another dose after 2 hours you must be
peculiar or addicted,”” says Bonica. Yet
patients vary widely in the way they me-
tabolize the drugs, and the inevitable
buildup of tolerance does not necessarily
mean physical or psychological addic-
tion. Foley adds that doctors have a pe-
culiar double standard when it comes to
handling psychoactive drugs. ‘“They will
give you 20 grams of gentamicin that
cures the infection but ruins your kid-
neys,”’ but they eschew bold use of nar-
cotics for fear of making a patient a
“‘slave’’ to drugs, impairing his ‘‘free
will,”” and so forth—this despite the fact
that pain is the greatest enslaver and per-
sonality-destroyer of all.

It becomes clear in discussions with
pain experts that the availability of her-
oin would probably offer only marginal
benefits. The real value of opening the is-

sue would more likely be in leading doc-
tors to more sophisticated use of narcot-
ic analgesics.

The extent of the problem can only be
guessed at. “‘If you ask the NCI the in-
cidence of cancer pain,”’ says Bonica,
“‘they have not one piece of datum.”
That is supposed to change. Bonica
wants to conduct an epidemiological
study to gather information on the types
of cancer that pose the worst problems,
the treatments commonly given, and the
effectiveness of treatment. The NCI,
which is now putting $650,000 of its $800
million budget into pain research, is cur-
rently developing a Request for Pro-
posals to conduct such a study.

Meanwhile, Arnold Trebach of the in-
tractable pain committee was recently
found sitting in a borrowed office amid
hundreds of unanswered letters—from

Minerals and Mining: Major Review
of Federal Policy Is in Prospect

President Jimmy Carter may soon call
for a major interagency review of non-
fuel minerals policy. Elaborate plans for
such a study have, at White House direc-
tion, been under preparation for several
months now and they are expected to be
presented to the President within the
next week or two.

Many of the mining state congressmen
who have been pushing for such an initia-
tive see it partly as a means of reversing
what they regard as a tendency of the
federal government to put more and
more of the public lands off limits to min-
ing and to impose increasingly onerous
environmental regulations on the domes-
tic mining and minerals-processing indus-
tries. But, according to present plans,
the study would ‘be broadly framed and
would take into account environmental
as well as industry concerns.

Moreover, despite the alarms sounded
by industry about an increasing U.S. de-
pendence on insecure foreign sources of
certain minerals, the study would weigh
the importance of the American market
to other mineral-producing nations and
the advantages as well as disadvantages
to the United States of this ‘‘depen-
dence.”

During the past several decades, pro-
posals to develop a national minerals pol-
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icy have appeared repeatedly on the
Washington agenda. Yet, apart from
some studies and reports (of which the
most famous was the 1952 report of the
Paley Commission, appointed by Presi-
dent Truman), nothing much has come of
them. This is not to say, however, that
the mining industry has been without
friends or influence in government cir-
cles. At least until fairly recent years, the
policies governing most of the federal do-
main lands in the West have been liberal
and permissive with respect to mineral
exploration and the patenting and devel-
opment of mining claims. Under the Min-
ing Law of 1872, which remains the basic
statute even today, holders of valid
claims pay no royalties to the govern-
ment, however profitable the mineral de-
posits may be.

The current policy study initiative is
traceable to a letter sent to President
Carter last February by Representative
Jim Santini (D-Nev.) and 42 other House
members (most of them from western
states where mining is important) and to
a meeting subsequently held at the White
House. Santini, a 40-year-old Italian-
American from Las Vegas now in his
second term, is a lively and evidently
persuasive congressman who is emerg-
ing as an important member of the House

sufferers, nurses, widows, and even a
few hospitals—that came in response to
an article in Parade magazine. ‘“‘I'm
stunned by the response,”” he says.
“I didn’t know how bad the problem
was. A lot of these letters would make
you cry. I don’t know what to tell these
people. I have a full course load to teach.
I don’t have the time. We don’t have any
staff. I'm overwhelmed.”” Although the
pain committee’s primary emphasis is on
heroin—‘‘it’s obscene that our doctors
and patients don’t have the choice,”
says Trebach—he said he guessed the
most realistic goal was to ‘‘educate the
public on what they have a right to de-
mand from the medical profession.’’ The
consumer movement has taught citizens
to speak up for themselves. Now they
are speaking up for their right not to die
in pain.—CONSTANCE HOLDEN

Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs and its mines and mining sub-
committee. The letter, which he drafted,
declared that the need for a national min-
erals policy is urgent. It said in part:

New [mineral] exploration and production
are stifled as the majority of our public lands
have been withdrawn from mineral entry. Si-
multaneously, the small miner and prospec-
tor, who account for most new exploration,
are entombed with never-ending federal regu-
lation. The net effect has been that we have
become dependent upon unreliable foreign
imports for numerous survival minerals,
which has left our country vulnerable and
threatened, our national stockpiles notwith-
standing. Mr. President, even a cursory re-
view of the record will illustrate that our na-
tion is in a state of foolish oblivion about this
grave resource issue, and we are in desperate
need of a balanced mineral policy to direct us-
out of this dilemma.

Administrative avenues must be developed
which would insure that a mineral policy be
effectively administered and implemented.
Such avenues do not presently exist. . . . The
U.S. Bureau of Mines and the U.S. -Geologi-
cal Survey [agencies within the Department of
the Interior] both play an important minerals
role; however, both entities are part of an or-
ganizational structure where a host of con-
flicting concerns precludes the minerals side
of the story from being given a fair hearing.
The Bureau of Land Management, which reg-
ulates mineral development on the public
lands, plays a major role in the development
of mineral resouces, and yet the BLM is di-
rected by biologists whose primary steward-
ship is over the surface and renewable biologi-
cal resources. Thus the sub-surface mineral
resource voice in existing structures is neither
independent nor objective. . . .

Santini and his cosigners—they in-
cluded both Morris Udall (D-Ariz.),
chairman of the Interior Committee, and
Abraham Kazen (D-Tex.), chairman of
the mining subcommittee—called for not
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only a comprehensive national minerals
policy but also for appointment of a
“minerals adviser’’ to the President.

On 2 June, Santini, Udall, Kazen, and
nine other congressmen met with Presi-
dent Carter for about an hour. Santini led
off with a 20-minute presentation in
which he emphasized that imports of a
number of important minerals—zinc,
manganese, chromium, nickel, and tung-
sten, among others—continue to in-
crease, both in terms of absolute ton-
nages and as a percentage of total sup-
ply. And he pointed to several pending
legislative initiatives to which the mining
industry was, and is, strongly opposed;
one of these would replace the Mining
Law of 1872 with a mineral leasing sys-
tem, while another would set aside tens
of millions of acres in Alaska as wilder-
ness in which no mineral development
would be allowed (Science, 4 Novem-
ber).

Briefing

The upshot of the meeting was that
two of the Administration officials who
were present—Frank Press, the Presi-
dent’s science adviser, and Secretary of
the Interior Cecil D. Andrus—have pro-
posed that a nonfuel minerals policy re-
view committee be established, with An-
drus as chairman. The agencies repre-
sented on it would include—besides the
Department of the Interior and the White
House Office of Science and Tech-
nology—ten or more others, such as the
departments of State, Commerce, and
Treasury, the Environmental Protection
Agency, and the National Science Foun-
dation (NSF).

At this writing, plans for the study,
which would require a year to 15 months
to complete, are still subject to revision
and presidential approval. But, as now
conceived, eight task groups, each led by
an agency on the policy review com-
mittee, would address a particular prob-

lem or policy area. For instance, a group
led by NSF would review government
R & D policies; one headed by the De-
partment of Commerce would look at
policies affecting the demand for miner-
als; and groups led by Interior would
look at policies bearing on minerals sup-
ply and data collection and analysis.

Papers from the various task groups,
once accepted by the review committee,
would go to make up the overall policy
study, which would set forth options and
recommendations for presidential ac-
tion. Ratings as to a particular mineral’s
importance to the domestic economy
and its susceptibility to supply dis-
ruptions would probably figure in this ex-
ercise.

One thing which the policy study
would not address is Santini’s proposi-
tion that there should be a minerals ad-
viser at the White House to compensate
for the bureaucratic disadvantage at

If You Can’t Beat
Them, Join Them

Civil libertarians and advocates of per-
sonal privacy, who have waged a num-
ber of fights against the Central In-
telligence Agency (CIA) in recent years,
may rest easier these days, for their rhet-
oric has been adopted by none other
than the current CIA director, Stansfield
Turner.

Turner, who in recent months has
been forced to preside over disclosures
of CIA experiments performed in the last
decade on unwitting human subjects,
has made a strong plea for rights of pri-
vacy and free association in a letter to
Harvard president Derek Bok.

Last May, Harvard established guide-
lines regarding contact between employ-
ees of the university and the CIA, which
required, among other things, that faculty
members notify the administration if they
do any work for the CIA.

In a letter to Bok that was published in
the newsletter Science Trends, Turner
firmly objected to the notification require-
ment. “| believe that any attempt to regu-
late the private lives of our citizens in a
manner discriminatory to any particular
group, profession or segment of society
poses serious risks,” Turner said. Al-
though the CIA suggests that individual
scholars inform officials at their universi-
ties of their relationship with the CIA, he
said, “scholars [frequently] object to ad-

vising any third parties on the under-
standable grounds that to do so would vi-
olate their constitutional rights to privacy
and free association and possibly expose
them to harassment and damage to their
professional careers.” Whether or not a
faculty member discloses his CIA con-
nection should be left “to the discretion of
the individual,” he added.

Turner said that current CIA policy was
largely consistent with Harvard’s guide-
lines: “All of our contracts with academic
institutions are entered into with the
knowledge of appropriate senior man-
agement officials. All recruiting for CIA
staff employment on campus is overt. It is
against our policy to obtain the unwitting
services of American staff and faculty
members of U.S. academic institutions.”
Harvard's guidelines require that univer-
sity-CIA contracts be made public, and
that faculty recruiters provide the names
of any other members of the university
community to the CIA only if the prior
consent of those involved has been ob-
tained.

Turner also expressed high hopes for
the future of the ClA-academic relation-
ship. “It remains in the best interests of
both the academic and intelligence com-
munities to expand and refine their con-
tacts in a spirit of mutual respect and un-
derstanding,” he said.

Daniel Steiner, Harvard’'s general
counsel, told Science that Bok has re-
plied to Turner’s letter, and that Harvard
officials have been meeting with repre-
sentatives of the CIA about their objec-
tions. Steiner refused, however, to say if

Harvard was considering revising its
guidelines. He said that “an announce-
ment about the meetings will be made in
a few weeks.”

NASA Study Was Bust, Not
Boost, Says Proxmire

In 1974, the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (NASA) commis-
sioned a $140,000 study to assess the
economic impact of its spending on re-
search and development from 1961 on.
By any definition, that spending was
enormous: some $40 billion, or 12 per-
cent of the total expenditure on R& D in
the United States during that period.

As a result, it was with great pride that
NASA presented the findings of the study
during its budget hearings in 1976 before
the Senate subcommittee on indepen-
dent agencies. The study, which had been
done by Chase Econometric Associates
of Bala Cynwyd, Pennsylvania, found a
43 percent rate of return on NASA re-
search dollars and concluded that a $1
billion sustained increase in NASA’s re-
search budget would raise the nation’s
gross national product $23 billion by
1984 (Science, 2 July 1976).

Not surprisingly, such a favorable re-
port left a bad taste in the mouth of Sena-
tor William Proxmire (D-Wisc.), chairman
of that subcommittee and a vocal critic of
the nation’s space program. (“Not a pen-
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which mining allegedly finds itself. Con-
sideration of possible organizational
changes that would affect mining falls
within the province of the President’s
government reorganization planners at
OMB and on the White House staff.

A reorganization plan to reduce the
White House staff already has been ac-
cepted and acted upon by the President,
however, and if anything is certain, it is
that there will be no special presidential
adviser for minerals. But a Department
of Natural Resources—one of the hardy
perennials called for in past government
reorganization plans—might well be pro-
posed to Congress by the President next
year, and in such a department nonfuels
mining could perhaps be given a higher
bureaucratic status.

Whereas Santini and others have
called for development of a ‘‘compre-
hensive’’ national minerals policy, the
kind of thinking reflected by such termi-

nology is regarded as illusory by some
specialists in natural resource manage-
ment. In their view, such thinking ig-
nores the hard trade-offs that must be
made in reconciling mining with environ-
mental protection and conflicting land
uses, such as wildlife and wilderness
preservation.

In this connection, the Administration
itself wants to see the existing mineral lo-
cation and patent system—whereby
prospectors are allowed under the 1872
law to stake out claims on the public do-
main—abandoned in favor of a system in
which the Secretary of the Interior
would issue exploration permits and
mineral development leases at his discre-
tion. The argument here is that, without
such an exercise of discretion, mining
might ride roughshod over competing
concerns—something which Secretary
Andrus, who has vowed since taking of-
fice to deliver Interior from the resource

‘‘user-abuser’’ interests which he says
dominated it for too long, is determined
to prevent.

But while the minerals study will not
result in a national policy that makes for
quick and easy answers, it is expected to
provide a much expanded body of read-
ily retrievable data and a useful analyti-
cal framework. From this framework,
policy options would be identified for
coping with the various minerals policy
issues as they arise, whether they have
to do with foreign trade negotiations, tax
policy, pollution control regulations,
land use on the public domain, or what-
ever. So, even if there is to be no such
comprehensive minerals policy as San-
tini has called for, there could be a signif-
icant improvement over the kind of ad
hocery that has characterized federal de-
cision-making with respect to nonfuel
minerals up until now.

—LUTHER J. CARTER

Briefing

ny for this nutty fantasy” was Proxmire’s
recent response to the proposal of
Princeton astronomer Gerard O’Neill to
build human colonies in outer space, for
example. “This proposal is the best argu-
ment yet for chopping NASA’s funding to
the bone,” he added.) In September
1976, Proxmire asked the General Ac-
counting Office (GAO) to analyze the re-
port, and several weeks ago the GAO fi-
nally announced its findings.

Most importantly, the GAO found that
the Chase study did not convincingly
prove that the economic benefits from
NASA research were as large as had
been stated. The GAO noted that what it
called “plausible and minor changes” in
the survey’s methodology could dramati-
cally affect the results. Under some alter-
native assumptions about the economy,
“it could be concluded that NASA re-
search and development had no signifi-
cant effect,” the report said. The results
would have been more reliable if the
study had looked at the effects of specific
NASA programs, the GAO said. But,
even if the results were accepted as ac-
curate, they did “not provide the type of
information needed to determine whether
NASA'’s spending should increase or de-
crease.” These findings were tempered,
however, with an admission that “NASA
has had certain beneficial effects on the
economy.” The Chase study, it con-
cluded, “was a worthwhile exploratory
approach to a difficult economic prob-
lem.”

Noting these conclusions, NASA ad-
ministrators did not take issue with the

GAO report. They did take issue with
Proxmire’s interpretation of it, however.
On 25 October, Proxmire said that “what
this [GAOQ] report tells me is that the
Chase study was more fiction than fact.”
The GAO, he said, “has set the record
straight by challenging the Chase study
conclusion that an increase in NASA
spending will have a significant impact on
national productivity.” Nathaniel Cohen,
director of NASA's office of policy analy-
sis, in the fine tradition of bureaucratic di-
plomacy responded simply that the Sen-
ator's comment was just “not accurate.”

Georgia Dam Collapse
Renews Concern for Safety

The collapse of a privately owned dam
on 6 November in the President’'s home
state of Georgia, which killed 39 people
connected with the Toccoa Falls Bible
College, has focused new attention on
the issue of dam safety.

Eight federal studies of dam safety have
been conducted since the collapse of the
Teton dam in Idaho in June 1976, but,
until the collapse in Georgia, high-level
interest in the issue has not been sus-
tained. In the past, such interest died
down a few weeks after a tragedy, Presi-
dent Carter noted at a press conference
on 10 November. “| intend to pursue this
dam safety inspection now without sur-
cease,” he promised.

The inspection program referred to by
Carter was approved by Congress last
July with a budget of $15 million during
fiscal 1978. Under the program, the Army
Corps of Engineers was given the re-
sponsibility for inspecting the nation’s
50,000 dams, only 10 percent of which
are federally owned or operated. Al-
though a survey conducted as the result
of legislation passed by Congress in
1972 identified 20,000 dams whose fail-
ure would result in property damage or
loss of life, fewer than 10,000 dams have
been inspected under any state or feder-
al law since then.

Moreover, a recent National Academy
of Sciences study of the Bureau of Recla-
mation’s dam safety program uncovered
numerous deficiencies in the operation
and inspection of 330 federal dams. The
report noted that there was no single unit
with the responsibility for dam safety, that
standard operating manuals had not
been prepared for some major dam proj-
ects that studies of possible earthquakes
in dam areas have been incomplete, and
that preparation for possible emergen-
cies was at many sites inadequate.

Although funding for the federal in-
spection program began on October 1,
no inspections have as yet taken place. A
spokesman for the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) told Science that the
agency has been contemplating how the
program would be conducted—until last
week, that is. Apparently spurred by the
failure in Georgia, OMB officials finally
forwarded an options paper on the pro-
gram to the White House.
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