
Selling Science: At What Price? 
Federal belt tightening has driven a wedge between those who favor a more aggressive approach to 

lobbying and others who urge caution. At stake is the size of future research budgets 

T h e  spacious conference room was filled to 
capacity with gray-suited university and as- 
sociation lobbyists eager to hear a debate 
entitled: "Einstein in Gucci Gulch--Can 
(Should) Science Make Its Case in Wash- 
ington?" In fact, the size of the crowd dis- 
turbed one of the speakers at last month's 
conference, sponsored by the American En- 
terprise Institute (AEI). 4 worry there is so 
much interest in this topic," says attorney 
Ken Kay, noting that the need to lobby the 
government would be so obvious to most 
other interest groups that d q  would see no 
point in debating the issue. 

Not scientists. Until recent- 
ly, universities and scientific . 
societies assumed that the best 
way to win their share of federal 
dollars was to make the low- 
keyed argument that new howl- 
edge is vital to society and a 
strong economy. Research would 
get its fair share of a growing .- 
federal pot, so the themy wen& 
and academics could stay above. 
the political fray. But & h h  
fiscal the 105th environment Congress that corkmtbg convened i this month 

is forcing many science activists to adopt 
more aggressive tactics. Among the new ap- 
proaches are rating lawmakers, setting up 
networks to alert skientists of pending legis- 
lation, and spending enough to make sure 
the voice of science is heard in the corridors 
of power. "We've got to do a heck of a lot 
more lobbying," says Donald Langmberg, 
chancellor of the University of MaryIand. 
"Our old arguments and our old ways don't 
work anymore." 

However, others say that such efhts could 

start with considerable goodwill," Robert 
Walker, former chair of the H o w  Science 
Committee, told the AEI group. "I don't 
think you could find a [congressional] =em- 
ber who is antiscience," says Walker, the 
Pennsylvania Republican who retired last 
month after 20 years in office. Playing poli- 
tics, like other groups do, will only alienate 
lawmakers, he adds. But even Walker and 
others who back a more conservative ap- 
proach to lobbying encowage university ad- 
ministrators and researchers to keep their 

The tension within the community stems 
from the growing belief that lawmakers are 
finally serious about eliminating the federal 
deficit--and that they plan to do so largely 
by cutting domestic discretionary spending. 

I 

"Scientists have not 
grasped reality: Dollars 
don? fall out of the sky 
anymore." 

-Rep. Steven Schiff 

Although that category repre- 
sents only about one-ftfth of the 
$1.2 trillion federal budget, it 
includes all of the $35 billion 
spent on civilian science (see 
chart). In that environment, say 
lawmakers, academics pleading 
d y  for haeases that match 
or exceed inflation are living in 
the past. "Scientists have not 

grasped reality: Dollars don't fall out of the 
sky anymore," says Representative Steven 
Schiff (R-NM), who chaii the House Sci- 
ence Committee's basic research panel. 

Counting votes 
One group that believes it understands the 
new realities is Science Watch Inc., created 
kist year by a group of senior scientists to ana- 
lyze the voting records of House members in 
the kist Cmgress. The d t - - a  report card 
on 30 science-related 

the congressional elections, were praised by 
Democrats but denounced by Republicans 
like Walker, who accused the group of "overt 
subjectivity." Walker says the report card 
was really a referendum on Democratic poli- 
cies rather than on science. Schiff and other 
Republicans agree that the study was unnec- 
essarily divisive. 

Roland Schmitt, a past chair of the Na- 
tional Science Board and chair of Science 
Watch, says that partisan politics played no 
role in the report. 'The idea that the Demo- 
crats put us up to this is 100% totally false," he 
says, "At no time was there any [analytical] 
input from any political party or any congres- 
sional staff.." But Robert Palmer, minority staff 
director for the panel, says that he advised 
Science Watch in its search for data because 
his boss, Representative George Brown (D- 
CAI, has long advocated such a report card. 
Palmer adds, however, that he did not choose 
which votes to fcrcus on. Republican staffers 
say they were not involved at all in the report. 

Apart from the controversy over Science 
Watch's methods and objectivity, some sci- 
ence admiiistrators oppose the very concept 
of rating lawmakers on their support for sci- 
ence. "I have real doubts about public lists," 
says Cornelius Pings, president of the Asso- 
ciation of American Universities (AAU), 
which represents 60 research-intensive uni- 
versities. "They may make enemies where 
there are no real enemies." Charles Vest, 
president of the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology and a member of the President's 
Council of Advisers on Science and Tech- ! 
nology, told Science he worries that the effort ! 
was "counterproductive." I 

votesthatfoundDemo- 
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unsupportive (Science, 
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But Erich Bloch, farmer director dthe Na- 
tional Science b& Mends the idea, if 
not its implemenmtiion. "Science Wratch is a 
wake-up call to the community, although 
there was much wrong in the first artempt," 
says Bloch, who is on the organiz.atimls board 
Kay, a lawyer with Padestahiates whohas 
worked closely with a number of science and 
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