But TNA may have other drawbacks. In
addition to its mini-bomb problem, it has
trouble seeing “sheet explosives”—thinly
rolled plastic material that can be incorpo-
rated into suitcase panels or molded into
objects inside the suitcase. Nor does TNA
detect non-nitrogenous bombs. Finally,
TNA is considered impractical for screening
carry-on bags at this time, partly because its
detector uses ionizing radiation. It is best
not to have passengers near the machine
when it is running. Gozani says the compa-
ny is developing a new model that could be
used for carry-on luggage.

Pointing to these limitations, several mu-
nicipal airports, the Air Line Pilots Associa-
tion, and others have written to the FAA
saying it would be unwise to go full bore
into deploying TNA machines just now. It
would be “totally premature” to mandate
broad use of TNA, writes Richard Lally,
vice president for security at the Air Trans-
port Association. By rushing ahead, Lally
claims, the government could freeze out
other more efficient techniques.

Likewise, Representative Collins is con-
cerned that spending tens or hundreds of
millions of dollars on TNA in the next
decade “could have the unfortunate result of
locking the industry into the wrong technol-
ogy, providing a false sense of security to the
flying public and aborting other technolo-
gies now under development that have the
potential of providing much more complete
detection of plastic explosives.” She sees
three new types as the “most promising™ for
the future: those based on fast neutrons,
kinetically focused neutrons, and nuclear
resonance absorption.

According to Lee Grodzins of the Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), an
FAA consultant, the tests using both the
nuclear resonance absorption and fast neu-
tron technologies “have all been very posi-
tive.” He thinks there is “no question” but
that the TNA machine would be impractical
as a scanner for 1-pound bombs, saying “it
was never developed” for that purpose.

MIT’s Grodzins is enthusiastic about the
effort to use nuclear resonance absorption,
which he believes may be only a few years
away from delivering a prototype. Israel,
which is investigating the technology at its
national laboratory at Soreq, leads the re-
search in this field. One major advantage
over TNA is that it appears to be able to
detect not just nitrogen, but other key ele-
ments such as oxygen and perhaps carbon,
with great accuracy. This would provide the
machine’s computer two or three variables
to use in pinpointing chemical constituents,
virtually guaranteeing that explosives would
be spotted, even in small quantities. “It
-would allow us to discard a tremendous
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number of false positive signals,” Grodzins
says, reducing the error rate from 2 to 4 per
100 to perhaps 1 per 1000. Nuclear reso-
nance machines have another advantage:
they do not require radioactive isotopes.
While he finds this research exciting, Go-
zani says it would be a mistake to postpone
deployment of TNA, the best available tech-
nology, in the hope of getting something
better. “That is a silly argument,” he says.
“Based on that, you would not have built
cars.” The sensible approach, and the one
the FAA is following, according to Gozani,

is to buy the best now and invest in R&D
for a better machine later.

Grodzins agrees with this strategy, as do
several other researchers in the field. Grod-
zins says the FAA has decided to “ride both
horses” at once—buying TNA machines for
the early 1990s and pumping additional
funds into a second-generation system for
the next century. But these researchers won-
der whether a massive investment in hun-
dreds of TNA machines in the 1990s would
stimulate or smother interest in the alterna-
tives. s EL1OoT MARSHALL

NSF’s Summer of Discontent

The call has gone out from the friends of the National Science Foundation: Circle the
wagons. The NSF budget for 1990—already cut by the House of Representatives
below the Bush Administration’s requested level—is facing further attacks in the
Senate. NSF’s allies have been trying to use the August congressional recess to launch
a lobbying counterattack, but with most Washingtonians out of town, it’s proved
difficult to find someone to lobby.

Although NSF’s budget has grown steadily in recent years, Congress has never
gone along with the rate of growth sought by the White House. The largest, and most
vulnerable, part of the NSF budget goes for research and related activities. The House
of Representatives’ version of NSF’s appropriation bill puts the research account at
$1.715 billion, 8.3% above the 1989 budget, but $88 million below the Bush
Administration’s request. The Senate appropriations subcommittee is likely to peck
away at that amount when it takes up the appropriations bill after the Senate
reconvenes in September following the summer recess.

NSF is in direct competition with several other federal agencies for support. The
Veterans Administration, the Department of Housing and Urban Development, the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration, and the Environmental Protection
Agency are all included in the same appropriation bill and have to fight over the same,
fixed amount of money. To make matters worse, because of different revenue
estimates, the Senate must cut some $500 million from the bill passed by the House.

So science lobby groups are sounding the call to arms. The Coalition for National
Science Funding sent out a memo to its members on 16 August warning them that
“perceived silence from those who support NSF research and education programs
could be interpreted by senators and appropriations staff as suggestive of a capacity to
absorb further cuts.” The memo adds that “Congressional staff tell us pointedly that
the House-passed bill could well be the high water mark for NSF. The total bill could
be cut by an additional 2 to 4% before final passage.”

The focus of the lobbying is Senator Barbara Mikulski (D-MD). This will be her
first year as chairman of the appropriations subcommittee, and no one is certain how
sympathetic she’ll be to requests for science funding. But Robert Park of the American
Physical Society’s Washington office says initial meetings have not been encouraging.
“[1] have not come away feeling that she had any real understanding of what the NSF
was for. I don’t think she has a notion of where it fits into the picture.” A
spokeswoman in Mikulski’s office said the senator did understand NSF. But like much
of official Washington she is out of town and could not be reached for comment.

Park says Congress has got some misguided attitudes about NSF. “There’s a
widespread perception among staff members on the Hill that science has done
extremely well, and that NSF in particular is fairly awash in money,” he says. “If you
ask how is the individual scientist supported by NSF doing, the answer is disaster.
[Congressional staff] are looking at the wrong numbers and asking the wrong
questions. I don’t know how to turn that around, but I think we’re in for a grim year.”

Jerold Roschwalb of the National Association of State Universities and Land Grant
Colleges is also gloomy about NSF’s prospects: “Everyone I talk to whose judgment I
value tells me that we should be celebrating this year because next year’s going to be

worse.”

B JOSEPH PALcA

NEWS & COMMENT 927





