Dominick voted with the other Repub-
licans on the committee to report the
bill out favorably. But he plans, never-
theless, to raise certain criticisms when
it comes to the floor of the Senate.

One criticism is whether the NSF
would be capable of managing an extra
$1.8 million through fiscal 1975. All
the executive agencies were asked to
comment on S. 32 and its proposed
reorientation of NSF.

H. Guyford Stever, the new director
of NSF, replied, opposing Kennedy’s
bill on the grounds that it would shift
the emphasis of the NSF away from
basic research to the support of devel-
-opment, testing, and evaluation. The
chairman of the Council of Economic
Advisers also contended that the bill
would direct NSF’s mission away from
the support of basic research.

Another objection to the bill is that
the development work in priority civil-
ian fields is already being carried out
by the mission-oriented agencies. Thus,
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development petulantly observed that
the “applied research and demonstration
authority which the proposed S. 32
would authorize for the NSF would
overlap the authority presently existing
in this Department, thus fragmenting
the resources which would be made
available by the Congress for applied
research activities.” The Department of
Labor pointed out that, with HUD, it
was “sponsoring a $1.3 million pilot pro-
gram to test the feasibility of redirect-
ing unemployed scientists and engineers
to employment in State and local gov-
ernments,” thus overlapping one of the
provisions of the Kennedy bill. Other
agencies had much the same objections.

A third kind of objection was raised
to the size and power of the proposed
CSSA, which, under the bill, would
control more than a third of the NSF’s
total budget. Stever, for example,
feared that the CSSA would become, in
effect, the tail wagging the dog. The
bill, he said, “would structure CSSA so
as to place it within the Foundation,
yet would give it such independence as
to make it virtually another Federal
agency. . . . I foresee serious adminis-
trative and policymaking problems
under such a structure.” Several of the
agencies responding to the request for
comments said that the language of the
bill was so vague, and the amounts of
money so large, as to engage the federal
government in a series of uncontrollable
and ill-defined programs.

Despite these problems, the measure
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has managed to come a long way down
the political road. Kennedy's staff now
claims that the bill is fully bipartisan
and not part of the Democratic cam-
paign effort to unseat Nixon. But it
obviously won't hurt the Democratic
campaign, either.

Even the conservative Republicans on
the labor committee voted for the
measure last week, and that could be
an important bellwether. They voted

for it not because they all agreed with
it, philosophically or monetarily, but
because it offers concrete, and if any-
thing overstated, aid to the voters back
home. Whatever S. 32 is or is not, it is
certainly a far cry from the shadow-
boxing that the Administration has so-
far presented in the guise of aid to the
nation’s many unemployed and under-
employed scientists and engineers.
—DEBORAH SHAPLEY

recent marathon on DDT.

are not demonstrably harmful.”

to produce a dead body.—N.W.

Aldrin and Dieldrin Follow DDT

The environmentalists’ 10-year campaign against DDT was not just
a crusade against dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane, but an attempt to
rewrite the rule book of environmental policy making. The DDT battle
won, a victory formalized in last month’s ban on almost all of its re-
maining uses (Science, 23 June), the knell was sounded for other per-
sistent pesticides. Last week the Environmental Protection Agency took
another step in the elaborate administrative procedure for outlawing the
organochlorine pesticides aldrin and dieldrin.

About 18 million pounds of the two pesticides were used in 1970
(compared with 14 million pounds of DDT), and their discontinuance
will lead to losses estimated at $50 million. There is no evidence that
past or present use of the pesticides has caused human injury. It says
much for the new rules of the game that EFPA Administrator William
D. Ruckelshaus nevertheless decided to ban all but a few specific uses
of the pesticides. This decision, announced in March on the basis of
advice from a committee of outside scientists, was challenged by the
manufacturer and has now been reaffirmed by Ruckelshaus. The next
step in the appeals procedure will be a public hearing similat to the

As the basis for a decision of such economic impact, the scientific
committee’s findings on aldrin and dieldrin were remarkably tentative.
The committee, chaired by Richard D. O'Brien of Cornell University,
observed that the chemicals had done no demonstrable injury to man,
and that some of the usages harmful to wildlife have been voluntarily
abandoned by Shell Chemical Co. “Nevertheless,” the seven scientists
opined, “we feel that we must strive to find alternate methods of pest
control, including nonchemical methods, for all compounds which lead
to persistent residues in humans or wildlife, even when such residues

Ruckelshaus has not only accepted this prevention-better-than-cure
philosophy, he has added a gloss of his own to the committee's findings
on carcinogenicity. The committee's cancer expert, Stephen S. Sternberg
of Sloan-Kettering Institute, noted that the closest dieldrin comes to
causing cancer is in increasing the incidence of a naturally occurring
tumor in a single strain of mice. “No carcinogenic action has been
demonstrated for dieldrin in rats, dogs, or primates,” Sternberg says. In
last week’s decision to reaffirm the cancellations of aldrin and dieldrin,
Ruckelshaus stated that he had found DDT to be a potential human
carcinogen and that “appraisal of similar laboratory evidence concerning
dieldrin leads me to make the same finding here.”

Sternberg says dieldrin has not been shown to be carcinogenic in pri-
mates; Ruckelshaus, presumably on the same evidence, says it is a poten-
tial human carcinogen. The two opinions are not necessarily inconsistent,
but they do reflect a shift from the traditional requirement for environ-
mentalists that, to get a pesticide usage struck down, they had at least
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