dom, political stability, a strong diver-
sified research and development pro-
gram in government, universities and
industry,” he says. And, they are some-
times “pushed” out by their own coun-
tries. Economic incentive and strong
research programs are not always a
sufficient lure, Dr. Kidd says, citing
the fact that immigration from stable
nations like Venezuela and Brazil is low.
“Push” forces such as political insta-
bility, rigid institutional structures in
universities, low salary scales because
of an unwillingness to promote scien-
tists on grounds of ability, and a dearth
of intellectual colleagues are seen as
equally related to the exodus of talent.
The solution rests with reform within
more than with changes in U.S. im-
migration policies, he believes.

Senator Kennedy summarizes his
view, saying the “brain drain” issue is
“festering with little joint concern and
action within the international com-
munity. For this reason, I want to sug-
gest that our Government take the ini-
tiative—preferably through the United
Nations—in calling for an international
conference of interested governments
to explore, in depth, the international
migration of talent and skills, and the
problem of brain drain from the less
developed areas of the world.” Such a
conference is the likely outcome of the
hearings which are expected to con-
tinue for another three or four weeks.
It’s too early to predict the likelihood
of new legislation.

In spite of its inevitable interna-
tional nature, the problem is of prime
importance to the U.S., Frankel says,
because in the long run this country
cannot bear the burden of a world in
which most countries have inadequate
intellectual resources and technologi-
cal skills and, therefore, have to rely
on the U.S. or one of the other big
nations for their well-being.

Science Deferments
Under The Gun

For the last three years, a major
effort of key science policy makers in
Washington has been to increase the
flow of scientific and technical man-
power into the nation’s scientific ar-
senal. And science students, and scien-
tists, considered to be in “critical or
essential occupations,” were offered
draft exemption in the national interest.

Now there is new national need, ap-
parently more critical: The need for a
“fair and equitable” draft system.

And the exemptions scientists and
students in the sciences were once of-
fered are in danger of being washed
away.

The National Advisory Commission
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on Selective Service balanced out in
favor of individual fairness in its rec-
ommendations to President Johnson
proposing a new lottery system for
drafting men into the military. And
President Johnson last week passed
most of the Commission’s recommen-
dations on to the Congress, coming
down hard for “fairness,” rather than
draft deferments.

A fair and equitable draft means, in
essence, that young scientists lose the
privileged position they have held since
the second World War.

Until now deferments have been
granted to students, both graduate and
undergraduate, and to men in critical
occupations. These include a long list
of scientists, technicians, engineers and
even laboratory glassblowers. What
happens, says the National Advisory
Commission on Selective Service, in its
report is that deferments pyramid into
actual exemptions from service. Men
go from college to privileged occupa-
tions to marriage and finally from draft
age, leaving military service to the non-
collegiates—an increasingly sore point.

As of January, despite Vietnam,
there were 237,000 men deferred for
occupation, plus all the full time stu-
dents. In contrast, only 19,000 were
deferred during the Korean War dur-
ing which regulations on deferments
were tightened.

Thus, the fundamental issue before
the Commission was one of fairness
and ethics, says executive director
Bradley H. Patterson. Fifteen years ago,
military service was taking millions of
men and the major problem was
“Whom should you spare?” says Patter-
son. Now the service takes very few
and spares millions. The problem is to
find an equitable way to select those
few.

Consequently, the Commission rec-
ommends and President Johnson pro-
poses that no more deferments be
granted to postgraduates, excepting
dental and medical students. Though
the President did not mention critical
occupations, no such deferred category
would exist under the new system.

In the President’s words, the govern-
ing concept for selection should be
“one of equal and uniform treatment
for all men in like circumstances.”

All of which has lead Mrs. Betty
Vetter, executive director of the Scien-
tific Manpower Commission, which
represents scientific societies, to term
the proposed system “terrible.”

It considers only individual fairness,
not national interest, she says. Science,
in fact, needs many more people than
are now available, says Mrs. Vetter.

Actually, occupational deferment
under the new system would amount
to a non-issue. By dropping the criti-
cal draft age to 19, the President can,
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in effect, flank the problem. Few 19-
year-olds are in critical occupations.

But many are in mathematical stud-
ies requiring continuity, says Mrs. Vet-
ter, and a two-year interruption at any
point in the sequence could be
“deadly.”

The belief that men return to col-
lege after service is based on experi-
ence with students in other disciplines,
such as the humanities, she points out.
But students in sciences requiring
mathematics may have a difficult time
recouping their losses. “Once you lose
that batch, they are too hard to re-
cover,” she says.

Mrs. Vetter maintains the present
regulations based on national interest
are much superior to those stressing
fairness, and should moreover be
broadened. They need updating to in-
clude people such as computer experts.

Russians Want a Piece
Of U.S. SST Market

Last spring, the Soviet Union dropped
a public relations bomb on the rest
of the world by introducing a huge
jet transport plane called the AN-22,
years ahead of the Lockheed C-5A and
Boeing 747 super-haulers now being
built in this country. They made their
grandstand play by flying the plane
unannounced to the Paris International
Air Show, where it grabbed headlines
from a variety of exotic jets, helicopters
and other aircraft.

Last week, the Central Intelligence
Agency reported that the Russians are
going to try it again, this time in even
more dramatic fashion, by turning up
at the Paris Show opening in May with
the world’s first supersonic transport,
the Tupolev 144. The British-French
Concorde will not be ready to fly for
a year, and the U.S. version, the Boeing
2707, not until 1971.

While such an SST coup would be
valuable as a prestige victory, it would
have no effect, as things stand now, on
the sales of the U.S. plane, since air-
lines here could not buy a Russian air-
craft even if they wanted to. But the
Soviet Union is trying to change all
that—it is after a piece of the U.S.
market. This would be a rich prize,
since potential sales figures for the U.S.
SST have been estimated as high as
1,500 aircraft, though half that amount
is a more reasonable figure, compared
to as few as 20 planes for the Soviet
version.

Russia has requested that the U.S.
consider the possibility of reciprocal
marketing arrangements for commer-
cial aircraft, according to the Federal
Aviation Agency. The initial overtures
were made in New York City in Janu-
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