Taubes) and others before him have con-
cluded (2). Although still short of assuring
verification, this last provision would link
with de minimis considerations of ongoing
regulatory reform.

Epidemiologist have no choice but to
warrant their credibility. We owe it to so-
ciety and to the young entering the profes-
sion, who need to know honestly whether
they can make a difference. Too much of
epidemiology has become predictable advo-
cacy without secure philosophical founda-
tions. A code of good epidemiologic practice
would be a beginning, perhaps after some
soul-searching about the morality of provok-
ing public anxieties and policies based on
essentially unverifiable conjectures.

Gio Batta Gori
Health Policy Center,
Bethesda, MD 20816, USA

References

1. M. Susser, Epidemiol. Rev. 7, 147 (1985); L. Werko,
Acta Med. Scand. 221, 323 (1987); MRFIT Group, J.
Am. Med. Assoc. 263, 1795 (1990).

2. N. E. Breslow and N. E. Day, Statistical Methods in
Cancer Research, vol. 1, The Analysis of Case-Con-
trol Studiies (International Agency for Research on
Cancer. Publ. No. 32, Lyon, France, 1980); K. J.
Rothman, in Cancer Epidemiology and Prevention,
D. Schottenfeld and J. F. Fraumeni, Eds. (Saunders,
Philadelphia, PA, 1982), pp. 15-22; E. L. Wynder,
Prev. Med. 16, 139 (1987).

Glass Ceiling:
Bump, Bump

We were struck by the excess of males
among those quoted in Taubes’s news article
of 14 July: 25 men versus 2 women. The
Society for Epidemiologic Research, the pri-
mary professional organization of epidemiol-
ogists in the United States, has a member-
ship, as of 1993, of 1194 men and 1009
women. The latter include senior faculty,
department chairs, and a dean of a school of
public health. Prominent female epidemiol-
ogists are located in most of the institutions
where those who were interviewed work.
Many of the studies cited in the news report
had women as first authors. Women epide-
miologists deserve more of a voice in Science.
Irva Hertz-Picciotto

Department of Epidemiology,
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As evolutionary biologists, we were excited
and interested to see the “Frontiers in biol-
ogy: Ecology” special section in the 21 July
issue (pp. 313-360). As women scientists,
we were disappointed that in the first two

1328

articles only one of the more than 30

ecologists mentioned or quoted was a

woman. From this representation it is dif-

ficult to tell that ecology is a field where,

in 1992, 36% of the graduating Ph.D.’s

were women and where four of the last

nine Ecological Society of America presi-

dents were women. We know “a good
woman is hard to find,” but really. . . .

Sharon Emerson
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Plasma Physics and
Fusion Research

James Glanz’s otherwise excellent article
about the National Research Council’s
(NRC’s) panel report on the state of plasma
physics and fusion research (News, 14 July,
p. 153) does not treat what may be the most
intractable part of the history of the subject:
the degree to which the perspectives, pro-
cedures, and dominant personalities of the
field have been selected by the Department
of Energy (DOE) and its ancestors (the
Energy Research and Development Admin-
istration and the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion), on the basis of an agenda that was not
solidly rooted in anything scientific. Our
style did not emerge from any traditional
academic process, but rather a political and
economic one.

Every branch of physics older than plas-
ma physics developed its habits, interests,
and formative experiences in the rough-
and-tumble atmospheres of university sem-
inars for several years before they became of
interest to newspapers or government agen-
cies. Collegial ideas about how and on what
to work were allowed to develop to some
extent independently of the funding re-
quired to support them. From day one, with
only the briefest of interludes in the 1960s,
plasma physics has had its priorities ar-
ranged by managers in the government
who, while well meaning, were essentially
unacquainted with the subject at a working
research level. The subject, under their tu-
telage, began to speak with one voice in
public about 20 years earlier than it was
appropriate to do so. In selling Congress
and the New York Times on the tokamak as
the cure for energy shortages in the early
1970s, the field committed itself to a way of
life in which its public image and its annual
funding struggles in Congress assumed more
importance than any scientific issue that
could ever come up. To a large degree, we
are still functioning in this mode.

A technical point, largely unappreciated,
is the extent to which plasmas at the tem-
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peratures we now operate at are experimen-
tally undiagnosed. Information about spatial
and temporal profiles of such internal plas-
ma variables as the magnetic field, the cur-
rent density, the velocity field, and the elec-
tric field is largely lacking. Stories about the
internal dynamical behavior of confined
plasmas are easy to make up, hard to dispute,
and at this stage virtually impossible to dem-
onstrate. [t is largely unappreciated that the
DOE in its wisdom went around for years
turning off every plasma experiment that
was cool enough to diagnose, on the grounds
that those temperatures “were not of ther-
monuclear interest.” Only lately has it been
possible to hear respectable doubts expressed
that this was a wise thing to have done.
Many groups perished then and were not
heard from again.

If the NRC or anybody else can turn the
situation around, then more power to them.
But it would be a mistake to think that it is
obvious how to do this. Even very good
people who have spent a lifetime adapting
themselves to unwise agency policies not of
their making and being rewarded for it are
not likely, in middle age, suddenly to start
biting the coins and questioning the wisdom
of what they have been doing for the last few
decades. What plasma physics needs more
than anything is a long period of benign
neglect, during which it is modestly but re-
liably funded, insulated from agency-directed
campaigns and from congressional feasts and
famines, and allowed to go through the sci-
entific maturation that has heretofore been
denied it. When we are ready to build a
fusion reactor, you will know it; it won’t be a
matter of lobbying or image-making.

David Montgomery

Department of Physics and Astronomy,
Dartmouth College,

Hanover, NH 03755-3528, USA

[
Restoring Prince William Sound

[ am concerned that the article “Marine
center is lightning rod in dispute over res-
toration” by Lisa Busch (News & Com-
ment, 14 July, p. 159) will leave readers
with the impression that the decision of the
Exxon Valdez QOil Spill Trustee Council to
support the Alaska Sealife Center is divi-
sive, widely opposed, and leaves residents of
Prince William Sound with incomplete res-
toration. The article does not mention that
the Trustee Council has spent tens of mil-
lions of dollars to improve other aspects of
pink salmon and Pacific herring manage-
ment in Prince William Sound, including
more than $9 million to support the Sound
Ecosystem Assessment, based at the Prince
William Sound Science Center in Cordova,
which is investigating the causes of annual






