
American Psrociation tor the Advancement of Sclrnce 
Science serves its readers as a forum for the presentation 
and discussion of important Issues related to the advance- 
ment of science, including the presentation of minority or con- 
flicting points of view, rather than by publishing only material 
on which a consensus has been reached. Accordingly, all ar- 
ticles published in Scienc~including editorials, news and 
comment, and book reviews-are signed and reflect the indi- 
vidual views of the authors and not official points of view 
adopted by the AAAS or the institutions with which the au- 
thors are affiliated. 

Pubilrkr: William D. Carey 

Edltor: Daniel E. Koshland, Jr. 

Deputy Edltorr: Philip H. Abelson (Engineering and Applied 
Sciences); John I. Brauman (Physical Sciences); Gardner 
Lindzey (Social Sciences) 

EDITORIAL STAFF 
Managing Edltor: Patricia A. Morgan 
Aarlrrtant Managing Edltorr: Nancy J. Hartnagel, John E. 
Ringle 
Senlor Editors: Eleanore Butz, Lawrence I. Grossman, Ruth 
Kulstad 
Auocirte Edltorr: Martha Collins, Sylvia Eberhart, William 
Greaves, Barbara Jasny, Katrina L. Kelner, Edith Meyers 
Letters Editor: Christine Gilbert 
Book Revlrwr: Katherine Livingston, editor; Linda Heiser- 
man 
Thlr Wwk in Sclonce: Ruth Levy Guyer 
Chid Productlon Editor: Ellen E. Murphy 
Edltlna Demrtment: Lois Schmitt, head; Caitilin Gordon, 
Barbs; E. 'patterson 
Copy Derk: lsabella Bouldln, chief; Mary McDaniel, Sharon 
Rvan. Beverlv Shields 
~ioductlon bmager: daren Scnools 
Graohica and Productlon: .onn Ba6er ass.sranr rnanaaer 
~oll; B~shop, Kathleen Cos~mano, Eleanor Warner 

- 
Cover8 Editor: Grayce F~nger 
Manurcript Syrtrmr Analyrt: William Carter 

NEWS STAFF 
Nawa Editor: Baroara , C, tor 
Nawa and Comment: Co .n hormar aeourr eagtor  mar^ rl 
Crawford, Constance Holden, Eliot ~arshall; R. Jeffrey Smith, 
Marjorie Sun, John Walsh 
Rr8mrch Newr: Roger Lewin, deputy editor; Deborah M. 
Barnes, Richard A. Kerr, Gina Kolata, Jean L. Marx, Arthur L. 
Robinson, M. Mitchell Waldrop 
European Correrpondent: David Dickson 

BUSINESS STAFF 
Chid Burlnerr Officer: William M. Miller, Ill 
Burlnerr Staff Supe~lror: Deborah Rivera-Wienhold 
Auoclate Burinerr Suprviror: Leo Lewis 
Memberrhip Recruitment: Gwendolyn Huddle 
Member and Subrcrlption Recordr: Ann Ragland 
Gulde to Biotechnoiogy Product8 and inrtrumentr Editor: 
Richard G. Sommer 

ADVERTISING REPRESENTATIVES 
Director: Earl J. Scherago 
Production Manager: Donna Rivera 
Advartirlng Sale8 Manager: Richard L. Charles 
Marketing Manager: Herbert L. Burklund 
Sales: New York, NY 10036: J, Kevin Henebry, 1515 Broad- 
way (212-730-1050); Scotch Plains, NJ 07076: C. Richard 
Callis, 12 Unami Lane (201-889-4873): Chicago, IL 60611: 
Jack Ryan, Room 2107, 919 N. Michigan Ave. (312-337- 
4973); Beverly Hills, CA 9021 1: Winn Nance, 11 1 N. La Cien- 
ega Blvd. (213-657-2772); San Jose, CA 951 12: Bob Brind- 
ley, 310 S. 16 St. (408-998-4690); Dorset, VT 05251: Fred W. 
Dieffenbach, Kent Hill Rd. (802-867-5581). 

instructions for contributors appears on page xi of the 28 
March 1986 issue. Editorial correspondence, including re- 
quests for permission to reprint and reprint orders, should be 
sent to 1333 H Street, NW, Washington, DC 20005. Tele- 
phone: 202-326-6500. 

Advertising correspondence should be sent to Tenth Floor, 
1515 Broadway, NY 10036. Telephone 212-730-1050. 

Let Us Meander 

W hen this column is finished, the saying, 'When Demosthenes spoke, men 
commented on his eloquence; when Pericles spoke, they said, 'Let us march,' " 
will be amended to include, 'When Koshland spoke, they said, 'Let us 

meander.' " Science policy is in need of more than eloquence these days. Marching would be 
appropriate if the enemy were identified and the battle lines were clear. If, however, a highly 
diverse constituency is faced with a new set of conditions, some purposeful meandering may 
be appropriate. 

The era of the balanced federal budget is at hand regardless of the constitutional 
questions raised about parts or all of Gramm-Rudman. The soundness of science policy and 
the persuasiveness with which it can be presented may be crucial to the continued health of 
science. 

How, then, should we act? Do we send a battalion marching north to the trumpet call, 
"Science will save the economy"? Dangerous. Scientific research will certainly help the 
economy, but do we wish to attach our banner to the promise of a foreseeable practicality? 
The greatest discoveries often come from the unplanned. The transistor, the laser, and 
recombinant DNA were not foreseen by either bureaucrats in Washington or scientific seers. 

Do we march west to the banner, "Research for its own sake, pure and basic"? Even 
more dangerous. Farmers, city governments, and transportation systems, to name a few, are 
also needed for their own sake. Perhaps we should meander in the general direction of 
north-northwest, explaining as we go that basic researches are always ultimately relevant, 
but some are more relevant than others. 

Should other heroic scientists march south to stirring choruses of "Don't rock the 
boat"? In times of crises (some will say) we must stick to the procedures of the past. Funding 
allocations for disciplines, the spheres of influence of universities and government agencies, 
and the methods of peer review that have brought us this far cannot be changed, because 
changes will generate divisiveness. 

Should we march east, singing from the hymnals of reform? A willingness to criticize 
ourselves, to discard the fetters of the past, are the kinds of born-again policies likely to melt 
legislative hearts and lead to the promised land. A compromise, meandering south- 
southwest, exploring the advantages of the tried and true while adjusting to new realities 
may be the best approach to this destination. 

Meandering must have a goal, or we may get lost in the wilderness. How can policy be 
formed in this new era? Committees of peers, manifestos from learned societies, and 
decisions of program managers are valuable and conventional procedures, but it may be 
rewarding to examine other ways to define our goals. 

One might be to advance science policy the same way that we advance scientific 
discovery: by publication of novel ideas. The genetic code was not solved by assembling all 
the best geneticists in the world and agreeing on the next experiment. Rather, individuals 
devised their own experiments, and those that were good provided a basis for further 
advances; those that were less good were forgotten without damage to the system. 
Eventually, to have political clout, the best ideas will have to earn the consensus of larger 
groups who must march, but the seeking of consensus too early can lead to the stifling of 
truly original ideas. Ideas should be considered the basic research of science policy, the 
generation of consensus as its applied research. 

To aid in the process, Science has invited various individuals to make suggestions in the 
science policy area. Frank Press, president of the National Academy of Sciences, courageous- 
ly presented an idea in the 21 March issue that is both innovative and controversial. Others 
have been invited to contribute ideas on subjects ranging from evaluation of big science and 
little science, levels of indirect costs, amounts of salaries on grants, and the hazards of 
conformism in peer review. Volunteer contributions also are welcome and will be evaluated 
for originality, succinctness, and scholarshipcomparable to the evaluation of scientific 
articles. In a sense, we are embarked on a social experiment the hypothesis of which is that 
science policy can proceed by incremental steps in ideas similar to the process of science 
itself. 

Scientists of the world, unite! The battle of the budget looms. Let us meander! 
-DANIEL E. KOSHLAND, JR. 
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