chain and their modes of action as in-
dividual entities. The remainder of the
text discusses possible mechanisms by
which mitochondria transduce energy
for adenosine triphosphate synthesis,
ion translocation, and the various other
partial reactions experimentally noted
with interest over the years.

An extensive bibliography, including
that of the last section of the text, on
recent advances, brings our knowledge
to mid-1970, making the book a valu-
able secondary source for students and
active workers who require the repor-
torial detail of the journal.

Wainio’s writing style is rather
straightforward and understandable.
Occasional passages do much to reveal
the often not too evident reality that
the test tubes and apparatus that yield
the data are indeed manipulated by
men and women. The opening segment
of chapter 2 (“NADH oxidase and
succinate oxidase systems”) is just such
a passage, didactically excellent and an
example of the more readable science
available in this area of biochemistry.

Nondogmatically and thoroughly,
Wainio has furnished us with a widely
useful compendium on the mitochon-
drion. Despite the experimental frus-
trations that induce him to remind us
that “even the sequence of electron
carriers is somewhat uncertain, while

~ the hypotheses of oxidative phosphory-
lation are no more than guesses,” this
book serves to imbue this specialized
field of bioenergetics with the “to be
continued” aura characteristic of all
vital areas of inquiry.

PETER S. COLEMAN

Department of Biology,
New York University,
New York City

Institutes

Think Tanks. PAuL DicksoN. Atheneum,
New York, 1971. xii, 370 pp. $10.

Journalists often leap in where schol-
ars fear to tread—and the public is
better off for it. Paul Dickson, a yoxing
free-lance writer, has here opened to
public view the work of some 28 of
an ill-defined number (600, by his
shaky estimate) of “think tanks” which
“perform research on matters relating
to policy and the application of tech-
nology” and “act as a bridge between
knowledge and power and between
science/ technology and policy-making.”

Eight are nonprofit organizations
spawned by the Defense Department,
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including RAND, the Institute for De-
fense Analyses, HumRRO, and MITRE;
three, the Urban Institute and two edu-
cational policy research centers, are
contract progeny of civilian agencies;
two, the Army’s Institute for Land
Combat and the transitory White House
National Goals Research Staff, are in-
house elements of the Executive. Ten
are a motley assortment of privately
engendered nonprofit organizations, in-
cluding Herman Kahn’s Hudson Insti-
tute, the new-left Institute for Policy
Studies, the old-centrist Brookings In-
stitution, Robert Hutchins’s Center for
the Study of Democratic Institutions,
Ralph Nader’s activist Center for the
Study of Responsive Law, and the “re-
search & go-go” Stanford Research In-
stitute; two, the System Development
Corporation and Arthur D. Little, Inc.,
are for-profit companies; and three are
foreign-area research groups affiliated,
respectively, with the University of
Pennsylvania, Stanford, and George-
town University.

Would a sociological Linnaeus regard
these diverse creatures as members of
the same genus, let alone species? Dick-
son should have dropped government
units and paid more attention to the
little-known for-profit firms, which, on
his own reckoning, constitute half of
all “think tanks”; he is weak on operat-
ing problems and the political and eco-
nomic habitat in which institutes strug-
gle for survival; and he is wrong on a
good many points. For example, most
of the “highly classified” area hand-
books of SORO (Special Operations
Research Office) were published, quite
innocuous ventures in secondary-source
anthropology; Congress’s control of De-
fense contract centers has been far
from “illusory”; the government gen-
erally does approve center directors
and their salaries; the centers are
not “allowed to compete for non-
government business”; they are not
“legally quite free” to go for-profit
without special approval and measures
of restitution; RAND staff cannot take
honoraria from other Defense centers;
the not-for-profits have not “normally”
paid taxes on their income from pro-
prietary work; and so forth.

No matter. Dickson is good at de-
scribing the work and very good at
capturing the special character of each
institute; and his judgments can be re-
freshingly direct. Thus, A. D. Little
staff have a ‘“sense of cohesion” and
“an appealing egotism,” the Stanford
Research Institute is “the research
equivalent of the oriental bazaar,” and

Brookings “has restrained itself to the
point of dullness.” RAND’s ‘costly
weapons gamels] . . . seem paradoxical-
ly logical and absurd at the same time”’;
a Hudson Institute scheme is “prepos-
terous”; “few [rightist think tanks] show
Rightward bias as blatantly as Hudson
does”; the list of Defense contract cen-
ters is “a fraud”; two Cambridge In-
stitute affiliates “‘seem, frankly, to be a
hypocritical dodge . . . to accept the
federal money which the parent group
rejects”; the Center for Strategic and
International Studies ‘“has become a
center for policy research for the oil
interests”; the National Goals Research
Staff report was “at once forgettable,
innocuous, dull, and dishonest.”

Despite such passages and a five-page
recital of evidently foolish, unnecessary,
or unused projects, Dickson burnishes
the tarnished mystique of “R & D,” over-
valuing its significance and the power
of its practitioners. He depicts the in-
stitutes, and especially the Defense cen-
ters, as a virtual “shadow government”
of “faceless,” unaccountable men whose
thinking is “profound,” whose influence
is “deep and fundamental,” and who
exercise in secret an “awesome’ power
“seldom challenged or questioned.” This
makes more of these men than most of
them make of themselves. It mistakes
occasional for constant influence; a con-
fidentiality characteristic of Executive
deliberations and private consulting for
a perfidious secrecy peculiar to these
hirelings of the Executive; and the ser-
vants for the wielders of power. None-
theless, the book can be heartily recom-
mended as a lively and engrossing
contribution to our knowledge of policy
research institutes. It may provide
solace to many professionals in these
days of their discomfiture.

HAROLD ORLANS

Brookings Institution,
Washington, D.C.

Personages

American Entomologists. ARNOLD MALLIS.
Rutgers University Press, New Brunswick,
N.J., 1971, xviii, 554 pp., illus. $15.

The popular image of an entomolo-
gist as a wild-eyed, net-swinging eccen-
tric may be a caricature, but in fact
entomology seems to have attracted
more than its share of colorful person-
ages. Asa Fitch, for example, is said
to have collected specimens by putting
them in his tall silk hat, and William T.
Davis, when racing to catch a train, is
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