
Antarctica: Colonization Ends Era 
of Exploration, Emphasis Shifts 
To Organized Polar Science Program 

The United States is dug in deeply in 
Antarctica, and there is every prospect 
that the nation will be kept committed 
there for the foreseeable future by a 
combination of scientific and political 
considerations. An earlier pattern of 
periodic assaults on Antarctica by ex- 
peditions which stayed a year or two 
and then decamped has been supplanted 
by one of occupation, with stations 
manned the year around and a continu- 
ing scientific program. 

The new era in Antarctica began with 
the International Geophysical Year of 
1957-58, when, as part of the world- 
wide study of man's physical environ- 
ment, the United States and 11 other 
nations carried out an extensive cooper- 
ative scientific program in Antarctica, 
and in doing so made heavy investments 
in bases and equipment. Most of the 
participating governments concluded 
that to abandon Antarctica at the end 
of the IGY would be both wasteful and 
imprudent. 

Gone, to a great degree, therefore, 
are the ways of Scott and Amundsen, 
even of Ellsworth and Byrd, of dashes 
to the pole, of derring-do and improvi- 
sation. Dangers and hardships remain, 
but the,characteristic figure in Antarc- 
tica is no longer the polar explorer 
behind his dog team but the scientist 
and technician. 

American operations in Antarctica 
have become a matter of annual appro- 
priations in Congress, long-range plan- 
ning, and interagency cooperation. For 
scientists, the government's interest in 
Antarctica opens new horizons for re- 
search and new opportunities for fed- 
eral research grants. 

United States activities in the Antarc- 
tic have been continued on the general 
lines laid down during the IGY. The 
Navy provides logistical support and 
people to maintain installations, while 
the scientific personnel run their proj- 
ects themselves. Civilians are responsi- 
ble to "scientific leaders" at each base, 
and only in emergencies are they sub- 
ject to military authority. Though this 
arrangement has not worked without 
friction, particularly during the long 
winter months when small parties live 
confined, the division of authority and 
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Antarctic is centered in the National 
Science Foundation. The NSF's Office of 
Antarctic Programs, headed by Thomas 
0. Jones, is responsible for science 
funding and planning, and the office 
works with the Defense Department's 
Antarctic Projects Office on logistical 
planning to insure that the scientists 
will get where they want to go with the 
equipment and supplies they need. The 
NSF office performs a wide range of 
tasks, from awarding grants to univer- 
sities for antarctic research projects to 
staffing and charting the voyages of 
its ocean-going research station, the 
U.S.N.S. Eltanin, which is operated for 
NSF by the Military Sea Transport 
Service. 

The National Academy of Sciences is 
interested in the antarctic effort but 
has played an advisory rather than an 
operational role. The Academy's com- 
mittee on polar research, made up of a 
cross section of experienced polar sci- 
entists, in 1960 and 1961 produced a 
report aimed at setting long-term goals 
for scientific research, and which in- 
cluded suggestions for projects to ac- 
complish these goals. The Academy 
committee also represents the United 
States in the Scientific Committee for 
Antarctic Research (SCAR)-the com- 
mittee set up to oversee international 
scientific cooperation in Antarctica. In 
practice, say observers, most things 
done in the way of cooperation in Ant- 
arctica have been handled through 
bilateral agreements between nations 
which signed the Antarctic Treaty. 

Of the 12 nations which partici- 
pated in IGY activities in Antarctica 
and signed the treaty, three-Belgium, 
Japan, and Norway-do not currently 
operate programs there. Active in Ant- 
arctica now, in addition to the United 
States, are Argentina, Australia, Brit- 
ain, Chile, France, New Zealand, the 
Soviet Union, and South Africa. 

The United States itself maintains 
four bases including the main supply 
station, McMurdo, and the South Pole 
station, where the winter temperature 
reaches - 100? F. The United States 
and New Zealand jointly operate Hal- 
lett Station on the Cape Adair coast. 

The Soviets list four year-round sta- 
tions, all in the Eastern half of the 
continent. 

In terms of men and material the 
United States program is the biggest 
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Readers' Comments 

Congress and Research 

I have read with interest your edi- 
torial, "Congress and Research," in the 
25 January issue of Science. While 
fully agreeing with your thought that 
Congress is moving in the direction of 
giving closer scrutiny to the manage- 
ment of the large and rapidly increas- 
ing federal funds for scientific research, 
I cannot accept your thesis that this is 
undesirable. 

I find especially open to question 
your assumption that what you call the 
"increasingly liberal" policies pursued 
by the National Institutes of Health in 
the past are more beneficial to scientific 
accomplishment than the more fiscally 
responsible policies urged by our Com- 
mittee. 

When you state: "It has been alleged 
that the agency is not exercising suf- 
ficient control over the expenditure of 
government funds," you imply that this 
finding has not been well documented 
and established. I am taking the liberty 
of sending you under separate cover 
the reports issued by our Committee 
concerning the administration of the 
NIH grant programs (House Report No. 
321 and House Report No. 1958 of the 
87th Congress), together with the re- 
lated Subcommittee hearings. These, I 
believe, amply demonstrated the need 
for clear and objective government poli- 
cies for assuring the most prudent ex- 
penditure of public funds as well as the 
equitable treatment of scientific investi- 
gators. 

In this same connection I would 
refer you to the excellent article, also 
appearing in the 25 January issue of 
Science, which analyzes irregularities 
in the handling of National Science 
Foundation funds by the American In- 
stitute of Biological Sciences. These ir- 
regularities appear to have resulted from 
the kind of "liberal" policies advocated 
in your editorial. 

L. H. FOUNTAIN 

Representative Fountain, Democrat 
from North Carolina, is chairman of 
the Intergovernmental Relations Sub- 
committee of the House Committee on 
Government Operations. The subcom- 
mittee has been -extremely critical of 
the fiscal practices of the National In- 
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