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Science serves its readers as a forum for
the presentation and discussion of impor-
tant issues related to the advancement of
science, including the presentation of mi-
nority or conflicting points of view, rather
than by publishing only material on which
a consensus has been reached. Accordingly,
all articles published in Science—including
editorials, news and comment, and book
reviews—are signed and reflect the indi-
vidual views of the authors and not official
points of view adopted by the AAAS or
the institutions with which the authors are
affiliated.
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SCIENCE

AAAS Space Poll

Polling a cross section of members of AAAS with respect to the
space program (Science, 24 July) was an interesting experience. At a
time when many people are on vacation, the response was more than
56 percent, virtually by return mail. Answers to a question concerning
the highest academic degree of the respondent reminded us of the
excellent educational background of AAAS members. Nearly half
are Ph.D.’s, and another tenth are M.D.'s. Science reaches a sub-
stantial fraction of the leaders of academic and industrial research—
for example, half of the members of the Chemistry and Physics
section of the National Academy of Sciences. Thus the poll sampled
a cross section of a substantial fraction of the best minds of this
nation. The resultant data are important, but what do they mean?

The group, while having reservations, endorses the objective of a
manned lunar landing. Only 7 percent thought there should never
be a manned lunar landing. The reservations concern the priority of
the program, the costs involved, and the benefits to be derived. Only
31 percent thought a high priority should be given to landing a man
on the moon by 1970. Indeed, only one-fifth considered a landing by
1970 a reasonable objective. An overwhelming majority felt the present
level of support of space activities is too high. Currently about 40
percent of federal research and development funds are devoted to
space. A clear majority (61 percent) believed that space should
receive one-fifth or less of the R&D budget.

The respondents indicated reservations as to the benefits of explor-
ing the moon. When asked to choose “the most important justification
for manned exploration of the moon,” a majority chose ‘“scientific.”
Yet when asked to rank fields in order of their “potentiality for pro-
ducing important new knowledge,” respondents gave lunar exploration
a low rating.

The question concerning potentialities of various fields made some
respondents unhappy and evoked the most comment. A few felt that
the question was unanswerable. Obviously, responses must represent
guesses. But these are the kinds of guesses that scientists must con-
tinually make. There was a considerable write-in vote for the be-
havioral sciences. If the questionnaire had included this item as one
of the formal choices, it probably would have ranked high.

Some respondents made comments which they signed. Among these
was one from a former president of the American Chemical Society.
He may have enunciated the view of many when he said:

If we were struggling to maintain a high living standard we could not
afford the luxury of space travel, but we have an affluent society and can
spare the effort. It is an innocent, harmless project which appeals to the
public spirit of adventure. . . . All the money is spent within the country

and spurs the economy. It is vastly better to stimulate the economy and
arouse the enthusiasm of the public in this way than to have it done by war.

At present scientists go along with the space program but without
enthusiasm. There is little doubt that manned space exploration will
be carried out, but the program will be subject to continuing re-
examination and controversy.—PHILIP H. ABELSON



