trial innovation. Carter assured the
Academy members that ‘I look forward
to reviewing the recommendations [of
the study which should be completed
soon] and to acting on them.”” He also
pointedly asked those members of the
Academy who ‘‘are leaders in American
business and industry’’ to emphasize in-
novation in their own companies.

As one would expect of a speech of
this kind, the President was wide-ranging
in what he had to say. He touched on the
matter of international scientific cooper-
ation, asking the Academy to support his
proposal—passed by the House and now
before the Senate—for the creation of a
new Institute for Scientific and Tech-
nological Cooperation (Science, 27
April). He predicted that, “‘In the com-
ing era, we will reap a good return on the
more than $100 billion the United States

has invested in space.”’

Carter closed with a discussion of nu-
clear issues and a plea to the scientific
community to rally round the SALT II
agreements, which were rumored to be
on the verge of being signed as this ar-
ticle went to press. So far, response to
the ongoing SALT II debate has been
lukewarm. The President tried to arouse
opinion. ‘‘We have lived too long with
nuclear weapons,’’ he said. ‘‘We have
grown too accustomed to their shadowy
presence in our lives. We are too apt to
forget what the ultimate horror would
be: the instant death of millions and the
agonizing death of millions more. . . . In
an all-out nuclear exchange, the victim
would be nothing less than the past, the
present and the future of the species.”
Hitting what to many scientists is a cru-
cial element of the SALT II issue, Carter

declared that ‘‘science has given us the
extraordinary means of verifying com-
pliance with treaties governing those
weapons.”’ Not all of his listeners agreed
and many are known to be unhappy with
the Administration for refusing to spell
out the terms of verification. But the
President passed over such realities,
saying that ‘In the great SALT II debate
which has already begun, the participa-
tion of scientists will be crucial.”

The estimated 500 NAS members who
heard the address applauded politely as
Carter left the hall for a quick visit to the
monument to Albert Einstein that had
been unveiled on the Academy’s
grounds the day before. There seemed to
be a general consensus that the fact of
the President’s coming as a gesture of
support was as important as what he had
to say.—BARBARA J. CULLITON

Debate on the Future of Weapons LLabs Widens

For some years the University of Cali-
fornia (UC) has undergone criticism and
sporadic bouts of self-criticism over its
role in managing the Livermore and Los
Alamos nuclear weapons laboratories.*
Now the Department of Energy (DOE),
which owns the labs, is conducting its
own review of the arrangements.

Critics of the DOE exercise charge
that the study group looking at the link
between UC and the labs is biased and
challenge the legality of closed sessions
held by the panel.

The latest round of debate on this is-
sue began on 29 December, when DOE
Secretary James R. Schlesinger an-
nounced that the department’s Energy
Research Advisory Board (ERAB)
would examine the UC relationship with
the laboratories “‘in the light of changing
conditions to assure that the laboratories
will continue effectively to carry out the
missions assigned to them.”’

At the same time, Schlesinger said
ERAB would be assisted by a special
weapons labs study group headed by
Solomon Buchsbaum, vice president of
Bell Laboratories, who also chairs
ERAB.

A report of the findings and con-

*Livermore is located about 35 miles west of Berke-
ley and Los Alamos is in north central New Mexico.

SCIENCE, VOL. 204, 4 MAY 1979

DOE carrying out its own review of UC management,
critics fault study group makeup, procedures

clusions of the study group will be dis-
cussed by ERAB at a meeting on 3 and 4
May in Washington. ERAB’s own rec-
ommendations on the matter will then go
to Schlesinger. The ERAB meeting is
open to the public and the agenda in-
cludes time for comment from the pub-
lic.

The DOE hierarchy has not expanded
publicly on the agency’s reasons for un-
dertaking the review of the relationship
beyond the allusion to ‘‘changing condi-
tions”’ by Schlesinger. Middle level DOE
officials suggest that the tie with UC has
not been closely examined since it was
established during World War II and,
since a lot of attention is being given to
the question of the appropriateness of
the link on the university side, it makes
sense for the agency to determine
how well its own interests are being
served.

Since  DOE began its evaluation
moves made by the UC administration
toward modifying the university’s man-
agement arrangements with the laborato-
ries have been put in abeyance. The uni-
versity administration had been seeking
to implement the recommendations of a
committee appointed by UC president
David S. Saxon (Science, 31 March
1978) to study the relationship between
the university and the labs. The com-

mittee recommended that the university
continue to manage the labs, but only on
condition that the university exercise
stronger policy guidance on both weap-
ons research and energy research at the
two laboratories. Proposals by UC vice
president William Fretter on practical
means to alter the managerial relation-
ship (Science, 22 December 1978) were
overtaken by the Schlesinger initiative.

Saxon himself is on record as favoring
continuation of UC management. In a
statement to the study group on 2 Febru-
ary he repeated his view that UC man-
agement of the labs ‘‘serves the best in-
terests of the nation.”” The UC regents,
the ultimate university authority in the
matter, have so far taken no formal posi-
tion on the issue.

Sentiment in favor of maintaining the
UC connection appears to be strong
within the laboratories’ staff. For ex-
ample, at a meeting held by the study
group at Livermore on 1 March to hear
comment by lab staff members and the
local public, the university tie was, with
few exceptions, given firm backing over
other possible management arrange-
ments.

On the other hand, sentiment for sev-
erance was expressed in equally strong
terms at a similar meeting held by the
study group the next day in Berkeley.
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Criticism of the UC management role
has come most forcefully from San Fran-
cisco Bay area peace organizations
working through a coalition called the
UC Nuclear Weapons Labs Conversion
Project. The coalition was formed in
1976 at a time when extension of the UC
operating contract for the labs was being
negotiated with DOE. Until recently, the
Conversion Project’s policy had been to
advocate that the university continue to
manage the labs but should exert much
closer administrative control and ensure
that the public be better informed on the

labs’ programs. In the last few months,
the coalition concluded that the universi-
ty would not provide effective public
oversight of the sort it favored and now
works for severance of the tie.

In the criticism of the weapons labs
study group, the lead has been taken by
Berkeley physics professor Charles
Schwartz, who has based his objections
to the panel’s activities primarily on
what he claims are violations of the Fed-
eral Advisory Committee Act (FACA),
which is designed to ensure public ac-
cess to the proceedings of committees

Radiation Responsibilities

A White House task force report released last month says leadership in
research on the health effects of radiation should be in the hands of the
National Institutes of Health (NIH), not in the Department of Energy
(DOE), which is currently responsible for most such research.

The report on ‘‘institutional arrangements’’ discusses how better coordi-
nation can be achieved in federal radiation research and in promulgating
regulations to protect workers and the general public. It is the sixth and final
draft report prepared by the Interagency Task Force on Ionizing Radiation,
headed by Peter Libassi, general counsel of the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare (HEW).

The report notes that federal involvement in radiation-related activities
has vastly outstripped the original framework supplied by the old Atomic
Energy Commission. As a result, responsibilities are fragmented, over-
lapping, and uncoordinated.

Now, says the task force, it is time for the government to pull its socks
up. First of all, ‘‘the lead responsibility for coordinating a radiation health
effects research program should be exercised by an agency that specializes
in health-related research’’—namely, the NIH.

The task force proposes the formation of twin interagency committees,
one on research and one on radiation protection. An interagency radiation
research committee, chaired by NIH, would set priorities and put together a
government-wide research agenda (in collaboration with HEW, which has
already been directed by Congress to do just that). The report notes that
‘‘tension exists’’ between the DOE’s roles as primary sponsor of research,
as developer and promoter of nuclear energy, and as employer of radiation
workers. It suggests that more balance could be achieved by raising the
radiation research budgets of other agencies and expanding the number of
scientists and institutions involved in the research. Alternatively, it suggests
transferring some DOE money to NIH and other agencies over the next few
years—an idea DOE heartily resists.

As for rules governing human exposure to radiation, the report addresses
the much-discussed idea of making the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) the lead agency. But it observes that reaction to this is generally
negative, mainly because radiation-related programs are too broad and var-
ied. It seems to prefer the idea of an interagency radiation protection com-
mittee that might be chaired by the EPA.

As for overall coordination between the two committees, the task force
discusses the possibility of setting up a radiation coordinating council mod-
eled along the lines of the old Federal Radiation Council (subsumed by EPA
in 1970). Such a body could resolve disputes and deal with matters that fall
between the cracks, such as radiation-related liability claims.

The comment period for this report is up on 18 May. Then all six reports
will be submitted to the White House. In view of the ongoing radiation fu-
ror, this is one document that is unlikely to end up moldering in the Presi-
dent’s desk drawer.—C.H.
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that provide advice to federal policy-
making officials.

Schwartz has established a reputation
as an activist in a succession of campus
conflicts since the 1960’s. He has a
trenchant style of writing and speaking
and a knack for interesting the news me-
dia in his views. In respect to the study
group he has sought to make his case in
public hearings and in correspondence
with Schlesinger, which up to now has
been one-sided. Schwartz had no direct
response to his letters until recently
when he received a letter from the DOE
counsel’s office replying to Schwartz’s
earlier letters to Schlesinger and provid-
ing a fuller statement of the agency’s le-
gal position on FACA.

Schwartz’s fundamental argument
against the study group is that members
of the panel do not represent a fair range
of opinion on the main issues involved as
required by FACA, and that therefore
the group should be dismissed.

DOE officials point to a ruling from the
agency counsel’s office that FACA rules
do not apply in this case because the
study group is not giving advice directly
to Schlesinger or his top aides, but rather
is performing a fact-finding job for
ERAB which in turn will advise Schle-
singer and is covered by FACA. In effect
the study group is an advisory panel to
an advisory panel.

Schwartz argues that members of the
study group were picked by Schlesinger
and Buchsbaum and not by the com-
mittee at large and therefore FACA
should apply. (Members of ERAB said in
response to questions by Science that
the board as a whole was not consulted
on the membership of the study group
and that the composition of the panel
was not discussed at the ERAB meeting
following Schlesinger’s announcement.
Schwartz says that the letter he received
recently from DOE states that the study
group’s members were selected by
Buchsbaum.) Schwartz goes on to
charge that the panel is biased because it
is ‘‘composed overwhelmingly of per-
sons whose careers have been intimately
tied to LLL [Lawrence Livermore Labo-
ratory] and LASL [Los Alamos Scien-
tific Laboratory] and their parent and af-
filiated organizations.”” He points out
that Buchsbaum is a former vice presi-
dent of the Sandia Corporation—a Bell
subsidiary whose mission is the ‘‘weap-
onization’’ of nuclear ordnance.

Members of the group include two
former weapons lab directors, Harold
Agnew who retired on 1 March after long
service as LASL director, and Michael
May, a former director and now an as-
sistant director at Livermore. Other
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members are Norman Hackerman, presi-
dent of Rice University and chairman of
the National Science Board; Charles
Hitch, president of Resources for the Fu-
ture and former president of the Univer-
sity of California; Thomas Reed, presi-
dent of Quaker Hill Development Corpo-
ration and a former Secretary of the Air
Force and onetime LLL staff member;
and Gerald Tape, president of Associat-
ed Universities, Inc., which operates
Brookhaven National Laboratory for
DOE, and a former Atomic Energy Com-
mission commissioner.

In a letter to Schlesinger, Schwartz
said, *‘I find it difficult to escape the con-
clusion that you have attempted to stack
the deck: the study group (all reliable
members of the ‘old boy network’) was
selected by you to guarantee a very nar-
row range of likely recommendations;
and the full ERAB (which has a notice-
ably more diverse membership) will be
pressed to rubber-stamp the study
group’s report.’’

Schlesinger’s original announcement
had said that ERAB was being asked to
report to him by 1 May. ERAB’s regular
meeting was not scheduled until 3 and 4
May. Schwartz made this point in his
first letter to Schlesinger in late Febru-
ary, but DOE says that by this time it had
recognized the conflict in dates and
Buchsbaum has requested that the dead-
line for reporting be put forward to 17
May.

Schwartz, however, sticks to his com-
plaint that the study group report will not
be in the hands of ERAB in time to give
adequate opportunity to study it or re-
ceive comments from the public. The
study group staff director Donald C.

are actually moving toward severance.

In part, this view may have been en-
couraged by the fact that the study group
was told to consider a wide range of op-
tions; this may have generated rumors.
In addition, the lab administration has al-
so been discussing contingency plans
which may also have contributed to the
talk.

There also have been suggestions that
DOE is beginning to lose patience with
the nonstop soul-searching within the
university about its management role and
is in the process of deciding that the prac-
tical thing to do is to end the relationship,
which, in the view of some, has already
shown signs of attenuation during the
last decade.

All of this is speculative, at this point,
but Duane Sewell, DOE’s assistant sec-
retary for defense programs and former
deputy director at Livermore, in a state-
ment to the study committee that was
cautiously worded in the extreme, did
give the impression that DOE is not fore-
closing the possibility of significant
change at the laboratories. Any such
change, however, would come only after
‘‘careful consultation involving senior
concerned members of the Administra-
tion and the Congress, the board of Re-
gents, the University Administration and
the laboratory directors,’’ said Sewell.

Livermore staff say they are reluctant
to see the links with UC cut for reasons
which range from worries about pension
rights to fears of a decline in the prestige
of the labs. As professionals, staff mem-
bers are anxious to defend the opportu-
nity to follow promising research leads.
Scope for doing basic research has al-
ways been limited at Livermore, but it

The UC regents, the ultimate university authority
in the matter, have so far taken no formal

position on the issue.

Shapero says that the report is not yet
complete and will be mailed to ERAB
members a few days before the meeting;
it will be available to the public and press
at the meeting.

Whatever the orientation of the study
panel, few people on either side of the
issue seem to be assuming that the study
group will suggest, ERAB will recom-
mend, and Schlesinger will decide for
preservation of some version of the sta-
tus quo. Among Livermore lab staff, as a
matter of fact, there is a fairly widely
held view that DOE and the university
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has been possible to follow up new ideas,
which can be construed as contributing
to the lab’s mission, and staff members
see this ‘‘freedom” endangered by a
change in management, particularly if an
industrial contractor should take over. It
is widely assumed at the lab that if the
UC tie is broken, a nonprofit umbrella
organization to operate the labs would be
created with a board of directors suffi-
ciently distinguished to preserve the
labs’ scientific standing.

As for the antinuclear activists repre-
sented in the coalition, they would see

James Schlesinger

severance as no particular victory. The
aim of the Conversion Project all along
has been to reduce and ultimately to end
weapons work at the laboratories. Not
only are the labs the source of all new
U.S. nuclear weapons, but they also su-
pervise nuclear testing and are respon-
sible for keeping the nuclear arsenal in
working order. Involvement of the coali-
tion in the debate over UC management
of the laboratories has at least partly ob-
scured the group’s main aim of seeing
the labs converted from doing military
work.

As if to underline its priorities, the co-
alition has embarked on a program of
antinuclear activities culminating in a
‘‘conversion day’’ at Livermore on 5
May. A rally at the lab will be followed
by a ‘‘conversion fair’’ at a site adjacent
to the laboratory. The next day, the coa-
lition will sponsor a day-long session on
‘‘a nuclear free future’’ on the Berkeley
campus. During the preceding week the
coalition members plan to engage in fasts
and vigils at the lab gates and to carry
out leafletting and to hold forums and
home meetings in the Livermore area.

The coalition is also seeking to exert
pressure on the UC regents to address
the issue of lab management. The ré-
gents experienced a first, full-scale pub-
lic exposure to the issue on 17 February
at a meeting of the board’s special re-
search projects committee in Los Ange-
les, which was also attended by several
regents not on the committee. Several
long-time critics of the UC management
role spoke at the open meeting, which
was described in the press as highly emo-
tional, as did Saxon and other advocates
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of continuing the relationship. Several of
the regents at the meeting were reported
to have applauded statements by oppo-
nents of the university role, the first
overt sign of a questioning attitude on
the board to the 36-year-old relationship.
Several of the regents also met on 2
March in Berkeley with the weapons labs
study group. This meeting was one of
two closed meetings held by the study
group in California about which
Schwartz complained in charging viola-
tions of FACA. No action on the issue is
scheduled at the regents’ mid-May meet-
ing, which is the last of the academic

year, but coalition activists are seeking
to have it placed on the agenda.

UC faculty have not been notably ac-
tive during this round of the debate, but
an effort is reportedly being made by a
group of faculty members from campus-
es throughout the system to put together

'a statement to the regents favoring sev-

erance. A noteworthy break in adminis-
tration ranks did occur at the 17 Febru-
ary meeting when UC Santa Cruz chan-
cellor Robert Sinsheimer asked the
regents to end the universities manage-
ment role because it ‘*stands in inherent
contradiction to our high and lofty prin-

ciples” and ‘‘spawns cynicism and dis-
trust in our students.”’

The next major move in the matter,
however, must be made by DOE. The
general impression up to now has been
that DOE and the Defense Department
were satisfied with the UC relationship
and were standing pat. That may still
prove to be the case. But DOE’s evalua-
tion acknowledges the debate and, there-
by, widens it. And by Washington stan-
dards the issue is being taken seriously
since, in bureaucratic jargon, it is being
considered at the ‘*Secretarial level.”

—JOHN WALSH

Rodent Repellers Attract EPA Strictures

One of the hottest items in the pest
control field these days is the electro-
magnetic insect and rodent repeller. Lit-
erally billed as the better mousetrap, the
electromagnetic repeller weaves patterns
in the earth’s magnetic field that are pro-
foundly disturbing to all pests. Rats,
mice, gophers, and ground squirrels
within its range are simply too confused
to eat, drink, or reproduce. Even the
hardy cockroach is laid waste. Most
pests stumble around as if in a house of
mirrors, withering away. Termed ‘‘na-
ture’s equalizer’”” by one manufacturer,
these miraculous devices vex only harm-
ful animals and insects; earthworms, la-
dybugs, and game birds, for example,
are unaffected. And only one small unit
may be enough to cover 30 acres.

It is, in short, the answer to an exter-
minator’s prayers, the fulfillment of the
commercial businessman’s needs, and
the fruition of an entrepreneur’s dreams.

Sound believable? It did to one of the
world’s largest grain dealers, the Cargill
Corporation, which has more than 75 of
the devices in place at its operations
throughout the United States. It did to
the superintendent of the U.S. Senate of-
fice buildings in Washington, D.C., who
purchased six of the repellers last year.
It did to the manager of the National
Press Club in Washington, who also pur-
chased several of the repellers. It also
seemed believable to the Port of New
Orleans, the Los Angeles Arboretum,
and the Hay-Adams Hotel in Washing-

Repellers snare some prominent businessmen
and journalists, but repulse few pests

ton; each has one or more of the devices
in place.

But it seemed too great to be true to
officials of the federal Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA). The EPA
has jurisdiction over claims made by
makers of pest control devices, so agen-
cy officials a year and a half ago ordered
$100,000 worth of laboratory and field
tests on five of the repellers. The verdict
recently came in: the repellers do not
work as claimed, which is to say that
they do not work at all. Three have been
taken off the market by EPA order, and

people —that otherwise shrewd business-
men have been convinced the repellers
actually operate as promised. Some re-
main convinced even in the wake of
EPA’s action. Cargill remains effusive
about its repellers, for example. A cor-
porate spokesman says that ‘‘although
we don’t want to get in a spitting contest
with EPA, we find our repellers to be a
valuable tool in minimizing pest prob-
lems.”” In locations where the units have
not performed as expected, the spokes-
man says, the manufacturer cheerfully
provided replacements. Similarly, the

“We’'re not soft-shoe boys or snake-oil
salesmen,” says one manufacturer.
“Our product makes rats shrivel up and
just bump into each other.”

ten other models may soon follow. Be-
cause none of the devices had any effect
on insects and rodents, the EPA has con-
cluded that the entire concept of electro-
magnetic repellency at low levels may
safely be dismissed.

In light of the nigh-impossible claims
made about the devices, as well as the
paucity of objective data supplied by the
manufacturers, this action is hardly sur-
prising. What is surprising is that this
particular birdlime caught so many
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superintendent of Descanso Gardens in
Los Angeles (part of the Arboretum) re-
ports that since he purchased one such
device, known as the Nature Shield, 2
years ago, ‘‘I haven’t seen any ground
squirrels in the area that the repeller is
patrolling, er, radiating.”’ The only time
squirrels appear, he says, is when the re-
peller unit needs new batteries.

The repeller unit at the Hay-Adams
Hotel remains in place, in a com-
partment just off the Preamble dining
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