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Abbey Associates 
Edward Adam Ribock ’71 
Edmund S. Richards ’70 
Joseph Ridder ’66 
W. Edward Riley, III. ’63 
Terrell Robinson ’69 
Stanley Romanoski ’38 
Mr. & Mrs. Joseph Ruggierri 
Gerard W. Russell ’69 
Richard A. Russo ’69 
G.H. Schepker, Jr.
Herbert J. Seism ’56
Frank B. Shaw ’48
John P. Sherry ’49
Henry M. Siu ’71
Frederick A. Sklow ’69
Leonard Sluganski
Mr. & Mrs.,Robert L. Snellings
Frank A. Solari, Jr. ’44
John J. Soldano ’69
James W. Sparrow ’61
Mr. & Mrs. Walter Storek
Jorge V. Suarez ’68
Mr. & Mrs. John S. Sumner
\lbert W. Taglieri ’57
Bryon A. Thomas ’62
Walter C. Tomlinson ’57 
Mr. & Mrs. Aldo M. Toscano 
David M. Truax ’63 
Henry W. Underhill, Jr. ’63 
James A. Van Pelt, Jr. ’70 
Felipe M. Villalon ’68 
James A. Wallace ’63 
Donald J. Walthall ’69 
Flynn Warren, Jr. ’62 *
J. Dezmond Waters, III ’64 
■George H. Weldon ’40 
Charles W. Wethington ’48 
rienry A. White ’47 
Jeth T. White, Jr. ’50 
Richard W. Whyte 
Kenneth E. Wilburn, Jr. ’68 
Mr. & Mrs. Harry E. Winslow 
fames R. Withers, III.
Reginald R. Wright ’65 

John Yurkus 
toy Francis Zic ’70 
Ar. & Mrs. Rocco J. Zirpola

MATCHING GIFTS

Burlington Industries Foun­
dation
Chicopee Manufacturing 
Company
Ford Motor Company 
General Electric Foundation 
jeneral Telephone Company of 
Florida
international Business Machine 
Company ________________

Jefferson Standard Broad­
casting Company 
Martin Marietta Corporation 
The Prudential Insurance 
Comoanv
Texaco,Incorporated
John l’. Thompson & Company
The Traveler’s Insurance
Company
Xerox Corporation
MEMORIALS

In memory of Mrs Glenn Oetgen 
Dr. Alexander Paderewski 

In memory of W. Frank Phillips 
Mr. & Mrs. Thomas S. Lofton 

In memory of George W. Collins, 
Jr.

Mrs. George W. Collins, Jr.
In memory of Charles A. 
Williams, Jr.

Mr. & Mrs. Walter A. Ahearn 
Mr. & Mrs. T.M. Driskill 
M.O. Kirkpatrick 
Mr. & Mrs. Thomas S. Lofton 
Joel Newson (Southern Toy 
Travelers Association, Inc.) 

George C. Snyder 
Mrs. Charles J. Stokes

In memory of Joseph A. 
Sweeney, Sr.

American Cynamid Company 
Frank J. Smith 
Mr. & Mrs. L. Stanley Stires 
Mr. & Mrs. J.A. Sweeney, Jr.

In memory of Charles J. Stokes 
R.S. Abernethy, Jr.
Mr. & Mrs. J.F. Beall 
Col. Francis J. Beatty 
F.N. Belk, Sr. (Johnston Mills 

Company)
Mrs. W.R. Bowen 
Mrs. Bessie S. Brookes 
Mrs. Ivonia H. Clanton 
Mr. & Mrs. Charles Conner 
David J. Craig, Jr.
Mr. & Mrs. Parks H. Dalton, 

Jr.
Mr. & Mrs. Edward G. Glovat 
Augustine Gossage 
M. Lee Heath
Mrs. Adelaide Orr Johnston 
Mr. & Mrs. Eddie E. Jones, Jr. 
Mrs. Charles E. Lambeth 

Mr. & Mrs. John McCann 
Mrs. Ellen H. Mobley 
Mrs. Rebecca J. Nisbet 
W.R. Prescott 
Sam A. Rankin 
Mrs. Sarah Moody Schenck 
Mr. & Mrs J.Reid Shoemaker 
Mrs. Julia S. Stokes 
Mr. & Mrs. J.A. Stokes
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necessary step in the continuing 
search for truth and the ad­
vancement of knowledge.

Today every school child is 
aware that our small planet, its 
neighbors in the solar system, 
and even our Sun itself, are in 
what someone has described as 
the suburb of a minor galaxy in a 
dynamic universe populated by 
galaxies and super galaxies in 
numbers that probably surpass 
our comprehension.

The average citizen today, of 
course, has far more scientific 
nformation at his disposal than 
lid those greatest of intellects of 
earlier times. Yet
jaradoxically, I think there has 
lever been a greater need for 
ncreased understanding and 
ippreciation of science anc 
echnology.

The notea educator. Dr. 
Lindley J. Stiles of the 
University of Wisconsin, ad­
dressed himself to this question 
of scientific literacy some years 
ago.

Dr. Stiles said that, although 
the choice of direction for our 
civilization will be determined 
through the democratic process, 
it is there that the problem 
begins. To make rational 
choices, he pointed out, the 
average citizen must understand 
the nature and role of science at 
a time when its breadth and 
complexity are increasing 
almost exponentially.

Conversely, the scientist, at a 
time when he can barely keep up 
to date in his speciality, must not 
isolate himself in his parochial 
interests. Instead, he should see 
his profession as a part of the 
larger world, to evaluate himself

and his work in relation to all 
forces, especially the 
humanities, which shape and 
advance society.

The need, then, is for an 
educational process resulting in 
more scientific literacy for the 
layman, and more literacy in the 
humanities for the scientists. It 
is also important that the 
layman not attach too much 
importance to the scientists’ 
opinions on issues outside their 
special disciplines. Scientists 
are not experts in everything 
just because they are scientists.

Man in this scientific and 
technological age is free only to 
the extent he has a grasp on 
himself and his surroundings. 
Freedom - the ability to speak, 
think, act and vote intelligently - 
is based largely on our ability to 
make choices growing out of our 
understanding of the issues 
involved. With each advance of 
science, and with each invention 
of technology, and its uses, there 
is an invitation to more un­
derstanding. This is the essence 
of the burden borne by all 
peoples since the dawn of 
humanity and toolmaking. This 
is the imperative for scientific 
literacy and, we should add, 
technological literacy. There 
must be widespread un­
derstanding of the role of science 
and technology in modern 
society, both as to their limits 
and our dependence on their 
basic function as tools for our 
survival.

How do we encourage scien­
tific and technological literacy? 
I think the problem is how to 
instill in students a permanent 
desire to learn.

All youth is endowed with 
curiosity from the very begin­
ning. What can the education 
process do, not only to keep this 
natural curiosity alive, but to 
make it a permanent part of the 
individual drive?

Professor Okey of Indiana 
University offers one approach: 
“In addition to learning facts,” 
he wrote, “students should learn 
to examine facts, how to answer 
questions or solve problems 
using facts, and how to produce 
facts.”

This is essentially the scien­
tific method. By learning the 
scientific method, students will 
understand its role in society and 
at the same time learn to think 
for themselves. Learning to 
think for oneself, in turn, im­
parts a deep sense of freedom. 
Once tasted, an appetite for it is 
formed which may well endure 
throughout life.

But if our young people are 
going to gain this appetite, our 
schools, our colleges, our 
universities, must bear an ever 
greater responsibility. All too 
many times in the past, 
education - particularly in the 
scientific disciplines — has 
placed extremely heavy em­
phasis on transmitting the 
established knowledge of the 
past. There has been a tendency 
for teachers to assign reading, 
and to encourage rote learning, 
instead of taking the admittedly 
more difficult path of en­
couraging students to think for 
themselves.

As I said before, the main­

spring of science is curiosity. 
Since time immemorial, there 
have always been men and 
women who felt a burning desire 
to know what was under the 
rock, beyond the hills, across the 
oceans. This restless breed now 
wants to know what makes an 
atom work, through what 
process life reproduces itself, or 
what is the geological history of 
the moon.

But also, there would not be a 
single great accomplishment in 
the history of mankind without 
faith. Any man who strives to 
accomplish something needs a 
degree of faith in himself. And 
whenever he takes on a 
challenge that requires more 
moral strength than he can 
muster with his own limited 
mental and spiritual resources, 
he needs faith in God.

But many people find the 
churches, those old ramparts of 
faith, badly battered by the 
onslaught of three hundred years 
of scientific skepticism. This has 
led many to believe that science 
and religion are not compatible, 
that “knowing” and “believing” 
cannot live side by side.

Nothing could be further from 
the truth. Science and religion 
are not antagonists. On the 
contrary, they are sisters. While 
science tries to learn more about 
the creation, religion tries to 
better understand the Creator. 
While, through science, man 
tries to harness the forces of 
nature around him, through 
religion he tries to harness the 
forces of nature within him.

Some people say that science 
has been unable to prove the 
existence of God. They admit 
that many of the miracles in the 
world around us are hard to 
understand, and they do not deny 
that the universe, as modern 
science sees it, is indeed a far 
more wondrous thing than the 
creation medieval man could 
perceive. But they still maintain 
that since science has provided 
us with so many answers, the 
day will soon arrive when we will 
be able to understand even the 
creation of the fundamental laws 
of nature without a Divine In­
tent. They challenge science to 
prove the existence of God. But, 
must we really light a candle to 
see the sun?

Many men who are intelligent 
and of good faith say they cannot 
visualize God. Well, can a 
physicist visualize an electron? 
The electron is materially in­
conceivable and yet, it is so 
perfectly known through its 
effects that we use it to 
illuminate our cities, guide our 
airliners through the night skies 
and take the most accurate 
measurements. What strange 
rationale makes some physicists 
accept the inconceivable elec­
tron as real while refusing to 
accept the reality of God on the 
ground that they cannot conceive 
Him? I am afraid that, although 
they really do not understand the 
electron either, they are ready to 
accept it because they managed 
to produce a rather clumsy 
mechanical model of it borrowed 
from rather limited experience 
in other fields, but they wouldn’t 
know how to begin building a 
model of God.


