LETTERS
Restrictions on Scientific Publication

Recent attempts to restrict the publi-
cation of scientific papers (News and
Comment, 22 Jan., p. 383) and William
D. Carey’s reaction to these attempts (5
Feb., p. 635) can be illuminated by a
review of Science’s experiences with at-
tempted censorship in 1942. In one in-
stance, the National Academy of Sci-
ences’ Advisory Committee on Scientific
Publications restricted the appearance of
an article ‘““On penicillin’® until others
brought to its attention the fact that
Nature was publishing detailed reports
on the same topic (/). This incident led
James McKeen Cattell, Science’s owner
and editor, to get the committee to state
that ‘it is not the intent to withhold
publication of advances in medical
knowledge which would be of wide-
spread value in the treatment of war
injuries and the control and treatment of
disease” (2). Similarly, when the Office
of Censorship prevented issues of Sci-
ence containing supposedly sensitive
material from being mailed to foreign
subscribers, Cattell had to point out that
the notes being objected to were sup-
plied by the Science Service and had
already been published in many newspa-
pers (3). Cattell and other editors, how-
ever, cooperated with the advisory com-
mittee in reviewing material on nuclear
physics and electronics, thus following
the lead of the physicists themselves,
who had started a program of self-cen-
sorship as early as the late 1930’s (4).

Carey’s comments stress that ‘‘even in
wartime, such a demand [for the prepub-
lication review of scientific articles]
would be an extreme one, and in the
absence of a national security emergency
it is incongruous.’” Similarly, in response
to Cattell’s debates with censorship offi-
cials, the New York Times (5) editorial-
ized that ‘“‘probably . . . the editors of
scientific periodicals are better judges
[than anyone] of what may or may not be
of value to the enemy,”’ concluding that
“‘all [scientists] make discoveries that
have some application in totalitarian
war.”” As Carey, Cattell, and the Times
all apparently agree, some situations—
like war—may require some sort of re-
strictions. But even in these cases the
restrictions must be carefully developed
and applied lest they lead to incidents as
ludicrous as those of 1942. More impor-
tant, one does not have to agree with the
Times’s 40-year-old claims for the judg-
ment of scientists to believe that such
restrictions—especially without the exi-
gency of a ‘‘national security emergen-
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cy’'—raise, as Carey stresses, many
troubling constitutional questions. On
both historical and legal grounds, then,
let us hope that these attempts to restrict
scientific publication continue to be
strongly and effectively resisted.
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“Creative Evolution®’

Asreported in recent issues of Science
(News and Comment, 6 Nov., p. 635; 13
Nov., p. 773; 4 Dec., p. 1101; 11 Dec., p.
1224, 1 Jan., p. 33; 8 Jan., p. 142; 22 Jan.,
p. 381) and elsewhere, a small group of
creationists is stirring up a legal storm
with their rigid views of ‘‘creation sci-
ence’’ as a curriculum alternative in op-
position to generally accepted concepts
of biological evolution. Many evolution-
ary biologists appear to be responding in
an uncompromisingly hostile manner as
if no compromise were conceivable in
teaching about the origins of life. Over-
looked is the fact that many of us teach-
ing life sciences in the universities and
high schools are both Christians and
evolutionists. The view has long been
held among many, if not most, educated
Christians that evolution is God’'s awe-
some method for achieving the creative
process—in other words, adaptive diver-
sity of species. One need only look at the
relatively rapid appearance of new vari-
ants of animals and plants or pesticide-
resistant and antibiotic-resistant strains
of organisms to realize that this process
continues unabated.

The sadness of the rigid reasoning of
spokesmen for the Institute for Creation
Research is in considering creation and
evolution as irreconcilable. Many biolo-
gists who also believe in a supreme being
governing an orderly universe of marvel-
ous design deplore the efforts of these
‘“‘creationists’’ to force their literal reli-
gious views into the curriculum. One
may also object to the attitude of intel-
lectual arrogance among certain evolu-

tionists who push their view that the
original forms of life appeared entirely
by accident or that matter itself sprang
from nothing. The evidence of evolution
does not and cannot reveal the source of
the basic chemical elements or the pri-
mal source of life.

The current legal conflict could be
rather easily resolved in the following
manner. The introduction of the subject
in elementary textbooks could state
something like: ‘‘A few scientists believe
in a relatively recent inception of the
earth and living organisms by sudden
creation of the universe, energy, and life
from nothing. Most scientists, however,
believe that the earth and all forms of life
gradually evolved over several billion
years. Evolution can be viewed as a
creative process continuing over a long
period of time. Students should be aware
at the outset that the extensive evidence
of evolution is not necessarily in opposi-
tion to religious concepts of creation by a
supreme being. Note that the causative
beginning or primeval appearance of
matter or life in our universe, the incep-
tion of something from nothing, is not at
issue.”’

In other words, a fairly short exposi-
tion of alternative viewpoints should sat-
isfy the objection of those Christians and
others who falsely see evolution as anti-
God. Meanwhile, let us hope the mis-
guided effort to introduce a literalist view
of Genesis under the guise of “‘creation
science’’ is exposed as a stance with
little or no support from the many who
see creation and evolution as quite com-
patible.
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“Pruning’’ Research Funds

The remarks attributed to Presidential
Science Adviser George A. Keyworth by
Colin Norman (News and Comment, 1
Jan., p. 39) bring to mind the pronounce-
ments of the fictitious Chauncey Gardi-
ner, in Jerzy Kosinski’s political satire
Being There. Kosinski depicted the rise
to prominence, as an administrative
spokesman, of a newly liberated recluse
who responded to all questions on social
issues in terms of gardening platitudes.
While conceivable, although debatable,
that certain aspects of big science would
benefit in quality by a cycle of fiscal
constraint ‘‘just as the occasional
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