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[Poiiiics; Scienc -’ All Mixed Up 
1 . ‘u’ scientist assays confusion on fallout peril I 

scientist I 

uced in bombing. . 
We know a great deal about hlgh level 

adioactlvity damage. We can extrapolate 
information on lower animals such as 

and damaging effect. This 
would mean that any addi- 
tional radiation would mean 
additional damage. 

Very few persons seriously 
challenge the validity of this 
extrapolation. Those who do 

‘only point out that the mag- . Visscher 
’nitude of the damage at  
jpresc levels of radiation due to bomt 
testinb-would be very small. They arguc 
further that even if it d ~ d  produce an addi 
tional 15,000 defectives per generation pel 
bomb, it would be worth the cost to societj 
as a whole. 

But the fact that the magnitude of thl 
damage is just an “educated guess” is thl 
first great difficulty. The real effect ma! 
easlly be only one tenth or it might he l b  
times as great No one actually knows. 

The same is true in an even more extreme 
way in connection with the cancer-produc 
ing effects of radioactive elements. WE 
think, but do not really know, that strontiun 
90 is the main hazard as far as cancer i: 
concerned with low level radioactivity fron 

!fallout Furthermore, we do not really knoq POW little strontium 90 will produce cancer 
I The public should know that it will bc 
bbsolutely impossible to “know” how dan 

erous this element is for at  least 20 years 
hich is the time we have found it take 

or similar radioactive substances to  pro 
uce -cancer. The public should know tha 
e scientists have no actual data on thi E carcinoeenic (cancer-oroducing) activity o 

’ 

We are simply makink “educated guesses’ 

eaths in the luminoqs dial industn 
esses are probably correct within I 

Id range, up or down, but no scienhs 
dare say that he positively know 

the lower limit of damaging effect i! 
other words. here again we are dealin 
h ahstance which n e  knots’ is damag 
tn i b  .nU;&d Ipthalitr. and w e  ar 

! There is one point about this situation 
hat disturbs me greatly. It is that the top 
ldministrative officials do not have c d i -  
lence in the intelligence of the American 
)eople. They act as  though they did not 
,eally believe in the democratic system. 
The facts in questio? have no conceivable 

nilitary significance. They are iplportant 
wily as background information for p0liC;y 
jecisions. To Withhold them from the public 
neans one of two things, either that our 
Washington administrators do not t rus t  our 
intelligenge, or that they hope to control 
>pinion by monopolizing informatioq 

Either conclusion would be distressing to 
me as  one d h o  believes in the democratic 
process, bedause it would mean that we are 
imitating the practices of adthoritarianism. 
which I abhor. 

The third reason for confusion Is, I bel 
Heve, the fact that scientists who talk and 
write about this problem mix up science 
and public policy. * 

We should all be more careful to poi”:\ 
out exactly what is fact, what is guess an i  I 
what is opinion as to public policy. I firmly 
believe that this is the only way in %-hick 
scientists can be really useful to society i? 
public policy questions. 

Scientists have some special competenca , 
regarding knowledge of facts, and even iz 
being able to make the most probzble. 
“guesses” about situations in which specif:: ‘ 
facts are not %\,ailable. But they have I!? 
special competence in arriving at  polic:; i 
judgments. 

Policy in a democracy must be Eased 01: 
informed public judgment and therefore 
clear distinttions between fact, guess and 
policy judgment must be made. I hope tha! 
in the future this will be done by eveq-1 
scientist who undertakes to deal With this’ 
or other questions of public policy depend- 
ing on scientific information 

Minneapolis. -Prof. Maurice B.Visscher, 
Head, Physiology Department, 
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