NASA
(That9sRight, NASA)
Is aGood Thing

by Tom Bethell
Shortly after the Apollo 11 flight
carried men to the moon for the first
time, in July 1969, James Clayton, a
Washington Post staff writer, wrote a
column entitled “Public Relations
Dream.” “The flight of Apollo 11 was
a public relations man’s and a reporter’s dream,” he wrote. “Never
before have so many people seen,
heard and read about a single event in
such great detail.”
As with much else that has been
written about the space program,
these observations, after the passage
of a few years, have assumed a surprising air of false prophecy. A public
relations dream? Today, for reasons
that are not at all immediately obvious, the space program appears to
have been in many respects-and
especially as far as the liberal opinionmaking axis is concerned-a monumental public relations failure.
As if to underscore this, three days
after Clayton’s column appeared in
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the Post, John W. Finney wrote in
The New York Times, under the
headline “Apollo’s Success May Bring
Fund Cut”:
“In a Congress increasingly preoccupied with problems on earth, the
success of the Apollo moon landing
has generated little enthusiasm for
bold new ventures in space.
“Instead of inciting new Congressional interest in space programs, the
very success of the Apollo 11 mission
seems to have enhanced the interest in
some Congressional quarters in cutting
the $3.7-bilfion civilian space budget.”
Finney quoted Senator Mike Mansfield making a comment that typified
the mood at that time. “There are
problems on planet earth that must be
faced up to,” Mansfield said.
One need hardly add that this
mood has prevailed throughout the
past six years, up to and including this
summer’s Apollo-Soyuz Test Project,
the handshake across space with the
Russians. For years the space program
had acres of blandly favorable cover-
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age, and long uncritical hours devoted
to it by television, and perhaps partly
because of this blandness, the public
began to turn against the space program. Partly also, as astronaut Michael
Collins has said, there is a “Super
Bowl syndrome” at work here. The
first moon landing was, as it were,
Super Bowl, and then they just kept
playing the same Super Bowl over and
over again. Largely as a result of these
attitudes, the last four of the eleven
planned lunar landings were canceled;
a projected moon base never got off
the drawing boards; the idea of
manned flights to the planets, which
many people assumed would follow
soon after the moon program, never
got much further than an enthusiastic
endorsement from Vice President
Spiro Agnew, which was promptly
ridiculed.
Today there are no further manned
space flights planned by the United
States until 1980, when astronauts
will be aboard the earth-orbiting
Space Shuttle. (What the Space
Shuttle will be shuttling is not entirely
clear, although the possibility exists
that the space program could ultimately solve the energy crisis. The sun
radiates enormous energy, and it will
probably be feasible to collect this
energy with large mirrors in space and
then relay it to earth by microwave.)
Next year, if all goes according to
plan, the Viking space craft currently
heading out from the earth will land
on Mars, on July 4, 1976, and conduct some ingenious computerized
experiments to determine if there is
now, or has ever been, life on Mars.
The possible implications of such experiments are incalculable. At the
same time, new earth satellites are
being launched with sensing devices to
detect air pollution, water pollution,
crop disease, water runoff, and forest
blight.
But, despite all this, public opinion
(closely followed by Congress) has
hacked away at the space program as
being an enormously expensive plaything of scientists. NASA’s budget has
been cut and cut again, until today
6

one almost has the feeling that the
U. S. space program, set in motion by
the launching of Sputnik in October
1957, came to an end with the establishment of friendly space relations
with the Russians in July 1975. The
public relations dream, it turned out,
has rapidly been converted into a
great wail of disapproval heard across
the land. We have problems here
below! No more money must be spent
in space! Technology is getting out of
control!
~

Strange, Smelly and Incomprehensible
Possibly as a result of what appears
to have been excessive television coverage, the public’s perception of how
much the space program cost the
country is highly exaggerated. Astronaut Mike Collins, now the director of
the Smithsonian’s soon-to-be-opened
National Air and Space Museum,
polled a hundred visitors at random
entering a Smithsonian building, asking them which agency had the larger
budget: NASA or HEW. Forty said
NASA, ten were undecided, the remaining half guessed right. In fact,
HEW spends the equivalent of NASA’s
annual budget, which is now $3.5
billion, every ten days. A graph of the
budgets of the various government
departments would show that since
1965 the budget of one department,
and only one, has steadily declined:
NASA’s.
And quite right too, many will
respond. HEW may be spending $120
billion this year (including Social
Security trust funds), but that money
is going for health, education and
welfare. I do not wish to convey the
impression that I am against health,
education and welfare, but I shall
argue that the space program, in the
past six or seven years, has not received anything like the credit due to
it in the intellectual, academic, newsmaking and opinion-forming strata of
society.
Part of the reason is that a pronounced anti-technological bias exists
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in these sectors. For some time now
we have grown accustomed to thinking in a stereotyped way about college
science majors, as being slightly less
than fully human, with computer-like
minds, toiling in strange, smelly and
incomprehensible laboratories, while
the liberal arts student was concerned
with the loftier things in life, such as
poetry, beauty, justice, and, if anything, tended to flaunt his ignorance
of science, as a demonstration of his
own sensitivity. The result has been
that science graduates these days tend
to know a good deal more about the
arts than arts people know about
science.
But in recent years this Sias seems
to have become more pronounced and
more widespread, tending towards
outright hostility to technology. Thus,
when technology is perceived at all, it
is nowadays usually perceived as
something that threatens to harm
either man or the earth. It is true that
technology is nearly always doubleedged; both good and harm can come
of it. Since the beginning of the
1970s, especially, there has developed
a widespread vogue of perceiving the
harm to the exclusion of the good:
the oil that pollutes; the atomic
energy that endangers man; the automobile that gives us exhaust fumes;
the jet airplanes that hurt our ears; the
computer that will “print out” the
secrets of our lives at the touch of a
button. This was the technological
full-out, atomic fall-out itself being
the most probable initiator of this
new, disenchanted attitude. But,
throughout all this, the benefits of
technology were taken for grantedthat is, not noticed.
By the time of the moon landing,
technology was considered to be getting “out of control” by Marshall
McLuhan. In view of the pinpoint
accuracy characterizing all stages of
the Apollo 11 mission, this was a
remarkably inappropriate comment,
but it nevertheless typified the feelings of many in the liberal arts sector
at that time and since.
Today we have arrived at a point

where approval of technological advance is about as fashionable as
approval of the CIA. The space program has very much been a victim of
these anti-technological attitudes, but
there is both great irony and great
confusion in this perception.
So Neil Armstrong’s boot touched
the moon-and the great outcry went
up: what about the problems on
earth? In particular, two problems
were singled out time and again. First,
poverty and inner-city decay. If we
can put a man on the moon, everyone
immediately asked, why can’t we
straighten out our cities? Therein lay a
confusion about the differences b e
tween aerospace and urban problem
solving. Secondly, the environment
became the rage. We learned the word
and it was, almost overnight, the burning issue of the times.
It was more important, surely, to
clean up the environment than to send
men on such trivial, rock-collecting
expeditions. Therein lay an exquisite
irony, an irony that even today hardly
seem to have been noticed.
The Space Race
First, a brief survey of some
aspects of the space program is in
order. When Sputnik was launched, in
October 1957, President Eisenhower’s
response was to downgrade the feat,
to denigrate it, to avoid. a “space
race.” Sherman Adams said that the
government wasn’t interested in an
“outer space basketball game.” Eisenhower (correctly, as it now seems)
was not impressed by the military
potential of space. Echoing this view,
U. S. News & World Report wrote in
April 1958:
“A satellite cannot simply drop a
bomb. An object released from a
satellite doesn’t fall. So there is no
special advantage in being over the
target.” The article concluded that
“the earth would appear to be, after
all, the best weapons carrier.” Today,
this view is generally accepted.
But the Soviet achievements continued t o mount. A second, much
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larger Sputnik was launched; then
came Lunik, orbiting the moon, then
Lunik 11, actually crashing into the
moon. Meanwhile the Vanguard
rocket failed to lift off the launching
pad at Cape Canaveral in December
1957.
By 1959 Vice President Nixon was
reiterating that the U. S. had no need
for a “massive crash program” to
catch up with the Russians, and the
Democrats were beginning to establish
a useful campaign issue for themselves. Numerous magazine articles of
the period deplored the Russian lead,
and the concept of national “prestige”
was aired at every possible opportunity. In October of 1959 Newsweek
would run a major article entitled
“How t o Lose the Space Race,” as
follows: “1. Start late. 2. Downgrade
Russian feats. 3. Fragment authority.
4. Pinch pennies. 5. Think small.
6. Shirk decisions.”
One day we were told that “this
country is lacking in a sense of
urgency,” and the next day we were
told that “Eisenhower’s recent comments on the space race have ignored
or belittled the critical factor, prestige.”
Prestige-the critical factor! What a
different time that was! President
Kennedy’s speech to Congress early in
196 1 soon followed: “If we are to win
the battle that is now going on around
the world between freedom and tyranny, the dramatic achievements in
space which occurred in recent weeks
[Yuri Gagarin’s earth orbit, the first
man in space] should have made clear
to us all, as did the Sputnik in 1957,
the impact of this adventure on the
minds of men everywhere who are
attempting to make a determination
which road they should take.”
Kennedy went on to call for a
U. S. manned landing on the moon
“before this decade is out,” adding:
“Let it be clear that I am asking the
Congress and the country to accept a
firm commitment to a new course of
action. . . .” Congress, of course,
went along, and NASA’s 1962 budget
8

was doubled, to $1.8 billion, and
redoubled in 1963 to $3.7 billion. By
1964 the budget request was $5.7
billion, and Dan Greenberg would
foresightedly comment in Science
magazine:
“Any way you slice it, an accelerated moon program can command
political support only in a Cold War
context, and if that were removed the
administration would find that its
various enticements-lunar adventure,
civilian by-products, contracts and
judicious site selection-would not be
sufficient to coax $5.7 billion out of a
conservatively oriented Congress. ”
Prophetic remarks, even though
Congress would later become liberally
oriented. But critics who had little use
for the Cold War also had little use for
the space program, as Senator Fulbright demonstrated in a Senate
speech a month before Kennedy’s
death. “The real question is one of
priorities,” said Fulbright, “of how we
are to allocate our great but not
unlimited resources among many
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important national programs, of
which space is only one.” He expressed the opinion that “we are
placing excessive emphasis on space in
relation to other national programs,
notably in the areas of education and
employment.”
This was among the first of many
such speeches, their volume increasing, it may be said, as the perception
of the reality of the Cold War decreased. The alternatives that Fulbright proposed-education and employment-were, however, curiously
chosen, inasmuch as the space program had already done so much t o ,
boost the teaching of science in high
schools and colleges across the U. S.
and was contributing just as much to
employment as any other form of
government spending. By 1965 the
space program was employing
400,000 people. But just as “science”
seems not to have been regarded as
belonging within the realm of education, so government money spent on
paying technicians and engineers and
physics PkD.s and builders of rockets
was rarely perceived as contributing to
employment. One need hardly add
that this fate did not befall government spending on liberal arts and
public welfare projects. It is here,
especially, that one may see the antitechnological bias of so many opinionmakers and government policy-formulators in our day. (Nearly all of them
are liberal arts graduates, of course.)

The Whole Earth
By the end of 1967 the United
States was well on the way to “winning” the space race, but public interest was concomitantly flagging. Interest had peaked in 1965, thereafter
to decline, as, in perfect step, did
NASA‘s budget. A poll taken at the
end of 1967 asked respondents to
suggest alternative ways of spending
government money; among the
answers were to reduce air and water
pollution, to “keep America beautiful,” to increase the “war on poverty.”

In December 1968, the Apollo 8
mission orbited the moon. Apart from
the first moon landing the following
July, this would be perhaps the most
significant Apollo flight. At Christmas, 1968, pictures of the earth taken
from a distance were available for the
first time in history. We could see, at
last, the Whole Earth.
From the Index t o The New York
Times:
“Astronauts say earth appears as
blue sphere veiled with clouds, Dec
23; editorial hails pictures of earth
from 200,000 miles in space, Dec 24;
A. MacLeish comment on vision of
earth as seen by astronauts from
space, Dec 25; Moon as colorless gray;
Borman calls it ‘vast, lonely and forbidding sight,’ Dec 25; Dr. B. Commoner says man may destroy environment out of ignorance, Dec. 29; editorial calls for all-out effort to halt
destruction of environment, Dec 30.”
The British astronomer Fred Hoyle
had written in 1948: “Once a photograph of the earth, taken from outside, is available-once the sheer isolation of the earth becomes plain, a new
idea as powerful as any in history will
be let loose . . . .”
And a new idea was certainly
abroad in the land-environmentalism-although, as I have suggested,
whispers and murmers and intimations
of that idea were already at large. But
after Apollo 8, the whispers suddenly
became a roar-with a swiftness out of
all proportion to any actual increase
in pollution that may have been
occurring. The number of columninches in The New York Times index
under “Environmentyy and “U. S.,
Environmental Problems” (combined)
went from zero (in 1964) to 12 (in
1966) to 20 (in 1968) to 230 (in
1970).
The space program, it now appears,
had this quite unforeseen effect:
science writers, forecasters, columnists
and the like had, almost to a man,
spoken of the program in terms such
as “going to the stars,” “a further step
in man’s evolution,” and much else
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from science fiction. But in the event,
by far the most important effect was
to focus attention back onto the
earth, and this, in retrospect, was not
surprising, because it so happens that
the best location from which to see
the earth-to see it “whole”-is from
outside. As one NASA official points
out, there is an almost inevitable
connection between the space program and environmentalism for that
reason.
The Times editorial of December
30, 1968, reflected this new aware
ness: “Despite the latest major advance in space exploration, this planet
is going to be the human race’s chief
habitat for many generations to come.
The time is overdue for a really major
effort to insure that earth remains
livable not only today and tomorrow,
but also decades and centuries from
now. ”
Thousands of such editorials and
comments would blossom across the
land, with the space program getting
no credit for the new awareness of the
environment, and quite often being
cast in the villain’s role. Sometimes
these statements attained a surprising
level of myopia, as in the following
comments, made in 1970, by former
U. S. Secretary of the Interior Stewart
Udall:
“Our triumph in sending the first
men safely on a round trip to the
moon gave us a moment of national
pride. It was an important event for
our ‘world prestige,’ as we call it. But
I think we can look back on it now
with a little less giddiness. I must
confess that I had reservations about
the space program even when President Kennedy made the decision for a
crash effort in this area. . . . The truth
is that this feat has had, and will have,
little effect on the condition of man.”
Shortly after this dismissal of space
flight’s effect on man, the following
events occurred in swift succession:
the National Environmental Policy
Act became law; “Earth Day” was
celebrated, with nationwide participation estimated as having been as high
as 20 million-the
environmental
10

movement at that point becoming a
crusade; the Environmental Protection
Agency was formed; the Environmental Quality Council issued its first
annual report.
Whereupon Stewart Udall persisted. “In the seven months that have
intervened since -my opening state
ment,” he said, “this country has
experienced a remarkable expansion
of its environmental awareness. . .
The word ‘ecology’ has entered the
ordinary stream of conversation. . . .
To be sure, there are grounds for
pessimism. . . . In a kind of Roman
Carnival atmosphere, we save our
highest praise for robot machines and
for men that circle the moon. President Nixon ecstatically opined that
‘nothing ever changed the world more’
than the Apollo 13 mission to the
moon. Months later we find that it did
not change this world at all or contribute to a resolution of its crises. I am
more convinced than ever before that
the preservation of the human environment of this planet is far more
important than further excursions
into outer space.”
-~

A Certain Absence of Logic
The moon landing of Armstrong
and Aldrin touched off a remarkable
amount of such hostility, as The
Washington Post (one of the few
liberal papers at the time to retain a
balanced view) noted: “The voices of
the critics seem almost equal to those
of the unabashed admirers.”
The Boston Globe unleashed a
diatribe. “Human, in its best sense,
man is not,” the paper declared. “He
is one of the most destructive and
avaricious of earth’s animals, over all
of whom he was created to reign,
unable and often unwilling even to
feed all of his own kind, habitually
fouling his own environment. . . .”
(That was on the day man first walked
on the moon.)
Lewis Mumford, urbanologist,
said: “The moon landing is a symbolic
act of war.”
Marquis Childs, columnist, said :
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“To speculate about what might have
been done with $24 billion, or even a
part of it, to cure the sickness of the
cities and end the ruinous waste of the
environment is idle.”
Tom Wicker, columnist, said: “As
Senator Edmund Muskie suggested in
a thoughtful television comment from
the launching site, the gap between
what has been accomplished in space,
and what remains to be done on earth,
may yet serve as an inspiration.”
The Wall Street Journal (persistently skeptical about the space program) wrote: “Will it simply be the
first of an indefinite number of pointless extraterrestrial visits, of little
benefit t o man while his earthly condition deteriorates?”
Arnold Toynbee, historian, said:
“It’s rather scandalous, when human
beings are going short of necessities,
to do this.”
Marshall McLuhan, thinker, said:
“Let’s face it, it belongs to the 1850s.
It’s H. G. Wells.”
Mark Van Doren, poet, said:
“Man’s true business is to live quietly,
sweetly, generously.”
Reinhold Neibuhr, theologian,
drew attention to “. . . a very wealthy
nation that meanwhile has air pollution, water pollution, and in the cities
a resentful Negro minority and decayed inner cities.”
Kurt Vonnegut, writer, said: “This
is poor people’s money that is being
spent.” Also from Vonnegut: “Earth
is such a pretty blue and white pearl
in the pictures NASA sent me. It
looks so clean. You can’t see all the
hungry, angry earthlings down thereand the smoke and the sewage and the
trash and sophisticated weaponry.”
It is with a sigh of relief, then, that
one turns to The Washington Post,
which humorously took note of an
“ ‘Aggrieved Lunar They,’ as in: ‘You
would think if they can go to the
moon, at least they could . . . .’ ” The
Post discerned “a perceptible ring of
whininess to the voice,’’ a “certain
absence of what the fastidious would
call logic.”
Precisely-and herein lay the con-

fusion. Landing on the moon was
perceived as an extraordinarily difficult technical feat that had been
achieved not only within schedule but
(as is much less well known) within
the budget estimate established in
1961. How could this be done, and
yet our cities remain such a mess?
everyone was asking. Several editorial
writers addressed themselves to this
question and noted that there was no
guarantee that the money, if not spent
on space, would have been diverted to
“the cities” or t o “poverty.” But this
in itself was a highly misleading
riposte.
Russell Schweickart, one of the
Apollo 9 astronauts, who today is
employed at NASA headquarters,
makes the following startling observation: “If you compare the amount of
money spent on the space program,”
he says, “with the amount spent on
activities related t o human welfare
by HEW and HUD in the decade of
the 1960s, NASA spent $25 billion,
HEW and HUD spent $550 billion.
That is, NASA’s expenditure was five
per cent of the total. Now, can anyone really say that if only that extra
five per cent had been spent on the
cities, or housing, or poverty, it would
have made any difference?”
No. The fact is, the big money was
already being spent on the earthly
problems, but it wasn’t, alas, making
much of a dent. That, perhaps, was
what subliminally irritated many
people about the space program: its
goal was so flawlessly, almost effortlessly, attained, whereas other more
pressing goals seemed unattainable.
Hence the money spent by NASA was
quite unfairly blamed.
But what hardly anyone seems to
have realized is that while landing men
on the moon was a technological
problem, poverty and “cleaning up
the cities” are political problems. It is
worth examining the difference between these two categories of problem. When does a political problem
become “simplified” down to a technolgical one? The answer is, when a
unanimous, national desire exists to
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solve the problem; when people no
longer stand in the way of achieving
the desired goal. That, it may be said,
is what happened in the early 1960s
with the space program. Under Eisenhower, the obstacles to progress in the
space program were political because
there was not yet a consensus as to
whether the problem should be
tackled at all. Kennedy then proceeded to make a frank appeal to
nationalistic sentiments. His speech to
Congress was replete with such slogans
as “freedom around the globe,” “freedom shall survive,” “on the side of
liberty,” and, best of all, “. . . cause
one or all Americans some inconvenience, or some hardship, or some sacrifice.” Congress was reminded of its
“duty.” And, in the very last sentence, Kennedy said, “. . . our country
is united in its commitment to freedom, and is ready to do its duty.”
United. That was it. Kennedy
made it sound rather as though the
Battle of Britain was about to be
fought once again, but, whatever the
rhetorical posturing, the fact is that
the country, at that time, was ready
and willing to be united on that issue.
There was no substantial disagreement. The most effective means of
uniting a people, of course, is t o
conjure up the specter of a threat. The
Russians were perceived as constituting just such a threat, both militarily
and to our “prestige.” Thereafter the
space program had no further political
obstacles in its path (until the Red
Scare abated, that is).
The same is very far from being the
case with welfare, or poverty, or the
condition of our cities. Technologically, it would be simple to rehabilitate downtown urban areas, for example. The difficulty is that there is
no general agreement that this problem really should be solved at all. If,
however, all-powerful visitors from
outer space were to arrive and advise
us that in five years they would make
a choice between the communist and
capitalist systems, based on the conditions existing in major Russian and
American cities, the political obstacles
12

to urban rehabilitation would disappear instantly, one might safely
assume, and the only remaining difficulties would be technological.
Following Foreign Policy
The notion of a threat from outer
space brings us back to the space
program. Shortly after the moon landing, it became a commonplace to take
note, as The New York Times took
note, of “the conditions of enormously wasteful national rivalry that
marred the ascent to the moon. Here
is a project that makes sense only if it
is conducted on a truly international
basis-with contributions of money,
men and technology from all interested nations, and with central direction provided by an agency of the
United Nations.”
But, thought Howard Simons of
The Washington Post, “if the past is
prologue, the prospect for meaningful
space cooperation is bleak indeed.”
Now we have witnessed the
Apollo-Soyuz Test Project, an exercise
in detente in space, and an illustration
of a new dictum comparable to the
claim that the Supreme Court follows
the election returns: the space program follows foreign policy. One
might have expected the liberal arts
wing to be pleased at the triumph of
its pet reform of the space program.
Not so. The New York Times took
due note of the fact that the Soviets
were using the event to make invidious nationalistic comparisons,. while
Jonathan Spivak of The Wall Street
Journal complained that it was “a
costly space circus of almost no scientific significance.” NASA officials fall
notably on the defensive when the
subject is raised. Apparently the truth
is that national objectives, once
attained, seem worthwhile, but when
international comity is attempted,
doubts prevail.
In short, now that we are cooperating (in part) with the Russians, what
are we cooperating for? What further
objective is there? There’s research, of
course, pure scientific research, but
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people will be reluctant to support
large expenditures just in the name of
research, even though it may in fact
turn out to be ’far more valuable than
anyone realizes at the time. This is
such a sensitive point with NASA at
present that if you query them about
indirect benefits, or “spinoff,” as it is
called, they will send over bulky
packages of documents detailing so
much spinoff that your head will reel.
Not that these claims are exaggerated. It is the well known liberal
put-down of the space program-that
it gave us nothing but Tang and
Teflon-that is spurious. One might
mention, out of a wide range of
examples: heart pacemakers, artificial
limb attachments, technology adaptable for rapid transit (used in San
Francisco’s B. A. R. T.), videotape
storage and retrieval systems (to
which NASA waived patent rights), a
wide range of new computer applications, miniaturization techniques, heat
pipe products now being used in the
Alaska pipeline to prevent thawing of
the permafrost-and one could go on
for pages.
A Changed Perspective
Let us return now to Fred Hoyle’s
prediction: that a picture of the earth,
taken from the outside, would release
a new idea. It did, as it now seems,
but, curiously enough, not the idea
that Hoyle had thought. He thought
that, perceiving ourselves in the loneliness of space, a new brotherly love
among men would arise, and wars
would cease. It didn’t happen. But
suppose, in a future mission, we were
to encounter intelligent life in outer
space! Would this not, at last, tend to
make a reality of the United Nations?
Would not the specially designed
Apolldoyuz coupling device then
suddenly acquire tremendous significance? The consequence of perceiving that we are not alone in space
could, in itself, be the ultimate space
spinoff.
At this moment the Viking spacecraft is headed for Mars, there to look

for signs of life. Probably no life will
be found (although no one really
knows), but suppose it finds an extinct civilization. Could we not gain
enormous knowledge from such finds,
just as we have gained enormous
knowledge in the past few years of
our own planet Earth? What, then, of
Senator Fulbright’s contrasting space
exploration with education, as though
there was nothing to learn from the
space program?
As has many times been said, we
live in the age of technology. Future
generations will no doubt find our jet
planes more aesthetically pleasing
than our paintings, just as they are
likely to read of the exploits of our
astronauts with more interest than we
do today. We should not be surprised,
then, that the important ideas of our
time- such as environmentalism -are
“spinning off’ from our most advanced technology. Further space exploration, as I have suggested, could
result in even more momentous ideas.
The suggestion that the environmental movement was fathered by the
space program is an emotional idea,
and it strikes people oddly, sometimes
eliciting strong reactions pro and con.
The NASA people I spoke to were
aware of the connection, but they
treat it gingerly. The astronauts, certainly, are aware of it. And further,
some of them believe that there may
have been more truth to Fred Hoyle’s
original prediction-that national rivalries would abate-than we yet know.
John Glenn, now Ohio’s junior senator, whose office includes not merely
a conventional globe but a large color
photograph of the earth as well as a
painting of the earth above the
mantel, recalls that when he looked
out of his space craft, “You look
down at the Mideast, and you think
about the warring groups, and you
don’t see the boundaries-it all seems
so infinitely stupid.”
Michael Collins wrote in his book
Carrying the Fire: “The earth must
become as it appears: blue and white,
not capitalist or communist, blue and
white, not rich or poor, blue and
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white, not envious or envied.” And,
further: “I really believe that if the
political leaders of the world could see
their planet from a distance of, let’s
say, 100,000 miles, their outlook
would be fundamentally changed.
That all-important border would be
invisible.”
I asked Collins how the earth
looked to him. How did it strike him,
from space. “Fragile,” he said.
Last year Russell Schweickart
spoke to an environmental group on
Long Island. Speaking without notes,
he seemed to surprise even himself as
he described the impact of space
travel :
“. . . From where you see it, the
thing is a whole, and it’s so beautiful.
And you wish you could take one
from each side in hand and say, ‘Look
at it from this perspective. Look at
that. What’ s important?’
“And so, a little later on, your
friend, again those same neighbors,
another astronaut, the person next to
you, goes out to the moon. And now
14

he looks back and he sees the earth
not as something big, where he can see
the beautiful details, but he sees the
earth as a small thing out there. And
now that contrast between that bright
blue and white Christmas tree ornament and that black sky, that infinite
universe, really comes through. . . . It
becomes so small and so fragile, and
such a precious little spot in that
universe, that you can block it out
with your thumb, and you realize that
on that small spot, that little blue and
white thing, is everything that means
anything to you, all of it is on that
little spot out there that you can
cover with your thumb.
“And you realize that that perspective. . . that you’ve changed, that
there’s something new there. That
relationship is no longer what it
was. . . . I’ve used the word you because it’s not me, it’s not Dave Sco,tt,
it’s not Dick Gordon, Pete Conrad,
John Glenn, it’s you, it’s us, it’s we,
it’s life. We’ve had that experience.”
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The Capital Crisis:
Crying Wolf
onwallStreet
by h i d Ignatius
Something very odd is happening
in American business. Instead of
urging us to forget our fears about the
future and buy! buy! buy! leading
businessmen are worried, almost obsessively, that we aren’t saving
enough.
The business press is dark with
rumination about the threat of a
“capital shortage,” which is already
creating a dangerous “capital gap” and
may soon lead us t o the brink of a
full-blown “capital crisis.” The editors
of Business Week, for example, are so
convinced of its existence, and so
anxious to protect us from its effects,
that in September they ran a special
136-page “Capital Crisis” issue.
“The jaws that threaten the
nation’s well-being,” warns Business
Week “are not those of the giant fish
that looms up in front of moviegoers,
but those of the yawning capital gap
that faces the U.S. this year and as far
ahead as anyone can see. For the
failure of the supply of capital to keep
up with demand could eat the nation’s
standard of living alive.”
The rhetoric is so emphatic-and so
reminiscent of the “energy crisis”
David Ignatius is an editor of
ton Monthly.
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propaganda spewed out by the oil
industry two years ago as it tried to
force huge oil price increases down
the throats of consumers-that the
reader cannot help but suspect that a
new giveaway to business is in the
works. The suspicion is well-founded.
To be sure, the “capital crisis,” like
the earlier “energy crisis,’’ poses some
important questions about the costs
of growth in a capitalist society. But
don’t expect to hear much about
them from Wall Street, which has
learned from the oil companies that
when it comes to wranghng new benefits from the government and intimidating the public, nothing succeeds
like disaster.
Like any major catastrophe, the
“capital crisis” has been some time in
the making. First reports came from
Business Week itself. Two years ago,
as energy crisis publicity reached a
crescendo, the magazine ran a cover
story warning that the real threat to
business came not from the Arabs, but
from American investors, who were
refusing to supply sufficient equity
capital through the stock market.
In September 1974 the New York
The Washing- Stock Exchange, which was in fact
suffering from the wariness of indi-
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