certainly require much more informa-
tion about the three-dimensional struc-
ture of the ribosome than is now avail-
able.
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The ““Perfect Contraceptive”

Population

The extent and implications of unwanted fertility
in the United States are considered.

Larry Bumpass and Charles F. Westoff

Recent discussions of population pol-
icy have raised and sharpened the ques-
tion of unwanted fertility in the United
States (I). The issue is whether the
elimination of unwanted fertility would
have a significant effect on our rate of
population growth, and the discussion
has revolved in part around what might
be called the demographic implications
of “perfect contraception.” We are not
suggesting that such a technological de-
velopment is in sight, or that, if it were,
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icies for the development of more ef-
fective contraceptive techniques and
more efficient distribution systems as
well as the legalization of abortion on
request. However, this article is focused
on implications of the elimination of
unwanted fertility rather than on spe-
cific policies necessary to realize this
goal.

We make no artificial assumptions
about fecundity; we assume that the
current incidence of subfecundity (less
than normal capacity to reproduce) in
the United States will continue.  Also,
we are not assuming that every couple
will practice contraception or that all
couples will begin using contraception
at the same stage of their marriage. The
system is completely voluntary. The
only condition we are imposing is that
couples can control their fertility com-
pletely in the sense that they can, within
the limits of physiological capacity and
variability, have the number of children
they want, when they want them. If a
husband and wife prefer to have chil-

Dr. Bumpass is assistant professor of sociology
at the University of Wisconsin, Madison. Dr.
Westoff is professor of sociology at Princeton
University, Princeton, New Jersey, and executive
director of the National Commission on Popula-
tion Growth and the American Future, Washing-
ton, D.C.

1177



Table 1. Percentages of births occurring between 1960 and 1965 reported to have been
unwanted, by birth order and race. The values in parentheses are numbers of births.*

Birth order
1
Race Al 1 2 3 4 5 64
1) Unwanted by both spouses
Total 17 4 6 18 25 39 45
White 14 3 5 17 23 36 39
Negro 31 9 17 24 37 51 61
2) Unwanted by at least one spouse
Total 22 5 10 35 49 55
White 19 4 7 23 32 46 48
Negro 41 15 24 37 51 61 72
3) Medium estimate, average of categories 1 and 2
Total 19 (4,264) 5(1,090) 8(1,020) 21(792) 30(532) 44 (328) 50 (502)
White 17 (3,091) 4 (839) 6 (779) 20(602) 28 (397) 41 (215) 43(259)
Negro 36 (1,108) 12 (234) 20 (229) 30(180) 44 (131) 56 (107) 66 (227)

* The 1965 NFS double-sampled Negroes. Consequently, for measures computed for the total sample,
the data for non-Negroes are weighted by a factor of 2. In this and all subsequent tables based on
the NFS, the number of cases reported for the total are unweighted and represent the actual m'xmber
of sample cases on which the statistics are based. Non-whites other than Negroes are included in the

total.

dren right away or want a large family,
they may use no contraception at all.
On the other hand, if they wish to con-
trol their fertility (a virtually universal
wish in the sense that practically all ex-
posed couples in the United States use
contraception sooner or later) (2), they
shall be able to practice completely ef-
fective and completely acceptable con-
traception continuously. “Completely
effective” means that the failure rate is
zero; “completely acceptable” means
that the use of contraception carries no
costs of any kind—economic, social, or
psychological—and that its use would
be interrupted only for the purpose of
conceiving. While such conditions are
Utopian, the model provides a useful
framework for assessing the implica-
tions of current levels of unwanted fer-
tility in the United States for the rate of
population growth.

Radically different policy implica-
tions flow from (i) the position that
achieving a zero or near-zero rate of
population growth requires changing
the number of children couples want,
and (i) the position that eliminating
unwanted births is sufficient. Conse-
quently, it is important that we evalu-
ate the number of unwanted births in
the United States on the basis of the
most recent detailed data available. Qur
estimates are based on the 1965 Na-
tional Fertility Study (NFS), an inter-
view survey of a probability sample of
5600 married women throughout the
nation (3).

Measurement of Unwanted Fertility

Reliable reports on unwanted births
are difficult to obtain, since the admis-
sion that a birth was unwanted reflects
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on the respondent’s ability to control
fertility and perhaps also on the status
of the child. Unwanted fertility was
measured in the 1965 NFS on the basis
of questions about the circumstances of
each pregnancy. Women who reported
the use of some contraceptive method
preceding a pregnancy were asked,
“Under which of these circumstances
did this pregnancy occur?” A card list-
ing the following categories was shown
to the respondent:

1) While using a method and did not
want to become pregnant at that time.

2) While not using a method but did
not want to become pregnant at that time.

3) When stopped using a method in
order to have a child.

Women who reported circumstances
1 or 2 were then asked, “Before you
became pregnant this time, did you
want to have a child (or another child)
sometime?” and “Did your husband
want to have a child (or another child)
sometime?”

Women who reported not having
practiced contraception prior to preg-
nancy were asked: “Was the only reason
you did not use any method then be-
cause you wanted to have a baby as
soon as possible?” Those who answered
“No” were asked the same questions as
the other group about whether they had
wanted another child sometime.

Since couples are not always in agree-
ment on the desirability of having addi-
tional children, alternative definitions of
“unwanted” fertility are possible. A
minimal definition would require that
both spouses had been reported not to
have wanted another child before preg-
nancy occurred. A broader definition
would require only that one spouse had
been reported not to have wanted an
additional child. When husband and

wife disagree on this question, some
couples will intentionally have another
child, others will not. It seems reason-
able to assume that the proportion of
unwanted births lies somewhere be-
tween estimates resulting from these
two definitions, and that the average of
the two constitutes a best estimate. We
use this estimate throughout the text,
although the consequences of alterna-
tive definitions are reported in several
tables for the reader’s evaluation.

To what extent are these measures of
unwanted fertility reliable and wvalid?
As part of the 1965 NFS, a subsample
of the original sample of women was
re-interviewed 3 to 5 months later, to
assess the reliability of survey data on
fertility and family planning. The per-
centage of births classified as unwanted
differs by 0.3 percent in the two inter-
views. Checks for internal consistency
reveal that none of the women who re-
ported that their last child was un-
wanted replied (to a different question)
that they intended to have additional
children. In addition, the NFS estimate
is consistent with reports of other fer-
tility surveys based on differing mea-
surement techniques (4).

An indirect check on the validity of
our estimates can be made in terms of
contraceptive efficacy. When we con-
sider women who are near the end of
the childbearing stage (40 to 44 years
of age), the percentage classified as hav-
ing experienced at least one unwanted
birth implies, even when allowance is
made for underreporting, an average
contraceptive efficacy that is improb-
ably high (5). Realistic assumptions
about the level of contraceptive efficacy
of this population would very likely
lead to a figure for the proportion who
had experienced at least one unwanted
birth that is higher than the estimate
obtained by the measures used here
(6). This is independent evidence that
there is considerable rationalization in
the report of unwanted births and that
our estimates of unwanted fertility are
not likely to be too high.

Incidence and Characteristics
of Unwanted Fertility

In order to focus on the most recent
picture for which data are available, we
have limited the analysis in this section
to births which occurred between the
beginning of 1960 and the time of inter-
view, the autumn of 1965.

It is evident from the data of Table 1
that unwanted births comprised a sub-
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stantial proportion of total births during
these years. Our estimates indicate that
one-fifth of all births and more than
one-third of Negro births between 1960
and 1965 were unwanted. As one would
expect, the proportion of unwanted
births increases rapidly with birth
order. Almost one-third of all fourth-
order births and one-half of all sixth-
or higher-order births were unwanted;
for Negroes the corresponding propor-
tions are nearly one-half and two-thirds.
This high level of unwanted births
among Negroes indicates the magni-
tude of the burden of unwanted de-
pendents that is borne by this popu-
lation, but the problems of unwanted
births are substantial among whites
as well.

The incidence of unwanted births is
negatively related to both education and
income (Tables 2 and 3). In general,
the proportion of unwanted births is
approximately twice as high among
wives with less than a high school edu-
cation as among wives who have at-
tended college. By income, the propor-
tion of births reported as unwanted
varies little for families whose 1964
income was over $5000, but it is more
than twice as high for families with

_ incomes of less than $3000 as for those

with incomes of over $10,000. This dif-
ferential is particularly marked among
Negroes.

We have approximated the Social
Security Administration’s definition of
poverty (7), and the results are pre-
sented in Table 4. Since family size is
one component of that definition, many
couples would not have been classified
as poor were it not for their having had
unwanted children. Consequently, the
results indicate the coincidence of pov-
erty and unwanted births rather than a
propensity of the “poor” to have un-
wanted children. Among the “poor” in
1965, unwanted births constituted al-

most two-fifths of all births and three- -

fifths of all sixth- and higher-order
births; among the “non-poor” one out
of every seven births was unwanted
among whites and one out of every
five among Negroes (8).

Estimates for All Women

The foregoing analysis is based on a
sample of married women living with

their husbands in 1965; consequently, "

births to women not living with their

husbands and most illegitimate births
are not represented (9). In the absence
of reliable data on the subject, our pro-
cedures are based on the assumption
that the incidence and birth-order dis-
tribution of unwanted births are the
same for such births as for births re-
ported by wives now living with their
husbands. This undoubtedly is a bias
in the direction of underestimating the
extent of unwanted fertility.

We prepared our estimates separately
by race and birth order and then
summed them to obtain the total. We
estimate that in the period 1960 to 1965
there were 4.7 million births that would
have been prevented by “perfect con-
traception.” These births represent one-
fifth of all births during the period.
Approximately 2 million of these un-
wanted births occurred among the poor
and the near-poor, and half of these
among the Negro poor and near-poor
(Table 5).

Timing Failures
While the level of unwanted births

is high, the data of Table 6 make it
clear that many desired births are tim-

Table 2. Percentages of unwanted births (medium estimate) occurring between 1960 and 1965, by wife’s education, by race, and by birth
order. The values in parentheses are numbers of births.*

Birth order for total

Wife’s .
i Total White Negro
education 1 5 3 4 5 6
Less than 12 years 26 (1,842) 21 (1,153) 42 (653) 5(341) . 11 (380) 26 (339) 31 (249) 42 (188) 54 (335)
12 years 16 (1,742) 14 (1,361) 28 (358) 4 (525) 6 (437) 20 (232) 32 (207) 48 (102) 44 (139)
College 13 (688) 11 (577) 25 (95) 4(223) 8 (202) 16 (121) 22 (76) 42 (38) 45 (28)

* See footnote to Table 1.

Table 3. Percentages of unwanted births (medium estimate) occurring between 1960 and 1965, by 1964 family income, birth order, and
race. The values in parentheses are numbers of births.* ‘

Income

Birth order for total

(dollars) Total White Negro ) ) 3 4 5+
Less than 3,000 34 (436) 27 (178) 42 (244) 10 (95) 14 (19) 38 (62) £ (48) 57 (152)
3,000-4,999 24 (1,032) 18 (562) 39 (446) 7 (282) 12 (224) 23 (170) 30 (122) 56 (234)
5,000-6,999 16 (1.289) 14 (977) 30 (298) 3 (358) 6 (335) 22 (248) 30 (144) 44 (204)
7,000-9,999 16 (867) 16 (772) 28 (84) 4 (214) 4 (226) 20 (174) 29 (121) 42 (132)
10,000 and over 15 (s61) 15 (541) 16 (19) 3 (123) 9 (143) 14 (120) 26 (88) 34 (87)

* See footnote to Table 1.

Table 4. Percentages of unwanted births (medium estimate) occurring between 1960 and 1965, by poverty status, race, and birth order. The

values in parentheses are numbers of births.*

Birth order for total

Poverty status Total ‘White Negro
. 1 2 3 n 4 5 64

Poor and near-poor 32 25 46 7 14 28 34 46 56

Poor 37 (861) 31 (346) 47 (494) 9 (135) 16 (179) 30 (213) 35 (186) 47 (178) 61 (337)

Near-poor 23 (424) 16 (253) 40(170) 5 (137) 10 (151) 22 (130) 32 (77) 43 (63) 42 (120)
Non-poor 15(2,979) 15(2,492) 22 (444) 4 (1,674) 6 (1,481) 20 (1,061) 28 (670) 42 (308) 42 (320)
* See foctnote to Table 1.
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Table 5. Estimated numbers (in thousands) of unwanted births in the United States between
1960 and 1965,* by birth order, race, and poverty status.

Poor Birth order for total

All and Non-

Race birth near- poor
orders poor 1 2 3 4 5 6+

1) Unwanted by both spouses
Total 4,050 1,738 2,312 261 369 831 742 669 1,178
White 2,828 838 1,990 176 236 677 576 499 664
Negro 1,103 836 267 82 116 126 151 157 471
2) Unwanted by at least one spouse
Total 5,321 2,214 3,107 376 553 1,102 1,031 841 1,418
White 3,736 1,062 2,674 234 375 879 800 632 816
Negro 1,432 1,067 365 132 163 193 206 186 552
3)Medium estimate, average of categories 1 and 2

Total 4,685 1,976 2,709 319 461 966 886 755 1,298
White 3,282 950 2,332 205 306 778 688 566 740
Negro 1,267 951 316 107 139 159 178 172 512

* Proportions of unwanted births in the NFS sample are applied to vital statistics data for the United
Status (see Appendix for technical details). In the absence of official data on births by poverty status,

we have estimated the number of unwanted births

to the poor and near-poor on the basis of the

distribution by poverty status of unwanted births in the NFS sample.

ing failures. A birth was classified as a
timing failure when it was reported as
wanted but not the result of the delib-
erate interruption of contraception.

Of wanted births occurring between
1960 and 1965, two-fifths would have
occurred later if their timing had been
controlled. The short-run demographic
effects of the prevention of timing fail-
ures depend upon the length of time
considered and the assumed time re-
quired for the transition to perfect con-
traception (contraception enabling every
couple to avoid failures in regulating
family size and in timing births). For
example, if perfect contraception had
been universally employed at the begin-
ning of 1960, perhaps 7 percent of the
wanted births that occurred between
1960 and 1965 would have been de-
layed until after 1965. This estimate is
based on the assumption that the aver-
age length of a successfully planned
interval is 1 year longer than that of an
interval in which timing was not con-
trolled. If births are delayed, total fer-
tility for each cohort (women born in
the same year) being kept constant,
there is a dip in births while the change
occurs and no subsequent “makeup” of
the lost births until the mean age of
childbearing falls. When the transition
is complete, a certain number of births
will have been deferred to subsequent

Table 6. Percentages of wanted births classified

years, and this number will remain
fixed so long as the new spacing pattern
persists.

After the transitory dip is over, the
number of births may be affected by
increased spacing (total fertility for
each cohort being kept constant) be-

-cause fertility is centered on a lower
portion of the stable age distribution.

This effect is negligible in a low-mor-
tality population reproducing at a rate
near replacement.

There is, however, one possible in-
direct consequence of such timing
changes that has potential long-run sig-
nificance. It has been suggested that the
longer a birth is delayed, the less likely
a woman is to have that birth or a sub-
sequent birth (Z0). The longer a couple
puts off having a “wanted” child, the
more opportunity the wife has to ac-
quire role patterns at variance with
early child-care responsibility. At some
point that birth, or a desired subsequent
birth, may no longer seem so desirable.
In addition, the delay of a desired birth
increases the possibility that the birth
will be prevented by subfecundity. In
any event, the major demographic effect
of the universal use of contraception
would be the prevention of unwanted
births. In the next section we will dis-
cuss the long-run implications of this
effect.

as timing failures,* by birth order and race.

The values in parentheses are numbers of births.t

All Birth order
Race birth
orders 1 2 3 4 5 64
Total 43 (3,217) 38 (1,020) 42 (906) 50 (587) 50 (335) 44 (162) 47 (207)
‘White 42 (2,513) 36 (805) 40 (722) 48 (466) 48 (269) 42 (116) 46 (135)
Negro 56 (657) 50 (199) 61(174) 59 (114) 62 (64) 57 (42) 50 (64)

* A birth was classified as a timing failure when reported as wanted but not the result of deliberate

interruption of contraception.
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1 See footnote to Table 1.

Long-Run Implications for
U.S. Growth Rate

Since nearly 20 percent of all recent
births were unwanted, the elimination
of unwanted births could substantially
reduce our future growth rate. How-
ever, the size of this reduction would
depend upon the number of children
that women now entering the childbear-
ing years will ultimately want to have.

Viewed from a cohort perspective,
for women who were near the end of
their childbearing years in 1965 (ages
35 to 44), the elimination of births re-
ported to have been unwanted would
have reduced their fertility from 3.0 to
2.5 births per woman. Since an eventual
zero rate of population growth would
require cohort fertility of about 2.25
births per woman, the elimination of
unwanted births would not have been
sufficient to establish exact replacement
for this cohort, but it would have re-
sulted in considerable progress toward
that objective. The proportion of un-
wanted births (16 percent) reported by
this cohort—the figure used to calculate
the above estimate of 2.5 births—is
lower than the proportion reported for
all women in the period 1960-1965,
probably due to additional underreport-
ing of unwanted births resulting from
the longer period of time that had
elapsed since the events in question in
the case of the women aged 35 to 44.
The demographic effect of eliminating
unwanted births is probably greater
than we infer because of this underre-
porting by older women and the prob-
able underreporting of unwanted births
in general, and also because the addi-
tional children born to these older
women before they reach menopause
will undoubtedly be mostly unwanted.

The above estimate is based on the
experience of married women whose
childbearing took place in the high fer-
tility period of the early 1950’s. Under
circumstances of perfect contraception,
women now entering the childbearing
years might decide to have larger fam-
ilies than women who have preceded
them would have had if they had com-
plete control of fertility, but this does
not seem likely. Rapid diffusion of use
of the pill has continued since 1965,
and one of the consequences of this dif-
fusion may be reduction of the number
of “desired” as well as of unwanted
children. As women are able increas-
ingly to postpone pregnancy and to
enter into nonfamilial roles (particularly
employment), many may prefer to have
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smaller families than they would other-
wise have chosen. If, in addition, there
is a trend toward nonfamilial female
roles, there may be strong pressures
against any upsurge in the average
family size that would be achieved by
American women with complete fertility
control.

In fact there are already indications
that the ultimate family size of the most
recent cohorts may be lower than that
of preceding cohorts (/7). This decline
may be the result of some reduction in
unwanted births, in some reduction in
the number of children women want to
have, or in some combination of these
factors. Predicting the fertility of young
women is always precarious, but it
seems likely to us that, under the as-
sumption of perfect contraception, the
ultimate number of children today’s
young women would bear would be
below the number inferred, under the
same assumption, for women who were
between the ages of 35 and 44 in 1965.
There is some evidence from longitu-
dinal studies that success in the control
of fertility results in smaller families
than were originally desired (12).

However, it is very important that
we keep in mind the legacy of past
fertility when considering the potential
implications, for the U.S. growth rate,
of the elimination of unwanted births.
Even if exact cohort replacement could
be achieved, the population would not
immediately cease to grow. The time
required for cohort fertility to reach
the replacement rate would depend
upon the speed with which universal
perfect contraception was achieved.
After the replacement rate had been
attained, it would be some time before
the effects of past fertility on the age
structure would level off. Frejka has
prepared estimates directly relevant to
this question (/3). He demonstrates that
if the cohort comprised of women enter-
ing their childbearing years between
1965 and 1970 and all subsequent co-
horts were to achieve a cohort fertility
of exact replacement, the population
would continue to grow at least until
the year 2035, with a resultant increase
in size of 40 to 50 percent.

In summary, the elimination of un-
wanted births would lead to a reduced
growth rate for the United States, bar-
ring a marked increase in the average
number of children desired. However,
even if cohort replacement were
achieved (perhaps as a consequence of
other developments as well), a zero
growth rate for the United States could
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not be achieved for over 60 years, by
which time the population would num-
ber over 280 million. The longer it takes
to achieve universal perfect contracep-

tion, the longer it will take to reduce -

our growth rate, and the larger, of
course, will be the eventual size of our
population.

In terms of the implications for a
population policy goal of zero growth,
our findings do not imply that the task
of influencing people to want fewer
children should be ignored, especially
since this number could shift upward
again. However, the elimination of un-
wanted births would have considerable
demographic effect, it would be desir-
able in human terms, and it would
probably be a more readily attainable
objective.

Appendix: Comparison
with Other Measures

Since the conclusions reached by the
use of more conventional measures of
“desired” or “ideal” family size (I4)
differ radically from those reached by
our procedure of inferring the desired
number of children, a word on the
differences in the two approaches is
necessary. The first is used typically
in surveys with married women of all
ages within the reproductive span and
with varying numbers of children; in
this approach the woman is simply
asked how many children she would
like to have or how many she would
consider ideal for herself, or, in some
instances, for the average American
family. Our approach has been to infer
the desired number of children by sub-
tracting the number of unwanted births
from the total number of births. The
latter procedure results in considerably
lower estimates of the number desired.
For example, married women aged 35

to 44 in 1965 reported, through the di-

rect approach, a “desired family size”
of 3.4 children, as compared with 2.5

- children as estimated by our procedure.

In general, the difference is probably
attributable to real differences reflected
by the two types of measurement. In
the direct approach, desired family size
relates to the time of the survey and is
based on the respondent’s fertility his-
tory and on her and her husband’s ad-
justment to it. It is not at all inconsist-
ent for a couple that has had a child
that had been unwanted to state later,
on the basis of a satisfactory (even
beneficial) adjustment to the unwanted

birth, that the size of their family is
what they desire. To infer that this is
the number of children such couples
would have wanted under the conditions
of perfect fertility control would be er-
roneous. For couples early in their life
cycle, the measure of “desired family
size” may be highly invalid as a pre-
dictor of the number of children they
would have if they could control their
fertility. The average family size desired
by young couples corresponds closely
with the eventual average family size
for these couples, regardless of the
number of unwanted births; this sug-
gests that the number of children young
couples desire before the experience of
childrearing may be largely a reflection
of the observed sizes of the families of
other couples of similar social status.
On the other hand, when desired
family size is measured by subtracting
(for women past the childbearing years)
the number of unwanted births from

the number of children borne, the time

focus is on evaluation of the event at
the time of pregnancy. Although the
responses may still be influenced by
intervening experience, this bias should
be much less than the bias when the
reference is to the present, or to the
future conditioned by the present.

The two types of variables can be
measured independently, since about
half of the women who reported an
unwanted birth also said they would
not have preferred to have fewer chil-
dren than they had. Both measures are
useful, but it seems to us that the ap-
proach we have defined in this article is
the more suited to the task of assessing
the demographic implications of perfect
contraception.
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Science Service: Publishing
Pioneer in Financial Trouble

Science Service, Inc., a half-century-
old publishing organization that pio-
neered in attempts to promote the pub-
lic understanding of science, is in
danger of financial collapse. The Wash-
ington-based nonprofit  corporation,
whose board includes many distin-
guished figures from the scientific com-
munity, has been running at a big
deficit for several years now and has
recently appealed to the AAAS to res-
cue it through a merger or some other
form of assistance. If help is not forth-
coming, says E. G. Sherburne, Jr., the
director of Science Service, “we’ll have
a hard time hanging on.”

Science Service is best known for its
popularized weekly magazine, Science
News, which circulates some 115,000
copies; and for its conduct of the an-
nual Science Talent Search, sponsored
by the Westinghouse Educational Foun-
dation, which seeks to identify out-
standing high school seniors. The or-
ganization’s financial problems have
been the subject of rumors for some
years now, but confirmation that Science
Service is indeed in deep trouble still
comes as something of a surprise. Last
May Glenn T. Seaborg, chairman of the
Atomic Energy Commission and cur-
rently the president of Science Service,
delivered a major tribute to the organi-
zation and gave not a hint that there
were any financial problems. Seaborg’s
speech, which was written by Sher-
burne, reviewed the achievements and
prospects of the organization in favor-
able terms. “Despite the accomplish-
ments of the past,” Seaborg’s speech
concluded, “the future has even greater
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possibilities for expansion and new de-
velopments.”

In light of the information now avail-
able, that speech might fairly be charac-
terized as “whistling in the dark.”
Science Service has declined to reveal
any of its financial data to this reporter
—even that data which nonprofit orga-
nizations are required to submit to the
Internal Revenue Service on forms that
are open for public inspection—and the
IRS was unable to make the records
available before this article went to
press. Nevertheless, Sherburne acknowl-
edges that Science Service has run at a
deficit ever since he took over in 1966.
Other sources at Science Service say
that the deficit has mounted into the
hundreds of thousands of dollars in
some recent years, but Sherburne says
the deficit has recently been diminish-
ing.

The financial strain has shown up in
a number of economy moves and stop-
gap measures. Last January Science
Service abandoned its news and feature
service for newspapers, and last sum-
mer Science News on two occasions
skipped an issue and published biweekly
in order to save money and staff.
Science Service is also trying to sell for
$500,000 the four old buildings it owns
in the 1700 block of N Street, NW, in
Washington, D.C. According to in-
formed observers, the organization also
recently took out a bank loan to help
tide it over the current troublesome
period.

The problems of Science Service have
been exacerbated by personnel wrangles
in which two executives of the maga-
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zine, Science News, have been let go.
One was Marcia Nelson, the circulation
manager, who was fired, according to
Sherburne, at least partly because her
job had been largely taken over by a
computerized subscription service. The
other was Warren Kornberg, the editor
of Science News for the past 4 years,
who seems to have been fired or to have
quit after a wrangle with Sherburne
over whether the notoriously underpaid
staff should get raises or not.

Kornberg’s ouster caused a near
revolution. Some staff members say they
contemplated offering their resignations
en masse unless Kornberg were rein-
stated but that idea was dropped when
Kornberg said he wouldn’t come back
anyway. Though neither Kornberg nor
Sherburne will discuss the reasons be-
hind their rupture, staff members say
the precipitating issue was apparently
Kornberg’s request for raises for the
staff. “Warren felt he couldn’t hire good
people at the salaries we offer and he
couldn’t keep the people we have,” says
one staff writer. “So Warren got fired
and we ended up getting raises anyway.
It was incredible.”

In its heyday, Science Service was
perhaps the most renowned dissemi-
nator of science news to the general
public in this country. It was founded
as a nonprofit corporation in 1921,
largely through the impetus and finan-
cial assistance of the late E. W. Scripps,
a founder of the Scripps-Howard news-
paper chain, who had long been con-
cerned about lack of public understand-
ing of scientific achievements. The
organization’s director for approximately
four decades was the late Watson
Davis, a respected popularizer and pro-
moter of science.

Scripps’ original goal was to increase
the amount of science information in
newspapers, so the initial emphasis of
the new organization was to develop a
new press service that would dissemi-
nate science news to the media. When
the press service reached its peak in the
1940’s, Science Service was mailing
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