to their cloistered laboratories, and 
there amuse themselves by performing 
delightfully interesting researches. Sci- 
ence and art are only too often a 
superior kind of dope, possessing this 
advantage over booze and morphia: 
that they can be indulged in with a 
good conscience and with the convic- 
tion that, in the process of indulging, 
one is leading the 'higher life.' Up to 
a point, of course, this is true. The 
life of the scientist or the artist is a 
higher life. Unfortunately, when led 
in an irresponsible, one-sided way, the 

higher life is probably more harmful 
for the individual than the lower life 
of the average sensual man and cer- 
tainly, in the case of the scientist, 
much worse for society at large." 

-JOHN WALSH 
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Without much fanfare or notice in 
the daily press, a subcommittee of the 
House Administration Committee last 
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budget matters related to the operation 
of the House which are mundane in the 
larger legislative sense but are close to 
the hearts of congressmen. The science 
advisory hearing was held before the 
subcommittee on accounts, whose 
chairman, Representative Samuel N. 
Friedel, a Maryland Democrat, dis- 
played a measure of unpartisan mag- 
nanimity in scheduling the hearing, 
since both proposals before the com- 
mittee were introduced by members 
of the Republican minority. 

Under consideration were two bills, 
different in detail but similar in gen- 
eral provisions-H.R. 6866, sponsored 
by Representative Abner W. Sibal of 
Connecticut (Science, 21 June), and 
H.R. 8066, by Representative William 
B. Widnall of New Jersey. The Widnall 
bill is a companion measure to one in- 
troduced in the Senate by Senator E. L. 
Bartlett (D-Alaska), who has been 
perhaps the most insistent advocate 
of better scientific advice for Congress. 

All the witnesses who appeared at 
the hearings last Wednesday expressed 
approval of the idea, in varying de- 
grees. Representatives of three associa- 
tions of professional engineers declared 
themselves generally in favor, and the 
witness for the American Psychological 
Association endorsed the proposal but 
argued that psychologists should be in- 
cluded among the science advisers. 

The witness who went furthest in 
arguing that defects in the present fed- 
eral science establishment make science 
advisory apparatus for Congress es- 
sential was John Heller, executive di- 
rector of the New England Institute 
for Medical Research, located in Sibal's 
district. At the hearings Heller demon- 
strated that he had spent time and 
effort reviewing federal research agency 
reports and talking to scientists and 
administrators involved in research for 
the government, and also that he is a 
man with active capacity for feeling 
outrage. Heller said that while some 
federal agencies are doing excellent 
work, others, conspicuously, are not. 
He cited government literature in 
which agencies falsely claimed credit 
for specific pieces of fruitful research, 
and charged that some agencies are 
using research not necessarily con- 
nected with their missions to build 
budgets and bureaucratic empires. 
Heller has had experience as a re- 
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Heller did not speak from a prepared 
statement but said he would submit 
documentation for his remarks, to be 
included in the record of the hearing. 
Friedel announced that the record will 
be kept open for 2 weeks to permit 
other interested persons to submit 
statements. The hearings should be 
in print and available fairly soon after- 
ward. 

Inside Congress, the feeling seems 
to be spreading that Congress faces 
two major problems in dealing with 
science: (i) the present dependence by 
Congress on the executive branch un- 
dermines the legislative branch's con- 
stitutional responsibility to exercise 
judgment independent of the Exec- 
utive, and (ii) authority for science is 
scattered over so many committees 
that it is virtually impossible to develop 
balanced and coherent scientific pro- 
grams in many vital fields. 

The practical difficulties implied in 
the operation of a Congressional Office 
of Science and Technology (COST) such 
as the Bartlett-Widnall bill suggests 
were barely intimated in the single- 
morning session. How a congressional 
science advisory apparatus can be 
meshed with the committee structure 
and where to draw the line between 
Congress and the Executive on the 
making of science policy are two 
posers. 

There is unquestionably an upsurge 
in concern over science in Congress, 
but at present it is taking an investi- 
gatory form. 

The hour for action on proposals for 
a science advisory staff will likely be 
most propitious when results are in on 
studies such as that being carried out 
by the Elliott Committee (see page 
1443) and when and if Congress can 
bring itself to modify its rules and 
structure.-J.W. 

Kennedy's Assassination: Study 
Organized by Social Scientists 

The day after the assassination of 
President Kennedy, a group of social 
scientists met informally in Washing- 
ton to organize a study of how Amer- 
icans were reacting to the terrible 
event. The assassination, it was felt, 
fits into a category of events known to 
the social psychologists and psychi- 
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atrists, as well as to the rest of us, as 
"disasters"-fires, floods, tornadoes, 
wars. Study of it, according to one 
spokesman, could "add to the tradition 
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