20 July 1984, Volume 225, Number 4659

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION FOR
THE ADVANCEMENT OF SCIENCE

Science serves its readers as a forum for the presenta-
tion and discussion of important issues related to the
advancement of science, including the presentation of
minority or conflicting points of view, rather than by
publishing only material on which a consensus has been
reached. Accordingly, all articles published in Sci-
ence—including editorials, news and comment, and
book reviews—are signed and reflect the individual
views of the authors and not official points of view
adopted by the AAAS or the institutions with which the
authors are affiliated.

Editorial Board

FREDERICK R. BLATTNER, BERNARD F. BURKE, AR-
NoLD DEMAIN, CHARLES L. DRAKE, ARTHUR F.
FiNDEIS, E. PETER GEIDUSCHEK, GLYNN Isaac, NEAL
E. MILLER, FREDERICK MOSTELLER, ALLEN NEWELL,
RUTH PATRICK, BRYANT W. ROSSITER, VERA C. RUBIN,
WILLIAM P. SLICHTER, SOLOMON H. SNYDER, PAUL E.
WAGGONER, JOHN WooD

Publisher: WiLLiAM D. CAREY

Editor: PHILIP H. ABELSON

Editorial Staff

Assistant Managing Editor: JOHN E. RINGLE

Production Editor: ELLEN E. MURPHY

Business Manager: HANS NUSSBAUM

News Editor: BARBARA J. CULLITON

News and Comment. COLIN NORMAN (deputy editor),
JEFFREY L. Fox, CONSTANCE HOLDEN, ELIOT MAR-
SHALL, R. JEFFREY SMITH, MARJORIE SUN, JOHN
WALSH

European Correspondent: DAVID DICKSON

Contributing Writer: LUTHER J. CARTER

Research News: ROGER LEWIN (deputy editor), RICH-
ARD A. KERR, GINA KOLATA, JEAN L. MARX, THOMAS
H. MAUGH II, ARTHUR L. ROBINSON, M. MITCHELL
WALDROP

Administrative Assistant, News: SCHERRAINE MACK;
Editorial Assistant, News: FANNIE GROOM

Senior Editors: ELEANORE BuTZ, MARY DORFMAN,
RutH KuLsTAD

Associate Editors: MARTHA COLLINS, SyLviA EB-
ERHART, CAITILIN GORDON, WILLIAM GREAVES, LoIs
SCHMITT

Assistant  Editors: STEPHEN  KEPPLE, Lisa
McCuLLOUGH, EDITH MEYERS

Book Reviews: KATHERINE LIVINGSTON, Editor: LIN-
DA HEISERMAN, JANET KEGG

Letters: CHRISTINE GILBERT

Copy Editor: ISABELLA BOULDIN

Production: JoHN BAKER; HoLLY BisHOP, ELEANOR
WARNER; JEAN ROCKWOOD, SHARON RYAN, BEVERLY
SHIELDS

Covers, Reprints, and Permissions: GRAYCE FINGER,
Editor; GERALDINE CRUMP, CORRINE HARRIS

Guide to Scientific Instruments: RICHARD G. SOMMER

Editorial Administrator: SUSAN ELLIOTT

Assistant to the Associate Publisher: ROSE LOWERY

Assistant to the Managing Editor: NANCY HARTNAGEL

Membership Recruitment: GWENDOLYN HUDDLE

Member and Subscription Records: ANN RAGLAND
EDITORIAL CORRESPONDENCE: 1515 Massachu-
setts Avenue, NW, Washington, D.C. 20005. Area code
202. General Editorial Office, 467-4350; Book Reviews,
467-4367; Guide to Scientific Instruments, 467-4480;
News and Comment, 467-4430; Reprints and Permis-
sions, 467-4483; Research News, 467-4321. Cable: Ad-
vancesci, Washington. For ‘‘Information for Contribu-
tors,” write to the editorial office or see page xi,
Science, 29 June 1984,
BUSINESS CORRESPONDENCE: Area Code 202.
Membership and Subscriptions: 467-4417.

Advertising Representatives

Director: EARL J. SCHERAGO

Production Manager: GINA REILLY

Advertising Sales Manager: RICHARD L. CHARLES

Marketing Manager: HERBERT L. BURKLUND
Sales: NEw YORk, N.Y. 10036: Steve Hamburger, 1515
Broadway (212-730-1050); ScoTcH PLAINS, N.J. 07076:
C. Richard Callis, 12 Unami Lane (201-889-4873); CHI-
cAGo, ILL. 60611: Jack Ryan, Room 2107, 919 N.
Michigan Ave. (312-337-4973); BEVERLY HiLLs, CALIF.
90211: Winn Nance, 111 N. La Cienega Blvd. (213-657-
2772); SAN JosE, CALIF. 95112: Bob Brindley, 310 S. 16
St. (408-998-4690); DORSET, VT. 05251: Fred W. Dief-
fenbach, Kent Hill Rd. (802-867-5581).
ADVERTISING CORRESPONDENCE: Tenth floor,
1515 Broadway, New York 10036 (212-730-1050).

SCIENCE

Freedom of Inquiry: An Endangered Species

A series of events in recent months signals the need for attention and
action by the scientific community. On the surface, the events appear
unrelated, but viewed collectively, the ramifications of each have substan-
tial impact on the future of scientific inquiry.

First, an active campaign has been launched by various individuals and
groups to reduce, or ban altogether, the use of animals in scientific research.
Initially, these factions rally against the sale and distribution of pound
animals. This is an emotionally charged issue—the public readily identifies
with the homeless animals because of attachments to their own pets.
Legislation introduced to curtail the use of animals in research passed into
law in Massachusetts in February. Although a similar measure was detected
in the California legislature, the proponents may seek a public referendum.
They may also seek to establish provisions for external review boards to
make judgments concerning which research proposals involving animal
experimentation are justified and which are not. Evidence thus far indicates
that once the objective of banning the use of pound animals has been met,
the advocates push on toward banning the use of animals from any source
and for any scientific purpose.

The second concern involves the suit filed by Jeremy Rifkin to block the
release of genetically engineered organisms into the environment. The case
in question centers on a bacterium which, in its native state, serves as a
nucleus for ice crystal formation. The removal of a single gene eliminates
this characteristic. The next step was to have been the introduction of the
modified bacteria into the environment of crop plants, replacing the native
strain and reducing the potential for frost injury to plants. The restraining
order against this, obtained by Rifkin ef al., is based on allegations that a
National Institutes of Health review committee failed to conduct an
adequate study and submit a satisfactory environmental impact statement.
However, the basic issue is that many supporters of the litigation are
fundamentally opposed to genetic engineering and seek to block application
of the new technology.

Third is a suit brought by California Rural Legal Assistance, representing
the California Agrarian Action Project, to block mechanization research in
agriculture. One objective is to require the University of California to
submit social impact statements on proposed research projects before they
can be approved. This suit illustrates again the ways in which special
interest groups attempt to regulate scientific research which they perceive is
not beneficial to them. They do not accept the evidence that overall social
and economic benefits far outweigh the costs.

Each case is individually controversial and each decision sets a prece-
dent. Considered collectively, the impact can be overwhelming. It is
essential, therefore, that members of the scientific community become
active participants in the debates. Highly committed and articulate individ-
uals and groups are presenting their cases to the public and the lawmakers
without equally articulate rebuttal from scientists. Since litigation has
become the method by which policy to constrain scientific research is
decided, scientific societies may well need to invest—individually and
collectively—in legal representation to present their views in opposition to
such constraints.

As the National Science Board Commission on Pre-College Education
recently concluded, it is critical that all students return not only to the
fundamentals of reading, writing, and arithmetic, but also to scientific and
technological literacy. In the interest of free inquiry and the advances that
science has brought—and must continue to bring—to civilization, we must
invest our energies on all fronts. To allow these and other antiscience
activities to go uncontested would be unconscionable.—CHARLES E. HEss,
Vice Chairman, National Science Board, and Dean, College of Agricultural
and Environmental Sciences, University of California, Davis 95616





