appropriate scientific associations; and
(iii) they would draw on data as to the
societal effects of new (or anticipated)
technologies, in part to be generated at
their initiative, while at present—to the
extent such supervisory decisions are
made at all—they are frequently based
on folk knowledge.

Most of us recoil at any such notion
of regulating science, if only at the im-
plementation (or technological) end of
it, which actually is not science at all.
We are inclined to see in such control
an opening wedge which may lead to
deeper and deeper penetration of soci-
ety into the scientific activity. Actually,
one may hold the opposite view—that
unless societal costs are diminished by
some acts of self-regulation at the stage
in the R & D process where it hurts
least, the society may “backlash™ and
with a much heavier hand slap on much
more encompassing and throttling con-
trols.

The efficacy of increased education
of scientists to their responsibilities, of
strengthening the Dbarriers between
intrascientific communications and the
community at large, and of self-imposed,
late-phase controls may not suffice. Full
solution requires considerable inter-
national cooperation, at least among the
top technology-producing countries.
The various lines of approach to pro-
tecting society discussed here may be
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unacceptable to the reader. The prob-
lem though must be faced, and it re-
quires greater attention as we are af-
fected by an accelerating technological
output with ever-increasing societal
ramifications, which jointly may over-
load society’s capacity to adapt and
individually cause more unhappiness
than any group of men has a right to
inflict on others, however noble their
intentions.

References and Notes

1. E. Witschi, personal communication.

2. P. E. Lindahl, Nature 181, 784 (1958).

3. V. N. Schréder and N. K. Koltsov, ibid. 131,
329 (1933).

4. M. J. Gordon, Sci. Amer. 199, 87-94 (1958).

5. F. Unterberger, Deutsche Med. Wochenschr.
56, 304 (1931).

6. R, C. Cook, J. Hered. 31, 270 (1940).

7. J.  Schmookler, Invention and Economic
Growth (Harvard Univ. Press, Cambridge,
Mass., 1966).

8. Many people prefer adoption to artificial
insemination. See G. M. Vernon and J. A.
Boadway, Marriage Family Liv. 21, 43
(1959).

9. H. Kahn and A. J. Wiener, The Year 2000:
A Framework for Speculation on the Next
Thirty-Three Years (Macmillan, New York,
1967), p. 53.

10. H. J, Muller, Science 134, 643 (1961).

11. C. F. Westoft, “The social-psychological struc-
ture of fertility,” in International Population
Conference (International Union for Scientific
Study of Population, Vienna, 1959).

12. S. Winston, Amer. J. Sociol. 38, 226 (1932).
For a critical comment which does not affect
the point made above, see H. Weiler, ibid.
65, 298 (1959).

13. J. E. Clare and C. V. Kiser, Milbank Mem.
Fund Quart. 29, 441 (1951). See also D. S.
Freedman, R. Freedman, P. K. Whelpton,
Amer. J. Sociol. 66, 141 (1960).

14, Based on the figure for 1965 registered births
(adjusted for those unreported) of 3,760,358

Behavioral Sciences: Report
Bids for a Bigger Role

Three years after the fall of Project
Camelot, the ill-fated, Army-financed
study of social change in Latin Amer-
ica, it is beginning to be possible to see
Camelot as a milestone for the social
and behavioral sciences rather than as
a permanent millstone.

It is true that federal funds for sup-
port of research abroad are now harder
to come by, and that Camelot embar-
rassed American social and behavioral
scientists working abroad and raised
practical difficulties for many of them.
It is also true that, as a consequence of
Camelot, the effect of military support
of social science research abroad on
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and administrators in the programs
themselves.

It would take a Pollyanna with a
masochist streak to say that Camelot
was an unalloyed blessing for the so-
cial and behavioral sciences, but it did
force a facing of facts and prompted
a much-needed effort to define what the
relationship between the federal gov-
ernment and the social and behavioral
sciences should be.

One result of this effort is a report,
The Behavioral Sciences and the Fed-
eral Government,* published this month
by a committee of prominent behavioral
scientists who have worked under the
auspices of the National Academy of
Sciences—National Research Council.
This Advisory Committee on Govern-
ment Programs in the Behavioral Sci-
ences was formed late in 1965, with
Donald R. Young, visiting professor at
Rockefeller University, as chairman;
Gene M. Lyons, Dartmouth, was later

* Available from the Printing and Publishing
Office, National Academy of Sciences, 2101 Con-
stitution Avenue, NW, Washington, D.C. 20418.
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to join as executive secretary.f As the
report notes, the committee was formed
under the “immediate stimulus” of
Camelot, and, it is assumed, with fire-
fighting intentions. The study was en-
couraged and partly supported by the
Army.

Before Camelot there had been a
feeling within the scientific leadership
that a broad examination of relations
between the federal government and
the behavioral sciences needed to be
made. The scope of the study was ac-
cordingly broadened, and, as the com-
mittee says, “the primary purpose of
the report is to examine how the knowl-
edge and methods of the behavioral
sciences can be brought to bear effec-
tively on the programs and policy of the
federal government.” (The committee
defines behavioral sciences as anthro-
pology, economics, history, political sci-
ence, psychology, and sociology and
also other disciplines which have be-
havioral dimensions, such as geography,
psychiatry, and linguistics.)

Not surprisingly, the committee takes
the example of the physical scientists as
providing both the standard and the
ideal for federal-science relations, as re-
gards both the federal support for re-
search they receive and their role in
federal advisory machinery.

The report notes that, among social
scientists, economists have been the
most successful in scaling the heights
where federal policy is made, and it
cites the Council of Economic Advisors
as a prime example of what can be
done.

It is significant that, in considering
ways to gain parity with physical and
life scientists in the federal arena, the
committee consistently takes the line
that it is better to join them than fight
them.

The committee is cautious, for exam-
ple, about the suggestion that a Council
of Social Advisors be established, rough-
ly equivalent to the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisors. It doesn’t rule out the
idea for the future, but considers it
more important for the time being to
create the format for an annual social
report, analogous to the economic re-
port, by developing reliable social indi-
cators and a system of national social
accounts.

The committee does regard it as es-

¥ Others on the committee were vice chairman
Herbert A. Simon, Frederic N. Cleaveland, A.
Hunter Dupree, George M. Foster, Jr.,, Albert
Garretson, Morris Janowitz, Herbert C. Kelman,
Lyle H. Lanier, Wilbert E. Moore, Karl J. Pel-
zer, Ithiel de Sola Pool, Thomas C. Schelling,
Joseph J. Spengler, Alexander Spoehr, and
George K. Tanham,

13 SEPTEMBER 1968

sential that representation of social sci-
entists be increased on the President’s
Science Advisory Committee (PSAC),
the paramount science advisory body
for the federal government, and that
behavioral scientists be introduced on
the staff of the Office of Science and
Technology (OST). The report cogently
argues that PSAC and OST are increas-
ingly concerned “not with the content
of the sciences, but with the complex
issues of public policy and organiza-
tional arrangements in science and gov-
ernment.” PSAC does have one mem-
ber who is a behavioral scientist, Her-
bert A. Simon, professor of computer
science and psychology at Carnegie-
Mellon University. Simon, who is vice-
chairman of the committee which wrote
the new report, is also the sole be-
havioral scientist on the National Acad-
emy of Sciences’ Committee on Science
and Public Policy—all of which does
suggest that tokenism is the prevailing
policy in the integration of behavioral
scientists into the science advisory struc-
ture.

A Separate Agency

As for the proposal to create a Na-
tional Foundation for the Social Sci-
ences, the committee opts for the pres-
ent pluralistic system modified so that
the National Science Foundation would
be able to support a much larger vol-
ume of basic research in the social and
behavioral sciences, and so that agen-
cies such as the Department of Housing
and Urban Development and the Na-
tional Institutes of Health would give
increasing support to basic as well as
applied research.

On the sensitive question of foreign
based research, the committee also de-
clares for what might be called an im-
proved status quo. The committee rec-
ommends “that in the field of foreign
affairs, long range behavioral science
research objectives be drawn up by an
interagency planning group headed by
the Department of State, with the sup-
port of the Office of Science and Tech-
nology, and that the research programs
of all departments and agencies that
operate overseas, including the United
States Information Agency, Agency for
International Development, Department
of Defense and the Peace Corps, be
continually related to these long-term
objectives through the Foreign Area Re-
search Coordination Group and foreign
affairs planning mechanisms like the
Senior Interdepartmental Group.”

The committee goes on to ask that
primary responsibility for behavioral

science research and training conducted
in foreign countries by universities be
“civilianized” by placing such programs
under the authority of civil agencies
such as NSF, NIH, and the proposed
Center for Educational Cooperation
under the International Education Act.

Given the present economic and po-
litical climate in Washington, this bid
to sanitize overseas research in applied
and basic research in the behavioral
sciences reflects either great tactfulness
or simply wishful thinking by the com-
mittee. Much behavioral sciences re-
search overseas is applied research.
There is scant reason to hope that civil-
ian agencies could soon take up the
slack left by a withdrawal from the
field by defense-agency patrons—which
paid for about $13 million of the esti-
mated $40 million in overseas research
in 1967.

In the case of both foreign and do-
mestic research, relations between Con-
gress and the behavioral sciences re-
search community are likely to retain
their delicacy. In discussing gaps in the
support for basic research the commit-
tee lists “research on controversial is-
sues or in areas potentially sensitive.”
Congress generally continues to view
the behavioral sciences with some sus-
picion. And the advisory committee
demonstrated a firm grasp of political
realities when it urged that the be-
havioral sciences take their chances
with NSF and the other research sup-
porting agencies rather than depend
primarily on a separate NSSF.

If the committee sidestepped the re-
alities at any point it was in failing to
come squarely to grips with the criti-
cism of classified research in the uni-
versities. This point was raised at a
symposium on the report which was
held at the American Political Science
Association meeting in Washington last
week. The reply was that the commit-
tee’s job was to provide a broad “over-
view” of the field, and that it could not
deal in detail with each issue. For many
behavioral scientists, however, the issue
is a very pressing one on their cam-
puses, particularly since the behavioral
sciences have provided many of the
leaders and almost all the analysis and
rhetoric for the antiestablishmentarian
dissent movement. In general, the re-
port seems to reflect mainstream opin-
ion in the profession, but on this point
the Young-Lyons committee seems to
be talking like the old lions of the be-
havioral sciences.

Actually, the opportunities for self-
criticism by behavioral scientists will be
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ample in the months ahead. Another
NAS Committee, the Behavioral and
Social Sciences Survey Committee
(BASS), is due to bring in before the
end of the year a state-of-the-science
report, in the series that includes the
Westheimer and Pake reports on chem-
istry and physics. An NSF commission
on the social and behavioral sciences is
also working in its own sector.

The state of the behavioral sciences
vis-a-vis the federal government, in fact,
is modestly flourishing. In the National
Academy of Sciences, a section which
used to harbor a few anthropologists
and psychologists has been expanded,
under academy President Frederick
Seitz’s encouragement, into a behavioral
sciences division in touch with many
more disciplines and displaying much
more confidence and energy.

In the federal agencies the social and
behavioral scientists have been expand-
ing the beachhead they established in
the statistical services and in the area

of economic analysis and advice—in
the Census Bureau, Social Security
Agency, and Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics, for example. Starting with the
Manpower Training and Development
Act of 1962, which provided for studies
of the effect of technological change
on manpower needs, the education and
antipoverty legislation of the Kennedy-
Johnson era has created broad oppor-
tunities for behavioral scientists in both
operational and research roles.
Opportunities for university research-
ers are likely to increase in the future,
but the ground rules are likely to
change. Robert C. Wood, former M.I.T.
professor who is now Under Secretary
of the Department of Housing and Ur-
ban Development, said at the APSA
meeting that agencies will be more se-
lective about supporting university re-
search. The old system of “letting
one’s colleagues in, applauding their
proposals,” and awarding research con-
tracts is passing. “There are not enough

Science Attachés: U.S. Aides Meet
To Report on International Scene

Belgrade. A rare survey of research
policies and politics over a good portion
of the globe was presented here last
month at a closed gathering of some
dozen scientific and technical specialists
who hold assignments at U.S. diplo-
matic posts in Europe, the Middle East,
and India.

The meeting, called by Herman Pol-
lack, director of the State Department’s
Office of International Scientific and
Technological Affairs, was not inspired
by any particular event, and was held
here simply because the U.S. owns a
hoard of Yugoslav dinars and the
peculiar plumbing of the dollar drain
dictates that it’s cheaper to meet here
than in most other places. In any case,
the meeting was illuminating, though it
must be reported on with a distasteful
amount of discretion, since the partici-
pants, most of them science attachés at
U.S. embassies, are all going back to
their posts, and Science was permitted
to attend only on the condition that no
one be embarrassed by any public re-
port of their discussions. However, even

1114

on this restrictive basis, the proceedings
are worth reporting, both because of
the substance and because they give
some idea of what the State Depart-
ment is being told about the policy im-
plications of science and technology
abroad.

Perhaps the most striking impression
to come out of the meeting is that, in
this era of European concern over
America’s scientific and technological
brawn, many long-planned cooperative
efforts in “big science” are faltering on
the closely connected grounds of na-
tionalism, tight budgets, and doubts
over the payoff to be had from invest-
ment in certain lines of research, par-
ticularly basic research. For the major
nations of Western Europe, the gist of
the reports was that Britain, yet. to feel
any major restorative effects from the
devaluation of the pound, is proud of
and supportive of her large and scientif-
ically productive basic research estab-
lishment, but is increasingly gripped by
the notion that science and technology
must be steered toward producing a

dollars and too many colleagues,” Wood
noted. Behavioral science researchers
face other difficulties. Longitudinal
studies involving data available in var-
ious agencies are being called for, but
creation of a central data file, for ex-
ample, would raise misgivings about
invasion of privacy.

There still are plenty of problems of
ethics and economics facing behavioral
scientists in their relation with the fed-
eral government. And some of the new
report’s proposals for improving the
status and influence of behavioral sci-
entists—Ilike the proposal for setting up
a National Institute for Advanced Re-
search and Public Policy to make long-
range analyses of national policies—will
strike many as a recipe for pie in the
sky. But the report also makes it evi-
dent that the behavioral scientists are
well started along the road already
traveled by the physical scientists, who
got where they are today by making
themselves necessary.—JOHN WALSH

better economic payoff. France remains
committed to maintaining at least a
“presence” in every major field of
science and technology, but feels the
need to juggle its accounts to make up
for the economic losses and substantial
wage increases that followed last
spring’s political upheavals. A rear-
rangement of priorities is inevitably in
the offing. Nevertheless, France, per-
haps more than any other nation, has
made science and technology an instru-
ment of domestic and foreign policy,
and is currently reinforcing this design
by assigning Foreign Office personnel to
science policy councils and by increas-
ing the number of science attachés as-
signed to the United States. Italy,
though happy with the European Or-
ganization for Nuclear Research
(CERN), the most successful example
of European cooperation in big science,
was reported to be increasingly disillu-
sioned over the returns it is getting from
other costly multinational ventures.
West Germany, in contrast to the
others, is prosperous to the point of
talking about raising the value of the
mark, and is favorably disposed to the
idea of doing its share in various major
ventures.

Against this background, the present
status of various projects appears to be
as follows. Europe’s long-ailing bid for
a role in space—through the European
Launcher Development Organization
(ELDO) and the European Space Re-
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