
illustrate this. Unfortunately this con- 
trol has seldom if ever been exercised 
for the common good of man. My 
thesis is that man is unique in being 
able to direct and control his own 
evolution. He has all too seldom exer- 
cised this option deliberately, and I 
agree with Yarnell that advancing 
knowledge makes this more feasible 
and at the same time more imperative 
for his survival and advancement in 
this nuclear and increasingly populous 
age. 

Both Macinko and Beckwith point 
out the thorny nature of any discus- 
sion of the ancient pitfalls of free will. 
I referred to a concept of freedom 
stemming from our inability to know 
all that phylogenetic and individual 
past experience contributes to one's 
on-going behavior. We may or may 
not be entirely determined, and I sug- 
gested a pragmatic approach-that 
one may behave empirically as if one 
were free to make choices and thus 
justify responsibility, which I assume 
is socially desirable. An additional 
point in favor of freedom was de- 
rived from considerations of logical 
indeterminancy. This is a matter of 
definition of free will as I chose to 
use it in my discussion. Since we can 
have no final answer to the question 
of free will, one might ask, Which 
position is pragmatically better for 
society-the assumption that we are 
free or the assumption that we are 
not? What would be the social conse- 
quences if everyone were convinced 
that he was an automaton with no 
freedom to choose? It may be true 
that he is an automaton, although this 
contradicts our deepest convictions. In 
practice it seems to me that it would 
leave a society in a position in which 
people could not be held responsible 
for their acts. This conceivably might 
be a desirable state of affairs, but I 
do not think so. 

Beckwith's point that "the doctrine 
that objective truth exists is meta- 
physical not ethical" seems to me ir- 
relevant to the issue. I hold no brief 
for "absolute, unverifiable ethical prin- 
ciples." It is true that "principles of 
expediency verified by their utility" 
motivate much of science, but regard- 
less of the metaphysics involved, when 
one compares the arrivals at convic- 
tion by the operational procedures of 
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ethical significance of truth reached 
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procedures extended more generally 
to the weighing and evaluation of evi- 
dence in relation to events in daily 
life, politics, and other human rela- 
tions can have a very considerable 
ethical "fallout," in my opinion. 

HUDSON HOAGLAND 

Worcester Foundation for 
Experimental Biology, 
Shrewsbury, Massachusetts 

Scientists and Patents: 
A Lawyer Comments 

An advertisement of the AAAS in 
your issue of 6 December (p. 1309) 
quotes this statement of a former 
AAAS president: 

I have sought . . . no patent for inven- 
tions and solicited no remuneration for 
my labors, but have freely given their 
results to the world .... The only reward 
I ever expected was the consciousness of 
advancing science and the pleasure of dis- 
covering new truths. 

Elsewhere in the ad is the statement 
that AAAS is "an instrument for se- 
curing the benefits of science for 
human welfare." In the opinion of 
this reader, these statements are totally 
inconsistent. The use of the statement 
by AAAS is a representation of re- 
grettable views of scientists about the 
patent system. 

The picture conveyed is of the sci- 
entist cracking the door of his labora- 
tory and throwing his invention out to 
the world. He then slams the door 
shut, returns to his bench, and revels 
in the warm feeling of having made 
his contribution to mankind. He gives 
no thought to the question who, if 
anyone, will transform his invention 
into a useful product or whether, in 
fact, his invention might be misap- 
plied, to the detriment of his fellow 
man. 

I do not propose that the social 
consciousness of the scientist should 
force him to abandon the bench and 
dabble in the dirty world of business. 
But if his attitude about patents is 
based on a desire to benefit the world, 
his mantle is soiled by abstinence 
rather than participation. Of course, 
many of the scientist's contributions 
are not patentable because they are 
not "useful" in the patent sense. They 
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contributions. And those engaged in 
strictly fundamental research should 
reject the view that because the patent 
system may not operate for them it 
should be curtailed or abolished in 
areas where it does operate. 

The philosophy of the patent sys- 
tem is to provide incentive for doing 
what must be done to the scientist's 
work before it can become a benefit 
to the public. Charles Kettering has 
said: 

. . . progress will not come through re- 
search, science, and invention alone. These 
are merely the loose strands of progress. 
They must be joined by cross-strands. 

These cross-strands include the provi- 
sion of an incentive to invest in un- 
certain developments in the hope that 
the temporary "monopoly" afforded 
by a patent will enable the investor to 
recover his costs and earn a profit. 
By exercising control through patents 
the scientist can better assure himself 
that his invention will do what he 
wants it to do in the world. He can 
license it freely to all worthy comers 
as though there were no patent at all, 
and he can refuse to license those 
whose competence or aims he dis- 
trusts. And there is no law requiring 
him to accept a profit in the process. 

The Science ad refers to the author 
of the earlier statement as "a prime 
example of the spirit that has led emi- 
nent men of science for more than a 
century to seek the objectives of the 
AAAS." If this really represents the 
spirit of the scientist, we can only 
hope that one of the "new truths" 
he discovers is the availability of the 
patent system to help him fulfill the 
highest calling of his profession. 

ARTHUR R. WHALE 
3512 Croyden Avenue, 
Kalamazoo, Michigan 

Consanguineous Marriage 
and Biological Selection 

The exchange of letters between Vic- 
tor McKusick and Cabot Briggs (Sci- 
ence, 10 Jan., p. 100) leaves the im- 
pression that the practice of marriage 
of close kin is on balance always bio- 
logically detrimental. But anthropolo- 
gists are aware that marriage of close 
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