Dark Days for Social Research

Many social and behavioral scientists
are in a state of near panic over what
they perceive as an ignorant and foolish
attack on the social sciences by Reagan
budgeteers. And they have been intense-
ly frustrated by the fact that, in absence
of a presidential science adviser, there
has been no one to talk to during the
budget preparation process. Even Philip
Handler, president of the National Acad-
emy of Sciences, met with rebuffs—
“‘that’s never happened to me before,”
he told Science.

Rumors have been rife, and many peo-
ple believe that the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget (OMB) went over the
entire federal budget with magnifying
glasses looking for social research to
stomp on. The proposed cuts for social
and behavioral sciences at the National
Science Foundation (NSF) have been
detailed in an unprecedented fashion,
and have done more than anything else
to arouse paranoia among social re-
searchers.

Support for the natural sciences in the
NSF received modest increases in the
fiscal 1982 budget request. But it looks
like rough sledding at the biological, be-
havioral, and social sciences directorate.
The behavioral and neural sciences divi-
sion, which would have gotten $39.59
million under the Carter fiscal 1982 re-
quest, should be cut back to $29.16 mil-
lion under Reagan’s budget. The bulk of
the reduction would be applied to re-
search in cognitive and behavioral sci-
ences. The economic and social sciences
division would suffer even more drasti-
cally. The Reagan plan allocates only
$10.1 million, a 70 percent decrease from
fiscal year 1981. Carter’s fiscal 1982 bud-
get had asked for $40.1 million for the
division.

Also under attack, although not in so
specific a fashion, is social research in
the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental
Health Administration (ADAMHA), par-
ticularly in the National Institute of Men-
tal Health (NIMH), which has the big-
gest budget of the three. According to an
NIMH official, OMB had originally con-
templated cutting ADAMHA’s research
budget by about 40 percent, operating
under the belief that all ADAMHA re-

SCIENCE, VOL. 211, 27 MARCH 1981

Researchers are riled at disproportionate budget cuts
and fear long-term damage to their fields

search was social and behavioral re-
search. However, the figures released on
10 March reveal proposed cuts more in
the 10 to 15 percent range. The budget
does not go into specifics, but orders are
that no new grants are to be made for so-
called social science research projects.
ADAMHA officials havée been holding
feverish meetings trying to decide how to
define ‘‘social.”” One attempt came in a
memorandum from NIMH Director Her-
bert Pardes on 2 March, which suggested
that ‘‘nonsocial’’ (and therefore accept-
able) projects are in the neurosciences,
clinical research, treatment research,
epidemiology, clinical research centers,
cognition and learning. Under the head-
ing ‘‘social’> were research on aging,
crime and delinquency, minority mental
health, work and mental health, services
development, personality and socioemo-
tional processes and problems, family
mental health and policy, rape, and so-
cial sciences. People at ADAMHA are
still hoping to come up with a definition
of social research that will limit the dam-
age. Otherwise, support for some work
of direct relevance to treatment, such as
research on community acceptance of
de-institutionalized patients, may dry
up.

As for the rest of the federal govern-
ment, there does not appear to have been
a concerted attempt to wipe out social
research. The National Institutes of
Health, where little pockets of social
research worth maybe $50 or $60 million
a year reside, were given modest in-
creases overall, with no specific direc-
tions as to how to apply them. The
behavioral medicine branch of the Na-
tional Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute,
for example, is not targeted for attack.

Elsewhere in the budget, the largest
proposed reduction in social research
seems to have been at the Justice De-
partment, which could lose its Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention (a remnant of the now-dispersed
Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration), the extinction of which would
save $138 million a year.

Over at the new Department of Educa-
tion, the National Institute of Education
is slated to have its $74 million budget
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cut by about 25 percent, which would
prevent it from making any new awards
in fiscal year 1982.

Social scientists have been eager to
learn of the disposition of social science
research within the Department of De-
fense, the Administration’s one big sa-
cred cow. Pentagon public information
people told Science no cuts were
planned in that area. However, an offi-
cial at OMB said that two Navy projects
on manpower effectiveness are supposed
to be scrapped, for a saving of $7.8
million.

Overall, the amounts implicated in so-
cial science research cuts are small,
since they have never occupied more
than a tiny fraction of anyone’s budget.
But social scientists are deeply alarmed
to see OMB reaching in to make deci-
sions on priorities in science that have

“These actions are
being dictated by so-
cial philosophy and
are not just budget
cuts.”

always been left to scientists. They are
alarmed, too, at the philosophy behind
the cuts. As Handler says, ‘‘These ac-
tions are being dictated by social philos-
ophy and are not just budget cuts.”
What that philosophy is, is not clear, but
the line has been laid down very firmly.
According to Clarence Martin, lobbyist
for the Association for the Advancement
of Psychology, ‘‘the presumption of the
inefficacy of social sciénce is so over-
whelming among those people that they
didn’t even have to discuss it.”’

Many social scientists would happily
accede to across-the-board budget cuts,
but they now feel the Reagan people are
out to get them and drag them back to
the Dark Ages when the word ‘‘social”
attached to anything was taken as an
alert to a Communist plot. Anthropolo-
gist Robert McCormick Adams of the
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Reagan to Keep OSTP and CEQ

The Reagan Administration has finally decided that a presidential science
adviser should be appointed and that the Office of Science and Technology
Policy (OSTP) should remain in the White House. OSTP’s budget and
permanent staff will be reduced, however, and a strict limit will be placed on
the number of consultants that can be hired.

Nobody has yet been named to fill the post, but several people have been
approached. Simon Ramo, who long dominated speculation about the
position, is said to be out of the running, but no other has emerged.

The fate of OSTP had been hanging in the balance for several weeks, for
Reagan’s inner circle of advisers had doubts about the need for the office,
and they were unhappy about how it would fit into the White House’s
decision-making processes (Science, 6 March 1981). But following protests
from some scientists and Republican businessmen, OSTP was spared.

OSTP’s budget has been reduced by about 40 percent, to $1.8 million in
fiscal year 1982, and its permanent staff has been cut from 24 to 12. In
addition, OSTP can hire consultants’ services adding up to the equivalent of
only ten full-time people, a limit that will make it impossible to establish a
permanent outside advisory committee.

No limit has been placed on the number of people who can be loaned to
OSTP from other agencies, however. This is crucial, for although such
people are effectively on OSTP’s staff they do not show up on its payroll.

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) has fared less well.
Although it will be kept in existence, its budget has been slashed by nearly
70 percent and its permanent staff has been cut from 50 to 16.

—COLIN NORMAN

University of Chicago states: ‘‘I think
we are really talking about a political
vendetta which goes back to the Great
Society programs, when social scientists
were the willing allies and tools and
designers of programs that were antithet-
ical to what their [Reagan’s] philosophy
is all about.”

Adams and others point out that the
Reagan people are not at all unsophisti-
cated about the uses of social research
and have applied such knowledge
through the campaign. And, of course,
their predictions about the success of
supply side economics comes from eco-
nomics research.

At any rate, people are very worried
about the long-term effect of the Admin-
istration’s anti-social sciences bias. For
one thing, they perceive the action as
devastating to the reputation of the so-
cial sciences, which are still young and
have gone through a 30-year struggle to
gain their present position of legitimacy.
Practically speaking, there is the fear
that it could take many years to make up
for a few years of neglect. The funda-
mental concern, according to Kenneth
Prewitt of the Social Science Research
Council, is that budgetary stringency will
lead to the deterioration of social sci-
ence’s ‘‘infrastructure’: national data
sets; graduate training programs; centers
such as the University of Chicago’s Na-

tional Opinion Research Center; and the
Assembly for Behavioral and Social Sci-
ences of the National Academy of Sci-
ences. These resources supply the basic
grist for social studies; allowing them to
decay, says Prewitt, is like stopping up-
keep of the biologist’s lab or the astrono-
mer’s telescope.

What is everybody going to do about
it? Their advances having been spurned
by OMB, social and behavioral scientists
are now focusing on Capitol Hill. They
got off to a good start on 12 March at
hearings on the NSF budget before the
science, research, and technology sub-
committee of the House Science and
Technology Committee. Witnesses not-
ed that whereas about 60 percent of
proposals in the physical sciences get
funded, only 20 to 30 percent of those in
the social and behavioral sciences are
favorably acted on. With the proposed
cuts this percentage would be halved.

Lawrence Klein, Nobel laureate econ-
omist from the University of Pennsylva-
nia, pointed out that over the years the
support of social science research has
shifted from private foundations to the
NSF. Now, he and others have asserted,
social scientists have no other source to
turn to. Foundations have directed their
resources elsewhere, and private indus-
try is not prepared to fund the kind of
long-term basic research that forms the
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backbone of the social science enter-
prise.

Zvi Griliches, chairman of the Har-
vard economics department, accused the
budget-makers of being, in effect, penny-
wise and pound-foolish. He said the cuts
would “‘cripple economic research for
years to come,”’ and that they appeared
to be based on ‘‘vindictiveness, igno-
rance, and arrogance.’”” He noted with
irony that ‘‘most of the recent ‘conserva-
tive’ ideas in economics . . . originated
in, or were provided with quantitative
backing by NSF-supported studies.”
(Indeed, five Nobel laureates in econom-
ics have received support from the social
and economic division.) Said Griliches:
““The country is embarking on one of the
largest macroeconomic policy experi-
ments in our history . . . and they do not
know how to measure its effect. . ..
Wise social policy would not cut itself off
from self-knowledge.”’

The central principle that the belea-
guered social scientists want to get
across to the lawmakers has to do with
who defines what is science. Budget-
makers talk of ‘‘soft”” science and
“hard” science and place higher value
on the latter, while social scientists insist
there is only ‘‘good’’ science and ‘‘bad”’
science. The idea of accountants decid-
ing what is good or bad chills them to the
bone. Stanford economist Mordecai
Kurz, who is rounding up scientists to
write letters to congressmen, calls it a
“form of scientific prejudice”’ that bor-
ders on ‘‘dangerous dogma.”’

Most observers seem to agree that
social scientists cannot win their battle
by themselves but will require the sup-
port of people throughout the scientific
community. “I’d be very much con-
cerned if I were a physical scientist,”
says one government official. ‘‘After all,
what field will they go after next?”” He
suggests it might be biology, home base
of controversial gene-splicing.

Right now a lot of people are making
lists to demonstrate all the ways social
and behavioral research has contributed
to society, and paying special attention
to ways the field can contribute to two of
the Reagan Administration’s favorite
subjects: productivity and innovation. It
has always been more difficult to defend
social science than natural science; the
results are less tangible, and the contri-
bution may be felt more in the general
enhancement of public sophistication
than in specific advances. The slap in the
face administered by OMB may contrib-
ute more than anything else to social
scientists’ shaping up a compelling case
for the value and utility of their field.

—ConSsTANCE HOLDEN
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