
from fhe u.n, be obvious or even evident to the recipient. Needle, 
powder and pill are no longer necessary. One can 
unknowingly inhale these agents; simply breathe and 
become their unwilling host. Against the will one can 
be made to act irrationally,and contrary to established 
behavior patterns. 

These new medicines, drugs and explorations in 
genetics pose the threat of physical intervention in 
the human body which challenges human rights. Fur- 
ther advanced are those external forces of the new 
technology that impinge on man’s freedom of action 
and thought. No operating table, no injection or in- 
halation, no warm cadaver is needed. The laws of 
physics and mathematics are at the root of this tech- 
nological challenge. They can be and are being used 
to invade the sacred right of privacy. The “peeping 
Tom” camera that can photograph at great distances, 
the infra-red camera for use in darkness, the highly 
developed bugging devices recently publicized in 
national magazines - all threaten the individual and 
the legal structure of justice he has painstakingly con- 
structed to protect his rights. Photographing “spy” 
satellites are now used and tacitly accepted as in- 
vaders of national sovereign rights. Broadcasting 
satellites, virtually unjammable, to crisscross the 
globe, are just around the corner. Propaganda to man- 
ipulate public opinion will soon be bombarding the 
earth. Who can tell the effect on indigenous cultures 
suddenly exposed via inexpensive transistor radios 
to dangerous and irresponsible alien ideas? The trans- 
ition from old to new cultural patterns is traumatic 
enough today without the invasion of this new 
technique. 

We in the more sophisticated countries are not 
free of the media threat to our rights. In addition to 
devices which look at us and listen to us, electricity 
may now or in the future be the secret invader which, 
unknown to ourselves, changes our thought-patterns 
and reactions. Today, ultrasonic waves can make im- 
pressions on the human brain. Subliminal techniques 
via radio, television and motion pictures are no secret. 
These allow you to see and/or hear things you are 
not conscious of seeing or hearing but that do leave 
an impression on the brain. This has been openly ex- 
perimented with on television. The possibility of use 
in advertising, debates on controversial issues, news- 
casts and political campaigns is terrifying. Another 
use of electronics, the lie detector, has been ques- 
tioned as to its reliability and its admissibility as evi- 
dence in courts of law. But it is used by some 
employers as a screening device for hiring employees. 
The detector a n n o t  record nuances, pauses or ges- 
tures, all of which a personal interview takes into 
account. Hesitations or responses may result from 

-.. NEW FOCUS 
ON HUMAN RIGHTS 
John R.  lnman 

Historic and fundamental issues of human rights will 
remain with us as long as man is his less than perfect 
self. No end is foreseen to the struggle between the 
evil in man’s nature and his ideals of justice. But to 
these traditional problems of human rights a new 
element has been added. There are new challenges 
to the interrelation of men - challenges at once novel, 
frightening and complex. They hold enormous promise 
for good and evil. We have not begun to think out 
their implications; indeed, we have just become dimly 
conscious of them. We tend to take refuge in the 
familiar human rights debates and ignore the un- 
familiar and terrifying threats resulting from man’s 
scientific ingenuity. 

Consider what the development of “Life Sciences” 
means. Man can be, and indeed is today, self-man- 
ipulative. What greater threat to human rights is 
there than .the revolution in genetics? Just across the 
threshold, on it, or already here, unknown to us, is 
the ability to alter the process of natural selection 
and the normal transmission of hereditary traits. The 
altering of genes, chemically or otherwise, is the 
subject of intensive research. What macabre juggling- 
acts are possible! What restraints, in the name of 
individual and human values, should be put upon this 
evolving science? 

Headlines today play up transplants of human 
organs, Heart banks and kidney banks for transplants 
are not fantasies. But what of brain banks in the 
future, or the transplant of glands? This means inter- 
vention in the human personality a t  the most funda- 
mental level. But even more subtle than exchange 
or replacement involving two or more organs of living 
and dead people is the manipulation of human be- 
havior by what the British called in World War I1 
“off-the-rocker agents.” Psycho-pharmacology - the 
alteration of normal physical and psychological re- 
actions by use of drugs - is well advanced. Methods 
of injecting these agents into an individual need not 
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the subject’s past, a past that even he only vaguely 
remembers and which may well be utterly irrele- 
vant to this employment. 

In massive use today, but no less a challenge to 
human rights because of their wide use and accept- 
ance, are the computer and the process of data stor- 
age. Many grave questions are raised. Elementary 
are: who programs the machines? who processes the 
results? who has access to the data on individuals? 
and who selects what portion of the data is to be 
available and to whom? Who has the key code card? 
Is the record of the individual total or fragmentary? 
The use of fragmentary information on a selective 
basis can be most damaging and unjust to individuals 
or organizations. The crude methods of Senator Joseph 
McCarthy in the witch hunt of the early ’50’s should 
be evidence enough of this. 

There is a desperate need to examine these new 
challenges to human rights. Man can ill afford to re- 
main preoccupied with traditional problems of human 
rights to the exclusion of the terrifying threat of 
technological developments. What is needed first of 
all is serious research -private and foundation re- 
search, university research and research by inter- 
national organizations. This has started in a small 
and tentative way in universities and foundations. 
UNESCO is alive to the challenges. The United Na- 
tions Institute for Training and Research (UNITAR) 
under its director, Chief S.O. Adebo of Nigeria, has 
made a start. 

Basic to any progress in this area is education of 
the public. It must be made to know the dangers to 
its rights. It must be willing to see the reality of the 
challenge in personal terms. The threat to all of us 
is insidious and pervasive. We cannot allow ourselves 
to slide into a position of human servitude vis-&-vis 
scientific developments as we have done in relation 
to the atom. 

from the academy 

IN DEFENSE 
OF THE STUDENT 

Bernard Murchland 

In our present program of higher education the stu- 
dent is by and large the odd man out. This holds 
particularly in the larger university complexes where 
the iron law is that the student is made for the sys- 
tem. The symptoms of the student’s discontent with 
this predicament are obvious enough: restlessness, 
estrangement, apathy and, increasingly, outright re- 
bellion. According to a report by the National Student 
Association there were 221 major demonstrations at 
101 campuses in the first six months of this year. I 
do not regard such tactics as the most effective method 
for resolving the problems that provoke them, and 
where violence is involved find myself shaking my 
irenic head in disapproval. On the other hand, I do 
not share J. Edgar Hoover’s opinion that “revolution- 
ary terror” is invading colleges. But such demonstra- 
tions do signal in a most dramatic fashion the need 
to revise our educational thinking in some important 
respects. 

Student power has become a central issue. That is 
an unfortunate phrase which does not adequately 
express student concerns. Student rights seems to 
me much more apt. I would guess that the majority 
of recent campus demonstrations came about either 
because the student’s due rights were not acknowl- 
edged or because satisfactory procedures for hand- 
ling them were lacking. Traditionally, American 
institutions of higher education have played the role 
of in loco parentis. Powers of decision have rested 
with the president and his administration. These 
powers were exercised on the assumption that stu- 
dents are void of any ideas concerning their own 
needs and well-being. But this assumption is no longer 
defensible. College students today marry, fight wars, 
have financial and social responsibilities. They exer- 
\cise adult functions yet are all too frequently denied 
adult prerogatives. The question of their rights, con- 
sequently, is a matter of great urgency. 

The scope of these rights remains to be determined. 
I t  ought to be obvious, however, that students have 
a right to an active voice in what concerns their edu- 
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