Connecticut Church Passes
Genetics Resolution

“...We believe that the Gospel
requires affirmative action by Chris-
tians to serve the less fortunate, in-
cluding particularly those who by rea-
son of their genetic inheritance face
early death, prolonged pain and suf-
fering or great physical or intellectual
disadvantages.” With that the Con-
necticut Conference of the United
Church of Christ (the Congregational
church) passed a resolution on 21
October that calls for a positive look at
the benefits and ethical duties atten-
dant to human gene research.

The resolution on “genetic disease
and genetic engineering” is intended
to counter a resolution written more
than a year ago by activist Jeremy
Rifkin, who wants a ban on all efforts
to “engineer specific genetic traits into
the germline of the human species”
(Science, 24 June 1983, p. 1360). The
Rifkin resolution was endorsed at the
time by a large number of religious
leaders, including the head of the U.S.
United Church of Christ. Subsequent-
ly many of the clerics said they did not
really favor a ban as total as Riftkin
had in mind but had hoped mainly to
stimulate debate.

The resolution passed by the Con-
necticut Conference, which repre-
sents the largest Protestant denomi-
nation in the state, not only affirms an
ethical duty to do genetic research on
behalf of those suffering from disease
but also states, “we believe that God
is working God’s purpose out in en-
abling people to treat and prevent
disease.” Acknowledging that re-
search in molecular genetics is being
conducted worldwide, it also calls on
“citizens, scientists and institutions of
the United States [to] contribute sub-
stantially, in proportion to their knowl-
edge and vast resources, to the treat-
ment and prevention of genetic dis-
eases....”

The resolution was drafted by Cur-
tis W. Carlson, a member of the First
Congregational Church in Old Green-
wich, and assistant general counsel of
the Bristol-Myers Company in New
York.

According to Dale Greene, the as-
sistant pastor, the next step within
Connecticut will be to form study
groups at local churches so that peo-

ple can become more informed about
the scientific and ethical issues. It is
also possible that the resolution will
be presented next spring at the
church’s national synod, but that has
not yet been determined.

However, Carlson, who believes
the debate on human gene therapy
thus far has focused too much on the
risks, clearly hopes the Connecticut
resolution will attract wide interest.

—BARBARA J. CULLITON

Committee Vetoes Proposal
to Ban Gene Tests

The federal advisory committee that
sets gene-splicing policy last week
unanimously rejected a proposal to
prohibit all experiments that would in-
volve the transfer of human genes into
the reproductive cells of mammals.
Instead, the Recombinant DNA Advis-
ory Committee of the National Insti-
tutes of Health issued a statement
that the continuation of these experi-
ments is “a moral imperative.”

The prohibition on these gene ex-
periments was proposed by activist
Jeremy Rifkin and scientific director of
the Humane Society Michael Fox. Rif-
kin and Fox argued before the com-
mittee at a 29 October meeting that
the transfer of human genetic traits to
mammalian species transgresses the
natural biological integrity of species.
“Such an intrusion violates the telos of
each species and is to be condemned
...," the proposal said. (“Aristotle
would have turned over in his grave,”

said one observer.) Fox said, ‘| come

before you on behalf of the animal
kingdom” and urged the group to look
at these issues “through the eyes of
animals.”

Committee scientists pointed out
the genetic makeup of organisms con-
stantly undergoes natural changes.
The group, which includes ethicists
and clinicians, also said that a blanket
prohibition would block the develop-
ment of new techniques to treat hu-
man and animal disease.

University of Pennsylvania research-
ers are now trying to insert human
growth hormone into sheep and pigs. If
successful, the research may eventual-
ly help to treat dwarfism in children. The
experiment prompted Rifkin to propose
the ban.—MARJORIE SuN

NASA Suggests a New
Shuttle Price

The National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (NASA) has
proposed raising the post-1988 price
of a space shuttle launch to the “full
cost recovery” level: a surprisingly low
$87 million for a full payload bay, just
23 percent above the current price of
$71 million. (All prices are in 1982
dollars.)

However, that $87 million figure
seems certain to raise a few eye-
brows: if NASA were charging full cost
recovery today, the price would be
roughly $155 million per launch. The
question is whether NASA can really
get the costs down as far as it
claims.

The issue of full cost recovery has
been highly controversial in recent
months (Science, 24 August, p. 812).
On one side are the people trying to
commercialize the older-style, ex-
pendable launchers such as the Delta
and Atlas-Centaur; they argue that
anything less than full cost recovery
would be an unfair advantage for the
shuttle and would stifle their industry
before it got off the ground.

On the other side are the people
who want to sell upper stages to boost
shuttle-launched satellites into higher
orbits, or who want to use the shuttle
for hands-on experiments in zero-
gravity materials processing; they ar-
gue that a sharp rise in the shuttle
price would heighten the financial risk
of such ventures and would scare off
investors.

NASA has tended to favor the latter
group, but the proponents of expend-
able launchers apparently carried the
day at the White House. In late Au-
gust, National Security Decision Di-
rective 144 ordered NASA to submit
its plan for full cost recovery by 15
September.

The agency did just that, estimating
the average cost per flight in the 1989
to 1991 period at $83.5 million. The
recommended list price was then set
at $87 million, in part to provide a
margin for error and in part because
NASA wanted to try something new:
the actual price for any individual pay-
load will be negotiable by plus or
minus 5 percent. The idea is keep the
shuttle competitive with Europe’s
Ariane launcher and the fledgling U.S.

674

SCIENCE, VOL. 226





