
Letters Letters 

AEI Energy Policy 

In the News and Comment article (3 
Oct., p. 31) on Americans for Energy Inde- 

pendence (AEI), Deborah Shapley gives a 
detailed, generally objective-but in one 
fundamental aspect, misleading-inter- 
pretation of the dispute between the execu- 
tive committee of AEI's board of directors 
and our resigned president, Admiral Elmo 
R. Zumwalt, Jr. 

For a fledgling organization like ours, 
the Admiral's resignation was a difficult 
trauma. Those executive committee mem- 
bers who voted against him in a policy dis- 

pute fully appreciate the enormous contri- 
butions he made to AEI. His great pres- 
tige, personal dedication, and energy make 

replacing him a difficult task. 
Contrary to Shapley's reporting, the 

split did not come about over the question 
of whether AEI should give preference to 
the development of one form of energy 
over another. Rather the circumstance was 
that, despite the clear statement of objec- 
tives announced at the time of AEI's estab- 
lishment in June, the staff had, in the view 
of the executive committee, paid in- 

adequate attention to the implementation 
of policies and programs designed to attain 
these objectives. 

In AEI's original statement of objectives 
the organization indicated that it sought to 

help the United States achieve substantial 
energy independence in the near-term by 
stressing rapid utilization of all readily ac- 
cessible domestic fuel resources, whether 
coal, uranium, oil, or gas. As all AEI state- 
ments so far have emphasized, we were not 
and are not "favoring one domestic source 
of energy at the expense of another." To 

suggest otherwise, as the former acting 
executive director Bruns Grayson asserted 
to Shaply, is simply incorrect. 

When the former staff, moreover, 
tried as it did-to shift AEI's emphasis 
from near-term goals to long-term objec- 
tives (such as solar energy), without clearly 
discriminating between the two types of 

energy sources, confusion about AEI's 

purposes was bound to set in. As a result of 
this, the executive committee felt it essen- 
tial that Grayson's successor be thorough- 
ly knowledgeable and experienced in the 

energy field to enable him to better develop 
and communicate AEI's policies. Unfortu- 
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nately, when differences developed on this 
issue, our president resigned. 

All of this is past history, however, and, 
as should become abundantly clear in the 
next few weeks, the AEI ship has not only 
been rapidly stabilized but is already mov- 

ing fully ahead. For instance, four chapters 
have been founded in four Northeastern 
states. Not only has the patient recovered, 
but in my view he is far stronger today 
than at any previous moment. 

Of course, AEI remains open to all 
forms of energy development and utiliza- 
tion, but our primary purpose is to assist 
and prod the nation in its pursuit of sub- 
stantial energy independence in the near- 
term and not merely at some distant fu- 
ture. 

In pushing its policy development pro- 
cess, AEI has been assisted by some ex- 
cellent cooperation from two of our board 
members-I. W. Abel, president of the 
United Steelworkers of America, and Jo- 

seph Keenan, secretary-treasurer of the In- 
ternational Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers. Specifically, the Steelworkers 
have loaned us the services of Francis X. 
Gannon, who has extensive experience in 

governmental affairs and environmental 
economics, to help our acting president, 
former Massachusetts governor Endicott 

Peabody, and our executive committee. 
AEI is an organization with a broad and 

growing base of support, and nothing illus- 
trates this better than the cooperation we 
are receiving from labor. 

HANS A. BETHE 
A mericans for Energy Independence, 
Suite 1405, 1500 Wilson Boulevard, 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Letter to Izvestiya 

Two years ago, Science (26 Oct. 1973, p. 
3314 carried my translation of a letter pub- 
lished in the 29 August 1973 issue of 
Pravda; the letter, signed by 40 members 
of the Soviet Academy of Sciences, at- 
tacked the activities of Andrei D. Sakha- 
rov. 

Now that Sakharov has been chosen to 
receive the 1975 Nobel peace prize, a letter 

condemning his selection appeared in Iz- 

vestiya (26 October) and was signed by 72 
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Soviet academicians. Of the 40 academi- 
cians who had signed the Pravda letter 2 
years ago, 31 also signed the recent Iz- 
vestiya letter (1). 

The following is a translation of the let- 
ter to Izvestiya with the names of the 72 
Soviet academicians who signed it. 

Soviet scientists, as is all peace-loving society 
are deeply satisfied with the positive devel- 
opment within the international community 
toward the relaxation of tension and the 
strengthening of peace. It was with hope in the 
future that we welcomed the results of the Hel- 
sinki Conference on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe as an important step toward universal 
peace. Soviet scientists, together with progres- 
sive scientists in all countries, always have sup- 
ported peace, friendship, and cooperation 
among peoples. We fully subscribe to and sup- 
port the Soviet Union's peace-loving policy. We, 
therefore, must express our bewilderment and 
indignation in connection with the Norwegian 
Storting Nobel Committee's award of the peace 
prize to Academician Sakharov, whose activi- 
ties are aimed at undermining the cause of 
peace and peaceful equal relations among 
states, and in kindling mistrust among peoples. 

People of good will in the world know that the 
USSR consistently pursues a policy of peace 
and relaxation of international tension namely 
that the Soviet government is one that has 
shown the initiative in and consistently advo- 
cates the banning of nuclear weapons tests, the 
curbing of the arms race, the reduction of arms 
and armed forces, the observance in relation- 
ships among states of the principles for the re- 
spect of sovereignty and the noninterference in 
internal affairs, and the renunciation of force 
and the threat of force. Sakharov, however, 
fights against this policy and urges the West not 
to believe the Soviet state, urges the West to 
pursue a "hard" line with respect to it, and to 
demand as "payment" for d6tente, the abandon- 
ment of the basic achievements of Soviet power, 
and essentially the granting of freedom for the 
development of capitalism in our country. He 
speaks of the danger of d6tente, and in accord 
with the anti-Soviets in the West, frightens 
people about the military threat that allegedly 
conies forth from our country. 

Sakharov constantly sides with those, who 
through their aggressive actions, have repeat- 
edly brought international tension to the very 
limit. He condemned the U. S. militaristic cir- 
cles, not for their aggression in South Vietnam 
and Cambodia, but for their "insufficient deci- 
siveness and consistency" in carrying it out, and 
he has called the freedom and peace that was 
won by the patriots of Indochina a "tragedy." 
He has condemned the countries that support 
the just cause of the Arab peoples struggling 
against Israeli aggression. 

Proclaiming himself a defender of humanism 
and human rights, Sakharov expressed the hope 
that the Pinochet regime in Chile would open up 
"an era of revival and consolidation." He is 
"shaken" by the fate of the "unfortunate 
Hess" --Hitler's closest associate, convicted by 
an international tribunal of fascist crimes 
against humanity. But the Nobel committee 
proclaims Sakharov "the voice of all mankind's 
conscience." 

Under the pretense of a fight for human 
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Under the pretense of a fight for human 
rights, Sakharov acts as an opponent of the So- 
viet peace-loving foreign policy, and of our 
socialistic system. He slanders the great politi- 
cal, economic, social, and cultural achievements 
of the Soviet people. We are not surprised, 
therefore, at the fuss made over this prize in the 
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