and Elizabeth M. Boswell, research as-
sistant, written at the request of the
subcommittee for its staff study on
“Scientific-Technical Advice for Con-
gress: Needs and Sources.” Shad is
widely known on Capitol Hill and
“downtown” in the agencies as a sea-
soned and knowledgeable consultant
and staff man in his area. His list of
qualifications for recruits would prob-
ably accord closely with one that might
be drawn up by legislators and their
staffs, who tend to be generalists them-
selves and to feel most at ease with
other generalists.

Recruiting of people with respectable
scientific or technical backgrounds who
are also sensitive to the requirements
of Congress and interested in public-
policy aspects of technical questions is
obviously not easy. And this is proved
by the difficulties of both the Library of
Congress and congressional committees
in recent years in recruiting technically
trained staff members.

Some things have been happening,
however, which may ease the problem.
The recent federal pay raise is no baga-
telle. The new LRS division in science
and technology, for instance, has been
authorized one position at the equiv-
alent of the annual pay of the top
civil service General Schedule (GS)
salary of $24,500; two GS 17’s at pay
ranging in five increments from $21,445
to $24,445; a GS 15 at $16,460 to
$21,590; a GS 11 in the $8000 to $11,-
000 range; and a GS 9 in the $7500 to
$9500 range.

Interest in questions of science and
public policy is obviously increasing
in the universities and in the scientific
community. At the same time, both
in Congress and the Library, work in
the science and policy area is being
given more emphasis, and this may well
serve as a recruiting incentive.

The Library of Congress reportedly
has been having better luck recently in
attracting applicants for science and
technology jobs than it has had for
several years. Both the Library and the
congressional committees, incidentally,
report that it is somewhat easier to find
engineers than hard scientists.

Ultimately, of course, the effective-
ness of the new division and its style
of operation will depend on the people
it employs, the direction it gets from
Wenk, and the relationship it develops
with Congress, particularly with the
chairmen of the science committees
and their staffs.

Last week the new division and Wenk
were welcomed in speeches on the
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floor of the House and Senate by two
legislators who will probably figure
prominently in the division’s future—
Senator Clinton P. Anderson (D-N.M.),
chairman of the Senate Aeronautical
and Space Sciences Committee, and
Congressman George P. Miller (D-
Calif.), chairman of the House Science
and Astronautics Committee.

This endorsement by Anderson and
Miller serves to reinforce a growing
impression that Congress will follow
an evolutionary course in improving
its apparatus for science advice, in ef-
fect ordering more of the same by
continuing to strengthen the staffs of
science committees, making greater use
of panels of outside consultants, and
requiring new service from the old
LRS.—JoHN WALSH

Electron Microscopes: Duty on
Foreign Models Restored by House;
Action in Senate Is Uncertain

After receiving no attention for over
18 months, a bill to restore the tariff on
imported electron microscopes was un-
expectedly passed by the House of Rep-
resentatives on 17 August.

It was another step in the on-again,
off-again tariff history of these costly
research instruments (Science, 8 Mar.
1963). Before 1961, electron micro-
scopes were formally subject to duty.
Commercial institutions purchasing for-
eign models always paid the tariff, but
friendly congressmen frequently inter-
ceded on behalf of universities or re-
search institutions in their districts,
introducing special bills to win exemp-
tions for particular purchases. As a
result of this arrangement, both the
Treasury Department and the Ways and
Means Committee—the tariff-writing
committee of the House—were an-
nually confronted with a large number

of bills requesting tariff exemption, each
requiring separate action. In 1961, act-
ing under the belief that the foreign im-
ports were not competitive with do-
mestically produced models—and on a
desire to rid itself of a tiresome nui-
sance—the Ways and Means Committee
voted that all electron microscopes im-
ported by nonprofit institutions should
be duty-free.

Subsequently, the Radio Corporation
of America, the only domestic manu-
facturer of the class of microscopes
most commonly used in research, began
a campaign to have the tariff reinstated.
RCA claimed that removal of the tariff
had placed it in an unfavorable com-
petitive position with foreign manufac-
turers, and that its sales were declining.
The company also claimed that since
its instruments were the equivalent of
those produced abroad, the principal
effect of the tariff removal had been to
enable American institutions to pur-
chase substantially identical instruments
at lower foreign prices.

NIH representatives and other sci-
entists had earlier gone on record op-
posing RCA’s claim that the instruments
were identical. No one suggested that
the RCA product was inferior, but the
general feeling in the scientific com-
munity appeared to be that each micro-
scope had its own distinctive features,
and that certain functions were better

performed by foreign microscopes
than by RCA’. Several scientists
felt that since researchers would

continue to seek out the foreign equip-
ment best suited to their own needs,
the tariff would simply penalize their
institutions without benefiting RCA.
Those opposed to the tariff also argued
that the competition between foreign
and domestic manufacturers of electron
microscopes acted as a stimulus for
both, and that this interplay would be
curtailed by a protectionist tariff.

Table 1. Prices of domestic and imported electron microscopes.

Actual price

Actual dollar reduction (in

reduction

Price with Price with- % assed
Instrument duty out duty &a;fr(ll ;gggf alor%rlgc;i tnon-
organization organization
RCA EMU-3G (domestic) $36,725 $36,725
Siemens & Halske (Germany) 38,632 31,720 $6,912 179
Hitachi HU-11 (Japan) 36,500 31,000 5,500 15.1
Phillips EM-200 (Holland) 45,100% 41,000 4,100 91¢%
J. 0. E. L. JEM-6A (Japan) 33,247 28,402 4,845 14.6
AEI EM-6 (England) 43,000% 37,500% 5,500 12.7

* Estimated.

1 Phillips claims that it imports its microscopes in a partially disassembled state,

therefore its instruments were subject to only 10 percent customs prior to removal of the tariff.

(Source, Congressional Record, 13 August 1964).
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RCA’s position was supported by the
late Representative William Green, Jr.,
(D-Pa.), whose Philadelphia constitu-
ency bordered on the Camden, N.J,
plant where RCA production of elec-
tron microscopes is concentrated.
Largely through Green’s efforts, the
Ways and Means Commiittee, in Febru-
ary 1963, voted to restore the tariff.
Somewhat unexpectedly, the commitee’s
action was opposed by Representative
Abner Sibal (R—Conn.), whose district
is also the home of the Perkin-Elmer
Corporaton. Among the activities of
Perkin-Flmer is the importation for do-
mestic sale of the Japanese electron
microscope the Hitachi HU-11, and
Perkin-Elmer lobbied extensively against
the RCA-favored bill.

Sibal’s opposition combined with the
general lack of a sense of urgency to
produce a long delay between the com-
mittee’s approval of the bill and con-
sideration of the bill by the whole
House. In December 1963 Representa-
tive Green died and the issue was even
quieter than before until it was brought
up again last month by Representative
William Cabhill (R-N.J.), who represents
Camden, and Green’s son, also named
William, who was elected last April to
fill his father’s unexpired term. After
apologizing for launching his career
with “a matter so uncolorful,” Green
said, “This bill is no more or less im-
portant than the continued production
of electron microscopes in this coun-
try.” The main theme of Green’s re-
marks was that if the foreign micro-
scopes continued to be imported duty-
free by nonprofit organizations, “it will
ultimately force American manufac-
turers of this most important scientific
item to discontinue production.”

The extent of the real threat to RCA,
the nation’s 24th largest corporation,
is difficult to measure. Figures about
the actual numbers of electron micro-
scopes sold in this country appear to
be regarded as commercial secrets and
are not available, but the market is
known to be a restricted one. In 1962,
for example, (the last year for which
an estimate is available from industy
sources) the number of microscopes sold
is estimated to have been 226 and there
is no reason to think the market has
expanded dramatically since then.
Somewhere in the vicinity of 75 percent
of all sales are thought to be to non-
profit institutions. In 1962 the largest
share of the market went to Hitachi,
with RCA a close second, selling an
estimated 80 instruments. Electron mi-
croscopes probably accounted for some-
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what less than $3 million of RCA’s
1962 sales of $1.75 billion. According
to RCA’s congressional defenders, the
corporation’s sales dropped 25 percent
in 1963 as its foreign competitors
pressed their price advantage in attract-
ing the nonprofit purchasers.

Just what the “price advantage” is is
made obscure by the fact that RCA’s
price rose considerably sometime in the
last year, apparently because of im-
provements in the instrument’s design.
Another complication is that since the
instruments do not have identical fea-
tures, their prices are not strictly com-
parable. Nonetheless, according to the
figures supplied by Representative Ca-
hill (see Table 1), RCA’s current price
is $36,725. But a year and a half ago it
was listed as $29,030. If RCA
was substantially underselling foreign
competitors even when their instru-
ments were not taxed, it is difficult to
attribute the company’s sales decline to
the tariff removal alone. Even at the
higher prices listed in the chart, RCA
still undersells the manufacturers of
two of the nontaxed imported micro-
scopes; the other imported instruments
are considerably less costly. The
theory that the price tag is what gov-
erns sales of electron microscopes
makes it difficult to explain, for ex-
ample, why Phillips is still in business.

While there may be a few small in-
stitutions which will not be able to
purchase the foreign microscopes made
more costly by the tariff, the majority
will undoubtedly continue to select their
instruments on the basis of factors other
than cost. For the most part they will
be free to do so because a substantial
portion of the funds used by nonprofit
institutions for the purchase of electron
microscopes comes, directly or indirect-
ly, from federal grants. By passing the
tariff bill, Congress would thus be com-
mitting itself to raising, perhaps by
several hundred thousand dollars, the
cost of the federal investment in sci-
ence. If, for example, the government
paid the bills for 110 microscopes im-
ported by nonprofit institutions in 1965,
at an average tariff of $5000 apiece, the
added cost would be $550,000.

At the moment, the tariff bill (H.R.
2874) has an uncertain future. The bill
has been referred to the Senate Finance
Committee, but whether the committee
will find time to consider it, in the
press of end-of-the-session business, is
unclear. If it does, it appears likely
that the departments of State, Defense,
Labor, and Health, Education, and
Welfare, as well as private firms con-

nected with importation of the foreign
microscopes, will seek an opportunity
to file objections. Once before, how-
ever, at the close of the 87th Congress,
the bill passed the House and died in
the Senate without a hearing, and there
is a good chance that this will occur
again.—ELINOR LANGER

Congress Plays Geography: PHS
Health Center Delayed Again as
Maryland Site Is Firmly Excluded

Slowly, and with a certain original-
ity, the Congress is inching its way to-
ward the solution of the troublesome
problem of where to locate the pro-
posed Environmental Health Center.

This year the House Appropriations
Committee disallowed the request of
the Public Health Service for $1.5 mil-
lion for planning, complaining that 4
years after its first request the PHS was
still “not able to tell the Committee
where the facility or facilities would be
located,” and that “the Committee was
presented with a considerable amount
of confused and indecisive informa-
tion.” The Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee was ntore benevolent, and voted
to restore the funds, a decision narrow-
ly sustained by the Senate vote of 40
to 35.

The Senate was partly influenced by
Robert Byrd (D-W.Va.), floor manager
of the bill, who after several years as
the chief antagonist of the PHS’s view
that the Center had to be located in
the Washington area, suddenly with-
drew his opposition. Byrd said he had
come to feel that further delay in build-
ing the facility would be detrimental to
the health of the American people.

Byrd’s decision, which meant, in ef-
fect, his acceptance of the Beltsville,
Maryland, site that the PHS has been
pushing, was of little use. Last week, in
the House-Senate conference to adjust
differences between the two appropria-
tions bills, the House conferees agreed
to restore part of the funds ($1 mil-
lion), but with the stipulation that the
Center be located outside a 50-mile
radius centering on Washington. This
excludes Beltsville, a Washington satel-
lite, although it puts Senator Byrd’s
favorite site—Martinsburg, West Vir-
ginia—back in the race.

It thus appears that the PHS will
have another year in which to agonize,
and that the competition—which in-
cludes energetic pressure from repre-
sentatives of West Virginia, Ohio, and
North Carolina and only slightly less
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