LETTERS
Soviet Nuclear Capabilities

In R. Jeffrey Smith’s article ‘*An up-
heaval in U.S. strategic thought’ (News
and Comment, 2 Apr., p. 30), I am
quoted on page 33 as saying, ‘‘We exag-
gerate the growth of Soviet nuclear capa-
bilities. . . .”” The statement was obvi-
ously taken from testimony that I gave
last November before the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee, and the
“We’’ was meant to refer to government
spokesmen and the foreign policy-de-
fense establishment. What I actually said
was that ‘‘“We exaggerate the signifi-
cance of the growth of Soviet capabili-
ties.”’

There is, in fact, little dispute among
the informed about actual Soviet capa-
bilities, although occasionally Adminis-
tration spokesmen have -exaggerated
them—the President, most recently—but
whether improvements in Soviet capabil-
ities are significant is a matter of great
contention. The gravamen of my re-
marks was that they need not be: that
such developments as have occurred are
not militarily or politically exploitable.

GEORGE RATHIENS
Department of Political Science,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
Cambridge 02139

““Ghost Dumps”’

The toxic chemicals program of the
Environmental Defense Fund has for the
past 2 years been investigating residents’
reports of health effects related to haz-
ardous waste dumping in Memphis, Ten-
nessee, at the Frayser and Hollywood
sites. We would like to respond to Thom-
as H. Maugh II’s article ““The dump that
wasn’t there’’ (Research News, 5 Feb.,
p. 645), which implies that the Frayser
site represents the problem of ‘‘ghost
dumps,” when a situation is provoked
by residents’ emotionalism and irrespon-
sible political activism.

Investigations to date do not resolve
the question of whether there was chemi-
cal waste dumping in the Frayser neigh-
borhood. The accompanying figure
shows areas (shaded) of dumping, ac-
cording to former health department em-
ployees (I); and the sites (points) of
environmentdl sampling conducted by
the Environmental Protection Agency.
This monitoring in no way surveyed ‘‘the
entire neighborhood,” and, in fact, did
not examine many areas of alleged
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dumping. Aerial reconnaissance, visual
site inspection, and some metal detec-
tion surveys (with instruments of rela-
tively low sensitivity) comprised the rest
of the site evaluation procedure. In some
cases, follow-up was not complete. Such
methods are not likely to be sufficient to
rule out dumping unless an ‘‘obvious
source’’ of chemicals is apparent (that is,
seepage, visible canisters or drums, or
waste lagoons). Unfortunately, many oc-
cult dumps probably exist in this coun-
try, and comprehensive methods for
their detection will be required before
their existence can be summarily denied.

Attempts to assess health effects at
Frayser reveal much about issues impor-
tant to more general concerns about
health implications of toxic waste
dumps. The study by the Centers for
Disease Control (CDC) (2) noted that
several signs and symptoms of illness
occurred more frequently in the Frayser
population than in a control group. The
design of this survey can be criticized for
defining adverse health effects in terms
of visits to physicians in a population
where doctor-going is not frequent for
economic and cultural reasons. More-
over, as pointed out by Maugh, the re-
sults of the CDC and other studies, at
Frayser and at other sites, point to issues
common to the problem of assessing
toxic waste dumps. Even when data sug-
gesting cause are persuasive, effects are
likely to be nonspecific and difficult to
characterize as ‘‘illnesses’ because of
the low level and chronic nature of the
exposure and the presence of many tox-
ins.

Long-term retrospective or prospec-
tive studies of toxic waste dumip sites
must be undertaken, involving large

numbers of subjects. The difficulties in
discovering toxic waste dumps and as-
sessing their effects on health should not
obscure the potential seriousness of
waste dumps and the extent of the prob-
lem in the United States (3). Nor should
the victims be blamed for their fear and
confusion, which can be exacerbated by
dilatory and incomplete responses and
by the premature judgment of the scien-
tific world that their problems do not
exist. .

ELLEN K. SILBERGELD
Environmental Defense Fund,
1525 18th Street, NW,
Washington, D.C. 20036

JosepH HIGHLAND

Department of Chemical Engineering,
Princeton University,
Princeton, New Jersey 08544
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AAAS Radiation Session

Bernard L. Cohen (Letters, 26 Feb.,
p. 1028) criticizes the AAAS for sponsor-
ing a session at its annual meeting on the
health effects of nuclear weapons and
power. The AAAS, according to Cohen,
“‘mislead[s] the American public by ap-
pearing to give the support of the scien-
tific community’’ for the symposium par-
ticipants. These speakers, Cohen states,
“have published few papers on that sub-
ject in refereed scientific journals in the
past several years.”” To bolster his
claims, Cohen cites more than 20 cri-
tiques of a 1977 paper by Mancuso,
Stewart, and Kneale which suggests that
human sensitivity to fatal cancer induc-
tion by low-level ionizing radiation may
be 10 to 25 times greater than previously
thought,

By the spring of this year, Mancuso,
Stewart, and Kneale will have published
five additional papers (/). They were
written to answer major criticisms men-
tioned in the papers Cohen cites, 12 of
which are not in refereed scientific jour-
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nals. In fact 11 are not in any scientific
journals. ,

The 1982 AAAS annual meeting pro-
gram shows that the all-day session in-
cluded a speaker from the Department of
Radiology of the Harvard Medical
School and the former director of re-
search of the Radiation Effects Research
Foundation in Hiroshima, the principal
source of data used to contradict the
Mancuso study.

What appears to be at issue is the fact
that the AAAS provided a forum for
“dissident” scientists. Since the early
fallout debate, the AAAS, despite pres-
sure from proponents of nuclear weap-
ons and nuclear power, has allowed for
discussion on radiation effects to include
views which are at variance with official
risk estimates. In following this practice,
the AAAS has performed a service to
both sides of the debate.

ROBERT ALVAREZ
Environmental Policy Institute,
317 Pennsylvania Avenue, SE,
Washington, D.C. 20003
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Columbia Journalism Review:
Editorial Policy

In Reflections on Science and the Me-
dia, published by the American Associa-
tion for the Advancement of Science
(1981), the author, June Goodfield,
makes the following statement:

The Columbia Journalism Review has been a
highly regarded critical forum of the written
word, although it has recently undergone a
change of editorial policy which may reduce
its critical role, to the detriment of the profes-
sion,

At the time Goodfield was writing

(1980) there had indeed been a change of
editors at the Review, but this did not
signal any reduction of the Review’s role
as an independent critic of American
journalism. There has been no such re-

duction, and Goodfield, conceding that
her fears for the Review have proved to
be unwarranted, has agreed to ‘‘bring
things up to date’’ when and if there is
another printing of her book. In the
meantime, this letter may help to correct
an erroneous impression that the Review
has hung up its gloves.

SPENCER KLAW
Columbia Journalism Review,
700 Journalism Building,
Columbia University,
New York 10027

Omitted Reference

In our recent article (5 Feb., p. 619), a
reference to previous pioneering work of
C. B. Bratton, A. L. Hopkins, and J. W,
Weinberg was inadvertently omitted
from reference 56. The first quantitative
measurements of nuclear magnetic reso-
nance relaxation times for protons in
excised, but functioning, living muscle
appeared in a Ph.D. dissertation by C. B.
Bratton of Western Reserve University
in 1964; the earliest publication appeared
in Science [147, 738 (1965)] and was by
the investigators named above.
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Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
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Physics Research Laboratory,
Massachusetts General Hospital,
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THoMmAS F. BUDINGER
Donner Laboratory and
Department of Electrical Engineering
and Computer Sciences, University
of California, Berkeley 94720

PauL C. LAUTERBUR
Departments of Chemistry and
Radiology, State University of
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PaTrICK L. McGEER

Department of Neurosciences,
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Corrections

In the Research News article ‘‘Molecular
biology of brain hormones’* (5 Mar., p. 1223)
by Gina Kolata, it was stated that the enkeph-
alin precursor codes for ACTH. Rather,
ACTH is derived from pro-opiomelanocortin,
a different precursor. In addition, Joel Ha-
bener’s name was misspelled.

In the Research News article ‘‘New theory
of hormones proposed’’ (12 Mar., p. 1383) by
Gina Kolata, glycyrrhetinic acid and tetrahy-
drocannabinol were incorrectly identified as
alkaloids. This misidentification in no way
changes the conclusions about these plant
substances.
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