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FORUM AWARDS GO TO ROWLAND AND STONE

PHYSICISTS t PROFESSIONAL CONCERNS, AND THE APS

The 1979 Leo Szilard Award for Ph sics in
the Pub
Interest of the Forum pn Physics
and. Society has been given to F. Sherwood
~w1and of the University of California at
Irvine. The award is for his identification
and warnings of the hazards of the release
of chorof1uorocarbons to the earth's protec
tive ozone layer.

This issue is devoted to two papers on the
relations between the professional concerns of
physicists, the physics community and the APS.
The first paper by Roger Dittman presents a
critical analysis of the Guidelines to Profes
sional Employment for Engineers and Scientists
which was proposed several years ago by the APS
Committee on Professional Concerns but never
adopted by the APS. Dittman also· discusses a
related issue, the Affirmation of Freedom of
Inquiry and Expression resolution of the National
Academy of Sciences. The second paper by Earl
Callen is partly a comment on Dittman's paper
and partly a history of the Guidelines. Callen
has been one of the most prominent proponents of
the Guidelines in the APS. Further papers or
letters on these issues are welcome.

The 1979 Forum on Physics and Societx A~ard
for promoting public understanding of the
relation of physics to society has been given
to Jeremy Stone of the Federation of American
Scientists. The award is for his role as
director of the Federation of American Scien
tists, a non-profit, civic organization,
licensed to lobby in the public interest,
and as editor of the influential and highly
regarded FAS PUBLIC INTEREST REPORT.
NOMINATIONS NEEDED FOR 1980 FORUM AWARDS
Gloria B. Lubkin, Senior Editor, Physics
Today will chair the 1980 Forum Awards
Committee. Suggestions and nominations
should be sent to her by April 13, 1979 be
cause the Forum Executive Committee will
select candidates for the awards during the
Washington APS meeting April 23, 1979. Her
address is:. Physics 'Ioda,y-..13.5...EasL 45 St.,
New York, N.Y. 10017

NOMINATIONS NEEDED FOR 1980 FORUM OFFICERS

IN THIS ISSUE:

..

At the New York meeting of the APS, January
1979, theAPS Council voted to replace the
Committee on Professional Concerns by the
Committee on Opportunities in Physics. Brian
Schwartz (Dean of the School of Science, Brooklyn
College) who had chaired the former committee
will chair the new committee.
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William A. B1anpied, Program Director, EVIST,
NSF, will chair the Nominating Committee for
1980 Forum Officers.
Nominations for vice-chairperson and other
officers should be sent to him by April 16, 1979
His address is:
Office of Science and Society
National Science Foundation
Washington, D.C. 20550
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TWO CONTEMPORARY ISSUES IN THE POLITICS OF SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH
IN THE UNITED STATES.
Roger Dittmann
California State University
at Fullerton
I. Introduction

~
In order to illustrate the ideological condition of science and technology in the
U.S., attention is focussed upon two significant relevant documents which have been sub~
mit ted to the American Physical Society (APS) from the larger scientific/technological '
community. One of the documents, "Guidelines to Professional Employment for Engineers
and Scientists",l has already been adopted by twenty scientific and technical societies. 2
The Committee on Professional Concerns of the APS had been considering recommending the
"Guidelines" to tha-APS-Council. The question whether the APS should adopt the guidelines
was submitted to broad solicitation of opinions by publishing a statement of information
and a call for comments in the July/August 1976 APS Bulletin. l It has since fallen into
an administrative limbo, with no further action taken since then, but is still "pending",
if not completely forgotten. The second document, "An Affirmation of Freedom of Inquiry
and Expression", was passed as a resolution by the National Academy of Sciences (NAS), and
has been distributed by the APS for personal endorsement. 3 5,780 signed copies of the
appeal were returned to the APS and forwarded to the NAS for further political use.

II. "Guidelines to Professional Employment for Engineers and Scientists"
The "Guidelines" (appended) have been defended as a progressive step for the APS,4
which, even today, is reluctant to consider conditions of employment, a topic considered
to be of "trade union" nature, quite outside the province of a "professional" society.
Indeed, considering the reputation of the APS, the mere contemplation of such a topic
may be considered to constitute progress of a sort - until one considers the content.
Much of the content is bland and routine, but some issues command attention:
Loyalty:
No mention of loyalty to one's fellow man, society, or to one's country is made.
Instead, (Objectives - 2) "The professional employee must pe loyal to the employer's
objectives and contribute hislher _g_~qU:vity --.J:Q thor:;_~oal~". (my emphasis), and later,
redundantly, perhaps for emphasis, (2. Terms of Employment, Professional employee (1) ),
"The professional employee should be loyal to his/her employer."
,/

Implict is the position that the vast numbers of U.S. scientists and engineers who /
work for the military should, must be loyal to militaristic goals. Presumably also, pro
fessionals in the employ of corporations should be loyal to the raison d'etre of corporations,
profit-taking, a process which sometimes required the performance of some public service,
but which is most often antithetical to the public weal.
This attitude was perhaps a little too blatant for the APS Committee of Professional
Concerns, which reviewed the document and sought to interpret "loyalty", and specifically
"Objectives
2" (cited above) as, " ••• the professional employee must support by his
(sic) working performance the employer's objectives, and contribute his (sic) creativity
to those goals." This provides little solace.
• An earlier version of this paper was presented to the 7th International Conference
"Science and Society" held in Protoroz, Yugoslavia, 25-30 June, 1977.
(Continued on page 3 )
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"Whistle-blowing", such as produced the Pentagon Papers, Watergate, and
which exposed germ warfare practices on the U.S. population, nuclear hazards, and myriads
of other abuses, is clearly a violation of the mandated "loyalty to the employer". The
Guidelines further state explicitly that, "TQe professional employee should not divulge
technical proprietary information ••• ". (2. Terms of employment,-Professional employee
(5) ). As Nader, et al., have pointed out 'in Whistle-Blowing 5 , professional employees
in industry have practically no protection against reprisal from their employers, unlike
organized workers who have access to grievance procedures obtained, guaranteed, and
adminisr€red through legally binding, collectiv~ly bargained contracts. Professional
e~es who choose to serve the public interest even when it conflicts with the cor
~orate interest are, and have been subject to dismissal, demotion, transferral, and
industry-wide blacklisting. From their "professional" societies, according to the Guide
lines, they can expect not support, but a reprimand, and justification for reprisals taken
against them.
"Chain-of-Command" Thinking"
The "chain-of-command" structure of capitalist society, in which the employee is
obedient to the orders of the bosses, is accepted and even emphasized, except for a minor
interpretation referring to the statements of the American Association of University
Professors describing recommendations for propriety in relations between faculty members
and the University. Any concept of democracy in the workplace~ peer review, syndicalism,
codetermination, collective bargaining, or, heaven forbid, self-managementl* is unthinkable
in such document arising out of the dominant ideology in a burgeois society, which is, of
course, the point of this paper. To cite some examples:
(from 2. Terms of employment) "The employer should establish a salary
policy ••. ", and fI • • • performance evaluations and salary review should
be conducted for the individual professional employee by his/her
supervisor."
Collective bargaining is not mentioned explicitly, except to recommend against a closed
shop (Employer (13». Probably through oversight, the possiblity of an agency shop is
not considered.
III.

"An

Affi~~H.2.n

2,f. Freedom of Inquiry and Expression"

At first reading, the Affirmation (appended) reads like a resolution for apple pie
and baseball (motherhood having recently declined in esteeem). It is the omissions which
are significaItt~" The statement is called "An Affirmation of Freedom of Inquiry and
Expr~sionfl, as if freedom of inquiry already existed.
The strong implication is that it
is a matter of individ~al preference on the part of the investigator which decides the
direction of research. There is absolutely no recognition of the tight control over
research in the U.S. which is exercised by the agencies, foundations, and industries which
control the funding 6 , even in the universities 7 , which are themselves under corporate control,
as a glance at the roster of the board of trustees of any U.S. university will confirm. S
* This paper was presented in Yugoslavia, where self-management is a constitutional
guarantee and a way of life.
(continued on page 4 )
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The corporate foundation fronts, especially the Carnegie and Rockefeller Foundations
earlier and the Ford Foundation later, magnified the extent of their influence over
higher education by requiring matching funds for their significant grants 9 , by con
centrating on the leading institutions 10 , and by focussing upon Innovations. As
Frank P. Walsh, Chair of the Congressional Commission on Industrial Relations (1915)
commented,
"Mr. Rockefeller could find no better insurance for his hundreds-~~~
millions than to invest one of them in subsidizing all agencies that
make for social change and progress.", and commenting on the conces
sions universities are willing to make to obtain funds, "It would seem
conclusive that if an institution will willingly abandon its religious
affiliations through the influence of these foundations, it will even
more easily conform to their way any other part of its organization
or teaching. "-111)
It is ironic that practitioners in the field of recombinant genetic research are engaged
in the process of restricting their own research because of the recognition of the dangers
for the entire human race and for the environment which could result from unforeseen
consequences of unrestricted research development at the same time that the NAS is
circulating its Affirmation. Of course the need for restriction on research on human
subjects has long been recognized.
A more subtle ideological point is deserving of attention. Repeated emphasis is
placed upon the "personal freedom" of practitioners, defocussing attention from the
organizations who hire the army of researchers and who really control the direction of
research, as well as encouraging the debilitating attitude of isolated individualism
which dooms practitioners to perpetual impotence, to the great convenience of the rulers
of science.
IV. Motivation for the Documents
Despite the reactionary sentiments expressed in the Guidelines, which are used here
to illustrate the domination of burgeois ideology in the scientific and engineering
communities, the document was obviously born out of concern for the regulation of the
conditions of employment of behalf of the professional employee. But what prompted the
NAS Aff irmation?
--~ __
It probably was motivated by concern about objections that have been raised about
some types of research that have been conducted in recent times. Let us consider these ~
areas of controversy briefly in order to understand what might have inspired the NAS to.
pass and circulate their resolution, viz., IQ and Race, Military Research, and to a lesser
degree, Sociobiology: and other topics.
IQ and Race:
Concern about objections to the racist research and statements of Shockley, Herrnstein,
and Jensen led another branch of the scientific establishment, the American Association for
the Advancement of Science (AAAS), to sponsor a two day program which they entitled,
"Problems of Forbidden and Discouraged Knowledge"12, to which they invited Herrnstein,
(who, however, did not attend, although he had initially accepted the invitation).
(continued on page 5 )

