NEW
required
reading

from Waters — the Liquid
Chromatography People

Separation and Identification
of Nucleic Acid Constituents

4 pgs. Describes the
LC separation of DNA
and RNA constituents
— purine and pyrimi-
dine bases, nucleo-
sides, and nucleotides.
Ask for N47

Circle No. 141 onIReadors’ Service Card

Drug Levels in Plasma

Drug Levels

7 4 s. Step-by-ste
in Plasma po prby-step

description of the de-
velopment of an LC
method for clinical as-
say. Comparison of LC
and GC assay results.
Ask for N60

of Prencbarbital
and Ovphenythydantoin

Circle No. 142 on Readers’ Service Card

Rapidly Determine Carbaryl
in Pesticide Formulations

w= == | This 4-page brochure
‘ - | describes an LC
method for the separa-
tion and quantitation of
carbaryl, both alone
and in mixed formula-

favorably compared
with previously used
analytical techniques.
Ask for N4O

Circle No. 143 on Readers’ Service Card
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tions. LC results are’

ted a technologically relevant point.
From the quote, your readers could draw
the erroneous conclusion that I am an
advocate of the breeder. My position
has been that by far the most cost-ef-
fective R & D to balance energy supply
and demand in a free enterprise economy
is a set of nationwide programs to active-
ly encourage nonuse, even beyond con-
servation. By coincidence, this position
is also the only essential element of energy
policy which can be unambiguously con-
nected to Christian ethics via the impera-
tive to share.

Church bureaucracies, like others, pre-
fer to pronounce on (scientific) subtleties
well beyond their ken (and involving only
the sixth derivatives of moral impera-
tives), which requires no action on their
part. They avoid the obvious behav-
ioral corollaries of their main hypothe-
ses, which call for sacrifice, however
minor, on the part of their con-
stituencies. Scientists should easily rec-
ognize such proferred ‘‘cheap grace’’ as
the modern day analogue of the *‘perpet-
ual motion machine.’’

' RustuM RoYy
Materials Research Laboratory,
Pennsylvania State University,
University Park 16802

Contrary to the implication in Rose’s
letter, the National Council of Churches
did in fact allow the Atomic Industrial
Forum (AIF) to choose the three pronu-
clear experts to participate in the debate,
and the AIF did in fact name him as one of
the three, after first getting his permission
to do so. A ‘‘chronology’’ of events pub-
lished by the church council on 22 March
states that Rose was ‘‘chosen by the
Atomic Industrial Forum,”’ and a report
on the debate published by the AIF on 5
February states that the three pronuclear
speakers were ‘‘coordinated by AIF.”
As for the World Council of Churches’
report, the judgment that it was ‘‘neu-
tral’’ on the nuclear issue was made by
National Council of Churches staffers.

—PHiLIP M. BOFFEY

Nuclear Power Decisions

If the United States were a more near-
ly ideal representative democracy, I
would agree with Brewster C. Denny’s
opinion (Letters, 16 Apr., p. 202) that
use of the direct ballot referendum or
initiative is an inappropriate way of deal-
ing with an issue as complex as the regu-
lation of nuclear power plants, and that
the appropriate way would be through
elected representatives who reach their
conclusions by means of reasoned de-

bate. The problem is many people fear
that our elected representatives may not
be basing their conclusions primarily on
the issues, but rather on promises and
threats from special interest groups. As
long as there is any reasonable suspicion
that our elected officials are responding
to these political pressures (and there are
certainly grounds for such suspicions
today), I cannot blame the supporters of
the California initiative for taking an is-
sue like nuclear power, which (because
of the potential profits involved) is so
susceptible to political pressures, direct-
ly to the people.

ART HOBSON
Department of Physics, University of
Arkansas, Fayetteville 72701

While Denny is factually accurate re-
garding the way our political process
works, he nevertheless misses the point.

He does not believe that informed de-
bate on the technically complicated issue
of nuclear power is possible and that,
considering the risks and the economic
alternatives, such a debate would not be
likely to ‘‘produce an appropriate re-
sult.”” This indeed is the heart of the is-
sue; but (i) Can we assume that informed
debate will occur in Congress? and (ii) If
so, will that debate be any more likely to
produce ‘‘an appropriate result’’ with
necessary consideration for risks as well
as economic alternatives?

At a time when confidence in repre-
sentative government is so low, it is no
wonder that people are trying to bypass
that body of decision-makers, especially
on such an important issue. Just a quick
look at recent ‘‘representative’’ decisions
on environmental issues alone, from food
quality and air and water pollution to
atomic energy, indicates that these de-
cisions have been made with much more
concern for economic alternatives than
for risks. Our understanding of the risks
is so limited that extreme caution is the
only prudent course. The emotion stirred
by the nuclear power question is rooted in
a perception of deliberate disregard by
planners for the possible risks.

We must not rush to dependence now
on an inadequate and potentially dan-
gerous technology and build up a debt
we might have to pay for a million years,
when, in 50 years, the development of
this technology may be either unneces-
sary or certainly much more safe. The
problem is not the development of nu-
clear power per se but the push to pro-
liferate it at a time when the safety of
the technology is at best doubtful.

JAMES STEPHENS
Department of Biology,
Temple University,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19122
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