programs. Tell us how we can make them
better.”

Thinking back in recent months on his
years in Washington, Weinberger, who is
continually rumored to be planning a polit-
ical career of his own, says he now sees a
more basic explanation for congressional
behavior. “Congressmen hear constantly
from special interest groups that want to
promote some social cause. They are ask-
ing for new money, or more money, and
can support their claims with plausible ar-
guments. And Congress responds.” In this,
Weinberger observes, Congress is indeed
following the will of the people—at least
those people from whom it hears. Wein-
berger thinks that Congress needs to hear
from more people, namely, from those who
will be the 50 percent supporting the other
50 percent of the nation if his grimmest
predictions come true. ““I think there is in-
creasing public awareness of the dangers of
big government. At least I hope that is
true. Taxpayers need to be better orga-
nized. A few write their congressmen and
say ‘spend less,” but they don’t pinpoint
programs and their approach is far less ef-
fective than those lobbying for a specific
social project.” '

Weinberger puts the scientific commu-
nity—particularly biomedical researchers
with whom he had occasion to deal as
HEW secretary—into the same category
as all other special interest groups, with
only one difference. He takes the recent,
politically determined increases in the bud-
gets of the National Cancer Institute and
the National Heart and Lung Institute as

Caspar W. Weinberger

an example. From Lyndon Johnson on, he
notes, all presidents have written increases
for cancer and heart research into their
budget requests, and Congress not only has
gone along with them but has added to
them. “This was a presidential and con-
gressional policy decision,” says Weinber-
ger, and not one actively advocated by
HEW. In fact, Weinberger claims never to
have gone to the White House to push for
either program. What bothers him about
the scientists who protest those two budget
decisions is not that they disagree with the
result of the political process but that they
challenge the right of the President and the
Congress to engage in it. “The argument |
hear from scientists that this is not a legiti-
mate part of the political process is non-

New Jersey Higher Education:
Back from the Brink

Like most states, New Jersey has suf-
fered a shortfall in revenues caused by in-
flation and recession. In recent months, a
clash over how to cover a state budget defi-
cit led to a chaotic political chess game be-
tween Governor Brendan T. Byrne and
the legislature in which higher education
became one of the pawns.

At one point it appeared that 1200 mem-
bers of the state university staff of 7000
might have to be fired and that agricultural
research at the university would, for all in-
tents and purposes, be wiped out. Such
drastic action was averted, as most in-
formed people thought it would be, but the
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compromise reached was actually a stop-
gap which defers the state financial crisis
rather than solves it.

To say simply that New Jersey faces a
financial crisis fails to do justice to the
complexities and oddities of New Jersey’s
traditions, prejudices, and politics. More
than in most states, government there has
been regarded as a local affair and the state
government has neither provided the ser-
vices expected elsewhere nor levied the
taxes needed to pay for them. Most nota-
bly, New Jersey, a rarity among states,
does not have a state income tax.

Not until the middle 1960’s did New Jer-

sense, and quite different from their saying
that they don’t like the decision.”

On the matter of stabilizing the budget
of the National Institutes of Health (NIH)
by assuring it some specified rate of in-
crease every year—something NIH direc-
tors have expressed a desire for—Weinber-
ger also sees the research community as a
group like any other. “Everybody wants a
stabilized budget with guaranteed growth.
Defense wants it, for instance. Many states
have it, in the form of fixed amounts of gas
taxes going to highways and such. But |
think the budget planning should be re-
lated to programs, which can change.”

Weinberger is certainly not optimistic
about the prospect of everybody seeing
things his way as long as fiscal disaster can
be skirted but he does predict that the
present monumental troubles facing New
York City will have a salutory effect on the
nation as a whole by dramatizing the dan-
gers of an all-pervasive government in-
curring huge deficits for social programs
that bring as many burdens as they do ben-
efits.

In the final analysis, however, Weinber-
ger does have a certain faith that the coun-
try will act to avert fiscal disaster. He is re-
turning to the world of private enterprise
which, he believes, ‘*has brought more ben-
efits to more people at home and through-
out the world than any other system since
recorded history began.” Says Weinber-
ger, who is a Californian, **I’'m going back
to San Francisco to see if the private sector
is as good as I’ve been saying it is.”

—BARBARA J. CULLITON

sey make a serious effort to establish a
state system of higher education. New Jer-
sey has been known as ‘‘the cuckoo bird
state” for the numbers of its residents who
attend college in other states.

A full-fledged, three-tiered higher educa-
tion system came into being in New Jersey
only in 1967. The main provider of gradu-
ate and professional education is Rutgers
(officially termed Rutgers, the State Uni-
versity) with a main campus at New
Brunswick and new campuses in Newark
and Camden. The New Jersey College of
Medicine and Dentistry oversees two pub-
lic medical schools and a school of den-
tistry, and a New Jersey Institute of Tech-
nology is based on the former Newark
College of Engineering. There are eight
state colleges, including six former teach-
ers’ colleges that have undergone major ex-
pansion in facilities and programs. Nine-
teen community colleges are jointly funded
by the state and counties.

Planning and coordination for the state
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system are provided by a State Depart-
ment of Higher Education, headed by a
chancellor, who is advised by a State
Board of Education created in the 1966
Higher Education Act. The chancellor
since the post was first filled in 1967 has
been Ralph Dungan, who served on the
White House staff and as ambassador to
Chile during the Kennedy and Johnson ad-
ministrations.

As in most states, there has been com-
petition for resources, tension over the
question of institutional autonomy versus
central control, and friction over account-
ability, and these in some cases have been
heightened by conflict over the budget.

The battle fought in the statehouse be-
tween Byrne and the legislators was, in
fact, another skirmish in a long, losing
campaign by the governor to achieve dual
objectives of tax reform and increased rev-
enues for state programs. The basic issue
has been the conflict between the governor
and the state senate over the passage of an
income tax measure.

For a state to lack an income tax these
days will strike most observers as, at the
very least, anachronistic. But in New Jer-
sey, the idea of a state income tax arouses
such hostile emotions that to espouse it has
been to flaunt a political death wish. In
New Jersey, the early American custom of
relying on town and county government to
provide whatever public services were nec-
essary has been perpetuated. As a result,
property taxes are among the highest in the
nation, with the schools, for example, fi-
nanced largely through them. It was not
until well into the 1960’s that a state sales
tax was grudgingly enacted.

Abhorrence of the state income tax is
not all historical reflex. New Jersey is the
most suburban of states. A substantial ma-
jority of the people of the state live in the
densely populated New Jersey suburbs of
New York and Philadelphia. A population
map of New Jersey would show two subur-
ban agglomerations connected by the
Pennsylvania Railroad and the New Jersey
Turnpike.

New Jersey’s poor, many of them black
and Puerto Rican, are concentrated in the
state’s cities, notably Newark, which has a
prominent place in the casebooks on urban
pathology. The affluent suburbs of New
Jersey, on the other hand, have high prop-
erty values, high property taxes, excellent
school systems, and all the pleasures and
pressures of supersuburbs. But the typical
New Jersey citizen is a different sort of
suburbanite. Many have moved out from
tenements in New York or Philadelphia
—or from Newark or Camden or
Paterson—to own modest homes in the
suburbs. These homes may be, for ex-
ample, in the dreary neighborhoods of
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two- and three-family frame houses in the
old towns and small cities of Hudson,
Bergen, and Essex counties west of New
York, or further out in the new sub-
divisions made possible by the GI Bill
and the FHA.

Many of these suburbs are bedroom
communities which lack industrial and
commercial property to broaden the tax
rate, so the burden of paying for the
schools and other municipal services falls
heavily on the lower middle income house-
holders.

Under these circumstances, one might
expect broad support for a movement to
change the state’s tax structure to reduce
reliance on regressive sales and property
taxes. But such is not the case, as the fate
of income tax proposals in this and earlier
legislatures confirms.

Some observers ascribe this reluctance
to change the tax structure to a condi-
tioned mistrust of government. New Jer-
sey, after all, has provided classic examples
of municipal corruption, from the tradi-
tional machine politics of Jersey City and
Hudson County to the newer style in New-
ark which mixed ethnic politics with the
contributions of organized crime and cor-
rupt unions.

Cynicism about Government

This and the disillusionments of Water-
gate are perhaps sufficient to inspire cyni-
cism about government, but in New Jersey
there are other dimensions to the fear and
loathing of a state income tax. It is signifi-
cant that the unions in New Jersey—the
state work force is heavily unionized—
have never pushed for a state income tax—
which, as a progressive tax, would presum-
ably benefit their members. Union policy
seems to reflect a feeling of many union
members that revenue from an income tax
would be used mainly to create a bigger
state bureaucracy and to finance programs
which would chiefly benefit people in cities
such as Newark.

State legislators reflect this anti-bureau-
crat, anti-welfare feeling, which is being
evidenced in other states these days, and it
has certainly contributed to the legisla-
ture’s balking on the income tax. At the
same time, the public over the past decade
solidly supported expansion of the higher
education system, which has involved a
half billion dollar capital investment and a
rapidly growing operating budget. One
fairly unusual aspect of the recent contest
over the budget was that it provided a di-
rect test of the comparative feelings of the
public, or at least of their elected represen-
tatives, toward higher education and the
income tax. For the short term, at least,
the result showed sentiment more against
the income tax than for higher education.

The essential elements in the imbroglio
are as follows. A year ago the state as-
sembly actually passed a Byrne income
tax measure. The state senate, however,
promptly defeated the measure and then
repeated the action in four further votes.
Early this year the governor presented his
1975-1976 fiscal year budget for a total
$2.8 billion, along with revenue estimates
of about $2.4 billion. New Jersey law re-
quires a balanced state budget, so when the
new fiscal year began on 1 July, Byrne an-
nounced budget cuts amounting to $384
million to balance the budget.

It appeared obvious to observers that
Byrne’s strategy was to pick programs in
which cuts would trigger strong public re-
action, thus exerting pressure on legisla-
tors to enact an income tax measure.
Among the cuts, for example, were about
$62 million from the $369 million state
higher education budget, including $21
million out of the Rutgers University state
budget of about $90 million. Nearly $65
million in transportation subsidies were
also on the list of budget cuts. Carrying out
this action would have meant savage cut-
backs, in many cases discontinuance, of
commuter bus and train service on which
hundreds of thousands of commuters rely.
In the case of both education and trans-
portation funds, the total effect would have
been greater, since cuts in state outlays
would have caused loss of substantial fed-
eral matching funds. '

Byrne’s brinkmanship failed. The state
senate stood firm against the income tax.
But when the senate proposed full restora-
tion of the $384 million in cuts, essentially
by adding a penny to the 5-cent sales tax,
assembly members, who face an election in
November, held out against such an in-
crease.

Byrne said he would veto any tax pack-
age which would not provide revenue to
cover the deficit and to satisfy a state su-
preme court order to make more funds
available for poorer school districts. The
ruling was based on a requirement in the
New Jersey constitution that the state pro-
vide “‘thorough and efficient” education.
The cost of carrying out the mandate is put
at about $325 million, and Byrne has ar-
gued that an income tax is necessary to
provide revenue necessary to comply with
the order and to provide relief from local
property taxes. Implementation of the
court decision has been delayed several
times, and the state faces a fall deadline for
informing school districts on amounts of
new funds they should budget. As July
wore on, the dialogue declined into con-
fused bargaining over various packages of
“nuisance’ taxes.

Finally, agreement was reached on a tax
package adequate to support restoration of
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$260 million of the $384 million in cuts.
Major elements of the package were a 2
percent increase in the corporation busi-
ness tax, counted on to raise $95 million,
and a boost in motor vehicle registration
fees, expected to bring in $25 million.

The governor did win the legislature’s
agreement to return after the election to
take up the problem of additional funds for
the schools. But if Byrne hopes to see an
income tax enacted then, skeptics think he
will be disappointed. They expect many of
those who supported Byrne on the income
tax to return as lame ducks, which will fur-
ther isolate the governor.

Byrne, who was elected in 1974, has
neither dominated the legislature nor ap-
pealed successfully over the legislators’
heads to the public in behalf of his tax pro-

gram. He was a prosecutor and judge and
had never held elective office before win-
ning the governorship by a record margin.
He rejected the old politics, which involved
wheeling and dealing and, for some, even
stealing, but his critics say he has failed to
evolve an effective new style of his own.
Nobody questions Byrne’s integrity, and
many of his opponents will concede the
logic of the case he makes for tax reform,
but even some of his admirers are now
questioning his capacity, even his inclina-
tion, to govern.

It is reasonable to ask whether too much
has been made of the effect of the political
impasse on higher education in New Jer-
sey. Some knowledgeable people deny that
there is a crisis—they say that New Jersey
is a wealthy state, that higher education is

popular, and that the wrangle in Trenton is
only a temporary perturbation. After all,
most of the dollar cuts were restored, no
hefty tuition increase was imposed, and
there have been no mass firings.

It is possible, in fact, to find people who
think that the alarm has had a healthy ef-
fect on the complacency and lethargy of
many tenured academics. Some legislators
thought that a good scare wouldn’t hurt
the profs.

It is hard to estimate the damage. Most
people inside the system seem mainly 1: -
lieved that the worst did not happen, and
many have gone off on the annual August
vacation to recuperate. But it is difficult to
take the view that no harm was done if you
are a college or university administrator
who was ordered to fire a lot of people, or a

Nuclear Critics Escalate the War of Numbers

The American research community is showing new signs of
polarization over nuclear power and its pace of development.
Last January, Nobel physicist Hans Bethe served the White
House with a statement of unequivocal advocacy of nuclear
power signed by 34 prominent scientists. Now, the small but
effective Union of Concerned Scientists in Cambridge has
gotten up a declaration urging a “‘drastic reduction” in new
starts on construction of nuclear plants and an end to their ex-
portation. Signed by some 2300 scientists, engineers, and phy-
sicians, the UCS statement was delivered to the White House
on 6 August, by no coincidence the 30th anniversary of the
bombing of Hiroshima.

The UCS declaration is part of a propaganda war of grow-
ing intensity and sophistication between nuclear critics and
proponents. The target of this particular salvo of names was
the oft-stated contention of proponents that few reputable sci-
entists seriously subscribed to UCS’s dark view of nuclear
technology. In countering that claim, MIT physicist Henry
Kendall and his associate Daniel Ford, the leading lights of
the UCS, say they succeeded beyond their expectations. The
2300 signers of the UCS statement are widely distributed by
geography and profession and include some prominent names
not usually identified as nuclear critics—among them James
B. Conant, president emeritus of Harvard; George B. Kistia-
kowsky, a science adviser to President Eisenhower; Victor
Weisskopf, former chairman of physics at MIT; Julian
Schwinger, a Nobel physicist at UCLA; and Richard F. Post,
a deputy associate director of fusion research at the Lawrence
Livermore Laboratory.

The declaration is clear enough about its philosophy but is
vague in its prescription. A preamble notes that “many
thoughtful members” of the technical community, as well as
some government agencies, hold a variety of reservations
about assurances of nuclear safety—chiefly concerning the
quality of reactor design and manufacture, the hazards of ra-
dioactive waste, and the potential connection between civilian
nuclear programs and the proliferation of atomic weapons.

Declaring that the problems currently besetting nuclear
technology are “‘grave but not irremediable,”” the statement
calls for a drastic but undefined reduction in construction

starts until stepped-up research efforts can resolve some of the
safety questions.

In a Washington news conference, Kendall said he wouldn’t
presume to define the word ““drastic’ for all 2300 signers. The
basic message, he said, was merely that a considerable number
of scientists and engineers believed the all-out construction of
nuclear plants being advocated by the Ford Administration
was imprudent. On the other hand, Kendall said, abruptly
shutting down the 55 operable plants and stopping construc-
tion of some 170 others now under way would be impractical.
“What we’re calling for instead is a change of policy, a pause
so that the nuclear industry can get its house in order.”

The UCS has unquestionably tapped a body of critical
opinion, but its petition is by no means a representative
sample of the entire community. Names were recruited by a
mass mailing effort to some 12,000 members of the Feder-
ation of American Scientists and readers of the Bulletin of
Atomic Scientists, who make up perhaps the most liberal and
socially active segment of the research community. Kendall,
however, said no attempt was made to preselect recipients of
the statement and that only a dozen or so had sent back nega-
tive replies. Consumer advocate Ralph Nader, who watched
the news conference from the back of the room, told Science
that he thought peer pressure had kept many researchers from
voicing concern about the unresolved problems of nuclear
technology but that the UCS petition had now “‘broken the
ice.”

It may also stimulate still more energetic efforts by nuclear
advocates. Still to be heard from are two new lobbying groups
supported predominantly by the nuclear industry. In Wash-
ington, the industry has set up a lobbying unit called the
American Nuclear Energy Council with a budget of $500,000
and former California congressman Craig Hosmer as its
head. Across the Potomac in Arlington, Virginia, retired
Admiral Elmo Zumwalt has taken command of Americans
for Energy Independence, whose contributors range from the
Westinghouse corporation to a passel of major utilities.
Chairman of the 23-member board is Hans Bethe, and its
most recent recruit is former Atomic Energy Commission
chairman Dixy Lee Ray.—R.G.
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faculty member who got a letter informing
you that you might be fired, as occurred in
New Jersey in July. While things never
quite reached the panic stage, the atmo-
sphere was hardly favorable for planning
for a new term that was little more than a
month away. Under such conditions, it is
probably true, as several university sources
claimed, that people get concerned not
only about their jobs but also about the
general stability of the university, and that
it is the best of the younger people who get
the job offers and actually leave.

A special problem for New Jersey,
which is not easily documented in terms of
dollars, of faculty fired, or of students
refused admission, is that the system is a
relatively new one which is still in the pro-
cess of expansion. Other state higher edu-
cation budgets have been sharply curbed in
recent years, but by the standards of Cali-
fornia and many Midwestern states the
New Jersey system is still underdeveloped.

The recent compromise in Trenton pro-
vides a respite for higher education, but no

promise of higher financial horizons. What
then are the lessons of the last few months?

First, it is evident that public higher edu-
cation is not insulated as it has appeared to
be in the past—that it must compete for
scarce funds with other state services and
that faculty and staff are regarded essen-
tially as are other public employees. That a
governor plays a crucial role in times of fi-
nancial stress was proved in New Jersey
last fall when the state colleges experienced
a system-wide strike of faculty, said to be
the first anywhere. Effects of the strike var-
ied among colleges, but the individual in-
stitutions were bypassed in the bargaining
process, and a settlement, a rather in-
conclusive one, was negotiated by top
union officials and emissaries of the gover-
nor.

The New Jersey system, in common
with other state systems, is unexpectedly
encountering limits to growth. While New
Jersey has been faithful in its fashion to
higher education since the middle 1960’s, it
appears that the state system must now ad-

NSEF: A “Populist” Pattern
in Metallurgy, Materials Research?

The National Science Foundation
(NSF) seems to be proving the old adage
that trouble comes in threes. First Senator
William Proxmire (D-Wis.) began mock-
ing the titles of some NSF social and bio-
logical research grants. Then Representa-
tive John B. Conlan (R-Ariz.) began a
campaign against some of NSF’s work in
social science education. Now some of the
foundation’s own scientific advisers have
raised serious questions regarding the dis-
tribution of NSF’s funding of basic re-
search in materials science and metallurgy.

The materials science flap reached
something of a peak on 29 July when Doris
Kuhlmann-Wilsdorf, professor of applied
science at the University of Virginia and a
member of NSF’s advisory panel on met-
allurgy and materials, testified before a
subcommittee of the House Committee on
Science and Technology, which has been
holding extensive hearings on NSF’s oper-
ations (Science, 8 and 15 August).

Kuhlmann-Wilsdorf presented the re-
sults of her own independent study of the
funding patterns of one subdivision of
NSF, the Metallurgy and Materials Sec-
tion (known affectionately among re-
searchers in the field as the M and M sec-

622

tion), which doles out approximately $10
million a year for basic research. Her con-
clusion is that the best university depart-
ments in the field (including her own Uni-
versity of Virginia) receive a dis-
proportionately small share of the money
while middle-ranked departments get the
lion’s share. In other words, the M and M
section of NSF is not supporting basic re-
search on a strictly merit basis; the funding
pattern is skewed along what she termed
“political” lines. She concluded her testi-
mony with questions about the ““basic jus-
tice” of this system, the cost effectiveness
of NSF’s funding research in this manner,
and other basic criticisms.

Kuhlmann-Wilsdorf’s paper was an ex-
panded, final version of presentations she
made in May to the NSF advisory panel
and to NSF officials. The advisory panel
was sufficiently impressed to request NSF
to make its own study. NSF officials,
prodded not only by her May presentation
but also by the fact that the congressmen
who heard her testimony (among them
Conlan) appeared sympathetic, are finally
getting a study under way.

The M and M section funds $10 million
in individual research grants each year, or

just to arrested development, at least for a
period. The efforts of the past decade,
while they have greatly improved the state
system, made no dramatic changes in New
Jersey’s standing relative to other states in
the provision of higher education. New
Jersey still stands at the top in the per-
centage of its students attending college in
other states and well below the median in
per capita expenditures on higher educa-
tion. Any substantial surge would require
major new sources of funding—which in
New Jersey automatically returns the dis-
cussion to the state income tax. Ironically,
even most opponents of the income tax say
that its coming is inevitable and then add,
“But not now.” So the battle of Trenton
continues.—JOHN WALSH

A second article will focus on the rela-
tion of the state higher education authority
to the public institutions of higher educa-
tion, and particularly to Rutgers, the pri-
mary locus of research and graduate edu-
cation.

less than a fourth of NSF’s total $43 mil-
lion support of basic materials research,
which is administered by the Division of
Materials Research. In addition, govern-
ment defense and energy agencies support
university materials research. The question
raised by the Kuhlmann-Wilsdorf study of
this one small piece of NSF’s pie, however,
is whether the pattern is characteristic of
the way the foundation operates generally
and whether it is a wise pattern in the first
place.

The dilemma thus raised is a classic one:
whether federal agencies supporting basic
research should do so only on a *‘purely
elitist” basis—as another materials adviso-
ry panel member, Rustum Roy, of
Pennsylvania State University, advocated
before the House subcommittee. The
alternative—which appears to be currently
followed at NSF—is for a federal agency
to spread the money around among some
good and many mediocre institutions in
the name of strengthening American
science overall.

Kuhlmann-Wilsdorf concluded that
““the best departments are the most under-
funded on the national average,” on the
basis of citation analysis, a tool coming
into vogue as an index of the quality of
scientific work (Science, 2 May). Using a
standard list of materials and metallurgical
science faculty members in the country,
she counted from published citation list-
ings the numbers of times each faculty
member had been cited as a first author
over a 6-month period. She then divided
the number of citations of a given depart-
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