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Agency Heads See Give in R&D Plan 

Firing line. Lane, Krebs, and Goldin are 
grilled on Clinton's long-term budget. 

I hree of the government's top science man
agers told Congress last week that they in
tend to fight for more money than is penciled 
into the president's long-term budget projec
tions for their agencies. But when House Sci
ence Committee Chair Robert Walker (R-
PA) summoned them to Capitol Hill to ask 
for their opinion of the R&D cuts outlined in 
the Administration's proposal to balance the 
federal budget, they stopped short of repudi
ating the White House plan. 

Walker has long 
been unhappy with 
the generally negative 
reaction from the U.S. 
science community to 
proposed Republican 
R&D cuts in last year's 
congressional plan to 
balance the budget by 
2002. And this year, 
when President Bill 
Clinton proposed 
similar R&D cuts in 
his budget blueprint, 
Walker complained 
that the scientific community made no outcry. 
So Walker called a 2-day hearing to explore 
reactions to the Administration's plan and put 
science leaders on the spot. Last week—after 
three attempts to marshal the necessary wit
nesses had failed—executive branch officials 
reluctantly trekked to Capitol Hill and tried to 
defend the president's budget without biting 
the congressional hand that feeds them. 

It was an uncomfortable session for 
Walker's guests. The science managers— 
NASA Administrator Dan Goldin; National 
Science Foundation (NSF) director Neal 
Lane; and Martha Krebs, the Depanment of 
Energy's (DOE's) energy research program 
chief—had told Congress earlier this year that 
the White House projections for their agencies 
should be taken with a grain of salt. The cuts 
outlined in that plan would slash civilian R&D 
funding by 19% between 1995 and 2002, ac
cording to data presented by Al Teich, director 
of science and policy programs at the American 
Association for the Advancement of Science 
(AAAS, which publishes Science), while the 
Republican budget resolution would result in a 
23% cut over the same period. 

The White House plan would shrink 
NASA's budget from $13.9 billion in 1996 
to $11.6 billion in 2000, reduce DOE's $3.6 
billion spending in civilian R&D programs 
by $500 million during the same period, and 
increase NSF research funding from $2.4 bil
lion to only $2.5 billion—far less than would 
be needed to match inflation. Republicans 
propose more modest cuts to NASA, deeper 

cuts for DOE, and about the same 
levels for NSF. Overall, the Clinton 
plan projects civilian R&D spending of $33 
billion by 2002, with a significant increase in 
the final 2 years, while the Republican plan 
would provide $30.7 billion. 

Republican lawmakers such as Walker and 
Senator Kit Bond (R-MO), chair of a panel 
that oversees funding for NASA and NSF, say 
that comments from Administration officials 
have made it clear the figures are meaningless. 

Testifying before Walk-
§ er's panel, Bond called 
£ the Administration's 
| projections a "scam" 
I that posits a balanced 
=> budget without the 
5 pain of slashing pro-
o grams. He declared that 
| the figures for NASA 

would force the agency 
to jettison a major pro
gram—such as the 
Earth observation pro
gram, space station, or 
the space shuttle—or 

close major field installations. 
But the R&D chiefs rejected Bond's accusa

tion of duplicity. They argued that while the 
overall figure for domestic discretionary fund
ing may be fixed, individual agencies can lobby 
the White House for more money. Goldin 
promised "one hell of a fight" in his efforts to 

ensure adequate funding for NASA's 
R&D efforts. Lane and Krebs echoed 
that stance, adding that it is too 
early to know what spending levels 
the Administration will request for 

specific agencies and programs in the 
years ahead. 

While the agency officials sought to avoid a 
political confrontation, Democrats like Rep
resentative Harold Volkmer (D-MO) didn't 
hesitate to defend the Administration against 
Walker's attacks. "You are trying to make the 
president look bad," he told Walker before 
stalking out of the committee room. "That's 
what this is all about— And I don't think you 
and [House Speaker] Newt Gingrich [R-GA] 
are going to get away with it." But Representa
tive Gil Gutknecht (R-MN) retorted that the 
Administration "can't say it has a budget plan 
and then say it's not our budget plan." 

The partisan debate misses a more ominous 
point, believes Representative George Brown 
(D-CA), the ranking Democrat on the panel: 
Either plan spells big trouble for U.S. R&D. 
"Both the Administration and Republican 
budgets are declining precipitously," he says. 
"On this scale, they look nearly identical." 

Brown said that rather than argue over 
which of the two declining curves is better, 
lawmakers should join together and find 
ways to boost investment by government and 
industry in science and technology. But 
given the wide partisan rift on the Science 
Committee and the fact that the campaign 
season is already in full swing, an apolitical 
meeting of minds is unlikely before next year. 

-Andrew Lawler 

.SCIENTIFIC COMMUNITY. 

U.S. Joins "Science Shop" Movement 
AMHERST, MASSACHUSETTS—A phrase 
popularized by community activists—"Think 
globally, act locally"—can serve equally well as 
a slogan for university-based scientists who 
want to use their knowledge to help their 
neighbors. That's the view of Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology-trained nuclear engi
neer and political scientist Richard Sclove, 
who hopes to coordinate the actions of dozens 
of North American citizens' groups, nonprofit 
centers, and university outreach programs al
ready conducting community-interest re
search. His model is a network of 38 public 
"science shops" in the Netherlands, university-
based centers where community groups, public 
interest organizations, local governments, and 
labor unions can commission faculty and stu
dents to investigate societal concerns ranging 
from air pollution to teen alienation. 

Two weeks ago, Sclove gathered together 
some 50 activists, scientists, and university offi
cials who share his beliefs to lay down plans for 
a Community Research Network. The meet

ing took place at Amherst College in western 
Massachusetts, and was sponsored by the Loka 
Institute, an Amherst-based policy-studies 
center he directs. This type of gathering is es
sential for success, says Brigit Fokkinga, a soci
ologist and director of the science shop at the 
University of Nijmegen in the Netherlands, 
who knows from experience that universities 
tend to promote grant-getters and prolific pub
lishers, which makes things hard for scientists 
who want to focus their attention on the com
munity. "The function of our network was to be 
strong for each other, to exchange information 
and strategies," says Fokkinga, who spoke to 
conferees about the Dutch program's early 
years in the 1970s. "Your developmental stage 
reminds me of what we went through then." 

The idea of a national community research 
network emerged early last year, after Sclove 
described the Dutch science shops in his book 
Democracy and Technology and in an article in 
The Chronicle of Higher Education that gener
ated e-mail from hundreds of community organ -
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