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Hatch Supports 
Arthritis Institute 

Senator Orrin Hatch (R-Utah) on 
20 August announced his support of a 
bill creating a new arthritis institute. 
His action virtually assures congres- 
sional authorization of the institute de- 
spite opposition by the National Insti- 
tutes of Health (NIH) and other bio- 
medical groups. Critics of the mea- 
sure viewed Hatch, chairman of the 
Labor and Human Resources Com- 
mittee, as the last hope for blocking 
the proposal (Science, 13 August, p. 
610). 

NIH director James Wyngaarden 
has contended that establishing a 
new institute is both fiscally and scien- 
tifically unjustified. He and others ar- 
gue that arthritis research should con- 
tinue as part of the National Institute 
of Arthritis, Diabetes, and Digestive 
and Kidney Diseases. 

The list of Senate cosponsors of the 
bill, including Hatch, now totals 43 and 
Hatch's support is expected to garner 
more votes. The measure was orig- 
inally introduced by Senators Barry 
Goldwater (R-Ariz.) and Alan Cran- 
ston (D-Calif.). 

Hatch had been on the fence for a 
month before he decided to back the 
proposal. He said in a speech on the 
Senate floor, "This is a complex issue 
and there are good arguments on 
both sides of the proposal." But, he 
added, a new institute would be the 
best way to give arthritis and musculo- 
skeletal research the visibility it de- 
serves. Hatch faces a tough reelec- 
tion battle this year, and the arthritis 
proposal could figure in the campaign. 

Hatch tried to defuse arguments set 
forth by NIH and others opposed to 
the institute by proposing that the 
Senate Appropriations Committee set 
aside $5 million to cover administra- 
tive start-up costs for the new insti- 
tute. NIH has contended that initial 
overhead costs would add up to $4.8 
million and the money would have to 
be drawn from biomedical research 
funds. The senator also proposed that 
a moratorium be placed on the estab- 
lishment of any additional institutes 
and that an ad hoc group conduct an 
18-month study on whether the struc- 
ture of NIH needs revamping. NIH has 
argued that the addition of another 
institute to the existing 11 will invite a 

proliferation of proposals for the cre- 
ation of other institutes. 

Wyngaarden In an Interview called 
Hatch's appropriations proposal "a 
poor expend~ture of $5 million." 

Goldwater is to reintroduce his insti- 
tute proposal as an amendment to the 
Senate NIH reauthorization bill. The 
House version of the NIH reauthoriza- 
tion bill, which includes the institute 
measure, has passed through com- 
mittee and is now awaiting floor action 
where it is likely to pass as well. The 
House and Senate proposals for the 
arthritis institute are very similar, leav- 
ing little, if any, room for compromise. 
They differ in one respect. In the Sen- 
ate version, the review of NIH would 
be conducted by an ad hoc group of 
seven persons appointed by the Pres- 
ident. Four members would be select- 
ed from the biomedical and behavioral 
sciences and three from the general 
public. The House bill authorizes the 
Institute of Medicine to evaluate 
N I H .-Marjorie Sun 

Bills Proposed to Curb 
Export of Technology 

Last January, Admiral Bobby In- 
man, then deputy director of the Cen- 
tral Intelligence Agency, predicted 
that if technology transfer to Commu- 
nist countries continues at its current 
rate, Congress will be forced to take 
legislative action to stop what lnman 
called "this hemorrhage." Bills have 
been introduced in the House and 
Senate to do just that. 

Their aim is to set up a new agency, 
called the Office of Strategic Trade, to 
take over the role in controlling ex- 
ports now assumed by the depart- 
ments of Commerce, Defense, and 
State. The Senate bill was introduced 
on 12 August by Jake Garn (R-Utah), 
and the House version was intro- 
duced by Robin Beard (R-Tenn.). 

One of the aims of the bills is to 
clamp down on exports now allowed 
by the Commerce Department. Garn, 
in introducing his bill, spoke of the 
conflict within the Commerce Depart- 
ment over its dual role in promoting 
trade and preventing technology 
transfer. Because of this conflict, said 
Garn, "Commerce does not and will 
not devote adequate priorlty and re- 
sources to export control." 

Beard, in a letter to his colleagues 
in the House, expressed similar con- 
cerns and added that the State De- 
partment, too, may be overly lax in its 
export policies. "The State Depart- 
ment is similarly constrained by 
foreign policy concerns-concerns 
which unwittingly affect export control 
decisions," he wrote. 

It is highly unllkely that either bill will 
get very far in this Congress. But the 
introduction of the bills indicates that 
Inman's prediction of eventual legisla- 
tive action may be accurate. 

-Gina Kolata 

Anofher Biotechnology 
Company Bites the Dust 

The Armos Corporation, a South 
San Francisco company specializing 
in agricultural biotechnology, has filed 
for bankruptcy, leaving its 33 former 
employees without jobs and owing 
them 2 months' back pay. "Basically, 
we ran out of money, but the breakup 
had some ugly features," says one 
former Armos scientist. 

What happened to Armos could be- 
come a depressingly familiar saga, as 
fledgling biotechnology companies 
run through their start-up capital and 
find themselves without any products 
to generate revenue. Many of the 
some 200 companies launched during 
the past 2 years are beating the 
bushes for capital, and at least two- 
Armos and Southern Biotech-have 
now gone under and left their employ- 
ees in the lurch (Science, 4 June, p. 
1076). And even some of the larger 
companies are having severe cash 
flow difficulties. The Genex Corpora- 
tion of Rockville, Maryland, for exam- 
ple, is so strapped for cash that it has 
decided to risk going public in the 
current chilly financial climate (Sci- 
ence, 20 August, p. 71 3). 

Armos was launched in late 1980, 
amid the financial hoopla that then 
surrounded the commercialization of 
biotechnology. The initial capital came 
from the company's founder and pres- 
ident, Brian T. Sheehan. A biochemist 
and expert in large-scale fermentation 
technology, Sheehan was a former 
executive and stockholder of Genen- 
tech; he made a pile of money when 
Genentech went public and its share 
prices soared. He founded Armos 



along with another former Genentech 
employee, Sharon Carlock. By the 
time Armos went under, Sheehan had 
invested $1.5 million in the venture. 
The only other source of capital was 
Fred Adler Associates, a New York 
venture capital firm, which put up 
about $1 million. 

The company's research efforts got 
under way in earnest in mid-1 981, and 
it had about a dozen Ph.D. scientists 
on the payroll. Its research projects 
involved the use of recombinant DNA 
techniques to produce porcine growth 
hormone and to develop vaccines 
against a variety of animal diseases. 

By April, cash was running perilous- 
ly low, and Sheehan was searching 
for additional sources of support. But 
most of the employees were unaware 
of the gravity of the situation until 30 
June, when they were informed that 
the company was out of money and 
could not afford to pay them for the 
month they had just worked. 

At that point, negotiations were still 
going on with Eli Lilly and SmithKline 
for possible partnership arrangements 
that would provide an injection of capi- 
tal, and most of Armos' employees 
continued to work for the company in 
the hope that an I lth-hour rescue 
would be made. However, says one 
scientist, "we were all sending out 
resumes and scurrying around look- 
ing for jobs." 

The formal end came on Friday, 13 
August, when Armos filed under chap- 
ter 11 of the bankruptcy laws. No 
corporate fairy godmother has so far 
been found, but Sheehan says he is 
still hoping to reorganize the company 
and attract some investment to sup- 
port a less ambitious agenda. 

-Colin Norman 

Laser Battle Stations: 
Back to the Drawing Board 

Gung-ho advocates of laser battle 
stations suffered a setback last 
month. House-Senate conferees 
agreed to broaden the scope of basic 
research, to slow the pace of laser 
development, to raise the question of 
survivability, and to ignore a call for a 
demonstration laser in space. 

What prompted the move on basic 
research was a congressional debate 
during the spring and summer over 

the utility of long-wavelength lasers, 
which to date have consumed more 
than $2 billion. The House, citing the 
laws of physics in a rare display of 
scientitic reasoning, said the money 
was wasted and that only short-wave- 
length lasers would suffice for the 
fighting of war in space (Science, 4 
June, p. 1082). The Senate disagreed 
and warned that the United States 
might lose the race for the domination 
of space to the Soviets; it called for 
laser battle stations based on technol- 
ogy already at hand. 

The conferees came up with a com- 
promise. Long-wavelength programs 
have not died on the vine, but confer- 
ees in their markup of the 1983 De- 
fense Authorization Act put in $20 
million for the study of short-wave- 
length lasers, shy of the House's $50- 
million request but enough to get the 
program rolling. 

More important for those in the 
House who urged a slow approach to 
the development of the best systems, 
the conferees killed a $40-million pro- 
gram that would have given the Air 
Force the go-ahead to start a laser 
empire of its own. The program, which 
would have run 3 years, soaked up 
more than $120 million, and been 
centered at the Air Force's Space 
Command in California, would have 
clearly taken lasers out of the devel- 
opmental stage and into the field. 

The conferees in effect put lasers 
back on the drawing board. Most ex- 
isting programs are now conducted by 
the Defense Advanced Research 
Projects Agency. 

In addition, the conferees added 
$20 million for the study of laser "vul- 
nerability and lethality," which will de- 
termine whether lasers can be effec- 
tive in space and whether they can 
withstand various attacks. This was a 
heartening development for critics 
who feared major problems were be- 
ing overlooked. One question is 
whether space lasers can withstand 
the million-volt surge of electricity 
caused by distant nuclear blasts (Sci- 
ence, 12 March, p. 1372). Another is 
whether they can withstand a zap 
from other lasers. 

In a gesture that affected no specific 
program but was a clear signal of 
congressional intent, the conferees 
also deleted Senate language that 
called for an orbiting demonstration of 
a laser battle station by the end of the 
decade.- William J. Broad 

OPEC Gives a Boost 
to U.S. Firewood Use 

Although it has been widely recog- 
nized that OPEC has done the U.S. 
firewood industry an immense favor 
by raising oil prices during the past 
decade, the extent of the favor has 
until now been largely a matter of 
speculation. Now, however, the De- 
partment of Energy has produced two 
studies documenting in detail a sharp 
rise in the use of wood fuel for both 
residential and industrial heating in 
the past few years.* 

Between 1978 and 1980 alone, the 
number of households relying on 
wood as their chief source of fuel for 
space heating more than doubled. 
Some 4.5 million households now 
burn wood as their primary source of 
heat, and another 10 million use wood 
as a secondary heat source. Between 
them, they burned about 48 million 
tons of wood in 1980, twice the 
amount used for residential purposes 
in 1970. 

But even these sharp increases in 
residential firewood consumption 
have not been enough to wipe out the 
declines of the 1950's and 1960's. For 
all the attention paid to the resurgence 
of firewood as an energy source, 
American households burn about 
one-fifth less wood now than they did 
in 1950. 

Industry, in comparison, has tripled 
its consumption of wood fuel over the 
past three decades, with especially 
sharp increases in the mid-1970's. 
Two industrial sectors-pulp and pa- 
per manufacturing, and the wood 
products industry-account for virtual- 
ly all the 80 million tons of wood fuel 
burned each year by industry, accord- 
ing to the surveys. 

As for the utilities, few seem ready 
to turn to wood to generate electricity. 
And even in the residential and indus- 
trial sectors, the consumption of wood 
fuel may start to level off, predicts one 
study. Many houses and factories 
likely to convert to fire wood have 
already done so, it suggests, and 
technological changes in the pulp and 
paper industry may depress total fuel 
requirements.-Colin Norman 

'Energy Information Administration, Estimates of 
U.S. Wood Energy Consumption from 1949 to 
1981, and Residential Energy Consumption Sur- 
vey: Housing Characteristics, 1980. 
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