CHAPTER 3

" The Uses and Limitations
| of Science Advisors

The Need for Science Advice

¢ vast majority of government scientific advisors are conct_emec'l .wuh
f;llt::;,l;%l st:lnall decisi:ms t({»uch as the choice of materials to be used m.m;hltlary
equipment) or with the technical review of grant req.uests fron! their ellow
scientists, we focus in this book on the roles played by' high-level science advxsor:
in major policy decisions: whether to proceed with the SST develogm;'.n
program, whether to ban most uses of cyclamates or !)_DT, wheth‘er to deploy
the Safeguard antiballistic missile system. For such decxsl.o_ns the primary slslervlllce
which the advisors provide is not information—the decision maker usually as;
plenty of that supplied by his own technical staff afnd that of .gov?nmen
contractors. The advisors’ major contributions are analytical and critical.

BYPASSING CHANNELS o .
tional disease of bureaucracy is self-deception. 'ower can
corﬁgnt‘:z‘t::ga at the top of bureaucratic hierarchies; but informat.xon .cannot be
concentrated, only filtered. By the time it r?aches 'the' officials in chartghe,
information generated within a bureaucracy will ordinarily pass through the
hands of several lower-ranking bureaucrats each of whom has t.he power to
delete but few of whom have anything worthwhile t‘? add. Doctonr}g of rfaports
to alter their conclusions is not unheard of 2 Even with fhe best of intentions, a
large bureaucracy intellectually insulates its higher ofﬁcufls. The peoplf, on ﬂt;op
may have the authority to make choices, but the ?ptlon.s from which ;y
choose and the information on which they base their choice are prepared by
i inates. )
me:fztzull::reaucracy has been in existence for a few years, it wﬂl have mac?e
certain decisions, established certain operating procedures, and solidified certain
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relationships with other powerful institutions. All of these arrangements
constrain the options and the information available within the bureaucracy.
Thus are born bureaucratic procedures and bureaucratic truth.

Leading government officials are usually eventually forced to respond to
nonbureaucratic perceptions of reality—by the newspapers, by Congress, or by
the courts. But an astute leader will want to know in advance the likely
responses to his actions, and he will not wish to be overly constrained by
bureaucratic precedent. In order to obtain a candid response on these matters,
he must obviously turn to people whose own positions are sufficiently secure
and independent that they will not be much influenced by the reception their
advice is accorded. Hence the need for outside advisors. This need is particularly
acute in highly technical areas, where government officials often cannot entirely
trust their own judgment and where the outside advisors may have a
considerably broader expertise than regular government employees.

Besides helping to prevent the government from cutting itself off from
reality, the science advisory system has sometimes also acted as an excellent
conduit for new ideas and information—both within the government and
between the government and the scientific community. This has been made
possible partly because of the way science advising was organized and partly
because of the nature of the scientists themselves. Committees advising different
government departments on similar subjects are frequently intimately intercon-
nected by overlapping memberships. The inner circle of the science advisory
community—the few hundred scientists who are on everyone’s list of the “right
names”—see each other in numerous other capacities in their professional
activities and as representatives of their universities or corporations. These
scientists are . in touch with developments in their parts of the scientific
community and typically serve simultaneously at several levels in the advisory
establishment. They are thus able to cultivate a flourishing grapevine, whose
narrower runners are the telephone lines and whose main branches are the
transcontinental - jet routes—and whose roots are nourished by the larger
scientific community. Good scientists know that they must always be open for
new ideas, and they have learned from repeated experience that the important
new ideas often arise outside the “establishment.” As a result, the science
advisory grapevine—and the larger, informal communications network of science
of which it forms a part—can provide pathways for a rapid flow of ideas and
information from the scientific community or from the lowest levels of the
government directly to the highest officials, bypassing the slow and selective
bureaucratic filter.

IDENTIFYING THE CHOICES

Perhaps the most difficult part of governmental decision making—just as in
scientific research—is the recognition of the important problems. Since scientists
are more familiar with the technical facts than are government officials, they are
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often the first to perceive such problems. For examp{e, the 1960 NASA re‘pfart
quoted in Chapter 2 (see page 14) pointed out the mportmce of numxlmz:hng
takeoff and landing noise in the design of the S§T engines. Unf'ortunate y bls
advice had been forgotten by the time the choice of SST engines had ;o. :1
made. This example illustrates another moral: the need for ?ont}nuf)us technic
review of important programs. One of the most seﬁo}xs deﬁcle.ncles in the sycsltem
of ad hoc advisory panels and committees is that while committees come and go,
the problems remain.

CONSIDERING POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Should science advisors answer only pure})f techqi(.yal ques‘no;l; and :e:c
merely to identify but not address issues requiring political chfnce. n prac t‘;l e.
it has been found impossible to make such a clean separation bet;veetll he
functions of science advisor and policy maker. At the higher clave sake
government, science advisors have been repeatedly called upon to help m

i s render technical judgments.
pOIIOC:casr;:g: why the roles of advisor and decision maker cannot be cleatr}lli
separated is that decisions on questions like th.e safety. of a new drugdor the
environmental impact of the SST are never in practice based on a tetqu :
information. The various benefits and costs are usuall)f largely.a m; er o
guesswork. And postponing a  decision until better information ﬁiecon}:;
available in itself constitutes a decision. Obviously, 9n1y a person fan} liar :nm
the technical information is in a good position to estimate thc? risks ansmagl rgbe
uncertainty. And an advisor who understands.the techr.ucal issues may ;o'cal
helpful in judging how heavily to weigh these issues against other, nontechni

' . . s. . sa®

conl::::r:.gogublic officials must often rely upon the combined polmc:l :::
scientific judgment of their technical advisors, the){ tend to ch(?gse 2:1 a ‘;:, on
scientists whose political views are slmllar to thex{ own. President 1 sc ¢
advisors were routinely selected on this basis. But.wtule shated_assum'p.n:lns m );
improve communication, they may also effectwely result in politic t:necv;l
determining technological policies without sufﬁc}ent regarfl for tec n:.
considerations. In some cases balance has been acl‘ueved m@n the execu w::
branch when opposing factions have established their own ?dvxsczry gm\;pds, .ea:)c
having different political biases® Thus, the l.’remdent s Science dv1§ ry
Committee shared the interests of Presidents Eisenhower and K?nnef); ina
nuclear test-ban treaty and helped them stand up to t-he. prophecies oh o::::
which arose from Pentagon and Atomic Energy flommxsslon expert.s W en?r e
the prospects of negotiation with the Soviet.Umor} appeared tq brighten.
impossibility of avoiding some political bias in advisory groups is of courstt;l an
additional reason why Congress and the executive branch should each h:;vef elu'
own advisors—even if executive-branch advisory reports were to be made freely

available.
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A Success Story

An example of the operations of the science advisory system at its best will
make some of the abstract discussion of the last several pages more concrete. It
should also serve to counterbalance the more disillusioning stories that occupy
the next four chapters. The example concerns a President’s Science Advisory
Committee (PSAC) report on the long-term hazards of pesticides.*

BACKGROUND

The insect-killing properties of dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane (DDT) were
discovered in 1939 by the Swiss chemist Paul Miiller. In the following years the
chemical was found to kill an almost incredible number of insect and even
rodent pests—ranging from malaria-bearing mosquitos, through the cotton
bollworm and the spruce-budworm, to rats and bats. Public enthusiasm for the
new chemical was almost unbounded, and in 1948 Miiller was rewarded by a
Nobel Prize for his discovery. :

The popularity of DDT unleashed within the chemical industry a great search
for other synthetic organic pesticides. By the mid-1960s many hundreds were
being sold in the United States in tens of thousands of preparations with annual
retail sales amounting to more than a billion dollars. This enormous market had
been created with substantial help from the US. Department of Agriculture
(USDA), which was by statute responsible for the promotion of agriculture as
well as the regulation of pesticide use so as to protect the public health. (The
Environmental Protection Agency was given the authority to regulate pesticide
use in 1970.) County agricultural extension agents, who had substantially
worked themselves out of a job as they successfully fostered the modernization
of American agriculture, had joined the chemical company salesmen in efforts to
convince farmers to make massive and almost exclusive use of synthetic
pesticides against all sorts of real and sometimes imaginary pest threats to their
crops. Local governments and individual homeowners followed suit by using
pesticides in great quantities to kill mosquitos, elm bark beetles, roadside brush,
and innumerable other unwanted infestations.

In 1962 Rachel Carson, a biologist and writer of popular nature books,
published Silent Spring.® The book presented dramatically and with painstaking
documentation the basis for her concern about the impact of pesticide usage on
the environment and on human health. From Silent Spring, the public learned a
particularly surprising and frightening fact: after DDT is widely dispersed in a
spraying program, its chemical properties result in its being absorbed out of the
environment into the bodies of animals and returned to man in astonishing
quantities in the milk, eggs, meat, and fish he eats.%

The fact that DDT migrates in the air and water and lasts for years without
significant decomposition {(and hence is labeled “persistent™) have made it one
of the few truly long-lived and global pollutants. Thus it was clear to Miss Carson
that, if exposure to DDT was found one day to be a serious hazard to human
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health, it might very well be too late to do anything about it. When Silent Spring
was published, the typical American already had about a gram of DDT stored in
his fat.

Although it was unclear what the long-term human consequences of this
exposure would be, by 1962 it already appeared to be disastrous for a number of
other animal species. In particular, there were then indications that a number of
birds of prey and sea birds were becoming extinct because DDT was making it
impossible for them to reproduce successfully. On a local level, of course, it had
become a common occurrence for a bird population to be virtually wiped out by
the immediate toxic effects of DDT after the spraying of an area, with the fish in
the streams, lakes, and offshore waters of the watershed often suffering the same
fate. Because of the pervasiveness and persistence of DDT, it quickly became the
focus of the national debate triggered by Silent Spring.

THE RESPONSE OF THE SCIENTIFIC ESTABLISHMENT TO SILENT SPRING

Silent Spring was greeted by agricultural and chemical industry spokesmen
with a storm of opprobrium: “misinformed,” *distorted,” “hoax,” and
“fanatic” were typical characterizations,” The reviews of Silent Spring read most
widely in the scientific community were also less than enthusiastic. In Chemical
and Engineering News (October 1, 1962), the news magazine of the American
Chemical Society, the review by William Darby, member and past chairman of
the Food Protection Committee of the National Academy of Sciences’ National
Research Council (NAS-NRC), was entitled “Silence Miss Carson.” In Science, the
joumal of the American Association for the Advancement of Science, I. L.
Baldwin was slightly more moderate: he suggested that Miss Carson lacked
perspective, dismissing her concerns about possible long-term public health
hazards by stating that “most scientists who are familiar with the field, including
government workers charged with the responsibility of safeguarding the public
health, feel that the danger of damage is slight.”® He did not, however, explain
how this “feeling” could be substantiated in the absence of tests of pesticide
chemicals for carcinogenicity (potential for inducing cancer), mutagenicity
(potential for inducing genetic defects), or teratogenicity (potential for causing
birth defects)—tests that had been urged in Silent Spring, Baldwin went on to

stress his view that the benefits obtained from man’s use of pesticides far
outweighed the costs.

Finally, for a “careful and judical review of all the evidence available™®
Baldwin referred to reports of a “committes of outstanding scientists”,
established by the National Academy of Sciences’ National Research Council
(NAS-NRC) to study the influence of pesticides on human health (Darby’s
committee), and a companion committee (chaired by Baldwin himself) which
had been established to deal with pesticides and wildlife. Any readers who
troubled to obtain copies of the reports Baldwin cited must have been
disappointed. The reports are brief, superficial, and undocumented. For
example, the report of Baldwin’s committee devotes only two pages to the
subject of “Wildlife Losses due to Pest Control in Agriculture” although an
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:;:-::;al:f::e ::n :l:lla;l(;n rfotundls of tll:es‘;icida] preparations were being used ;
1 + Not only is the discussion quite cursory, but it se

t(; avmfi the more serious questions relating to pesticide use, such as the ;?::sbzll::

:’01 pe_rmstt;nt pestmfies such as DDT being concentrated in food chains and the

¢ in the worldwide decline—possibly even extinction—of certain species ¢

birds. In ger{er.al one gathers from the report that avoidable damage to wildlif

THE 1963 PSAC REPORT ON PESTICIDES

” &S'zilerlx{t_ c.Sl'f;ﬁng ﬁrst-appeared as a series of articles in The New Yorker in June
scjen;; ! :\ : a.rd Garwin, .then serving his first four-year term on the President’s
. Xsorﬂ): Committee (PSAC), was greatly impressed by Rachel Carson’s
B yo,k} / : rﬁ:l ;c:!t‘ ;nopthly r;xeeting of PSAC, he distributed copies of her
/ York Vigorously urged that PSAC conduct an ind
Investigation. Such a study was initiated several Predn
\ " 2 months later by Presidential
science advisor (and PSAC chairman) Jerome Wiesner, after President Kc;:le:iy

Esgargznaizf ?griculture regarded pesticide use as an all-or-nothing proposi
, rding to one member of the panel,” and they refy i .
individual merits or drawbacks of speci , cides. Chemieal. oouss the
dividual t pecific pesticides. Chemical
scientists in their turn emphasized the safet i ici he it
th y of their pesticides and the hi
lc)(:f:; gotz‘l ;;:st}cxdi development. Rachel Carson was also called as a consulta:ngth
ssion lasting nearly a day, she impressed the 1 ing
much more moderate and sepsi ic pe g ot e eing
ad lod ety nsible than the more dramatic passages of her book
Th.¢13i panel. soon reached.a consensus that differed rather sharply from the A
f}:::a: vx;g (‘)Pnr;nons on p;stncides in government and industry. They recognized
n “safe” pesticides have serious potential costs tha
; . S t must always b
weighed against their benefits, Continued exposure to small amoun{ss o?'
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i i in can be harmful over long periods of
p‘etmten\:&f:ﬁ?d::; htrehz)ls)gs? (t‘oetlgta: Chronic toxicity and the po%ential for
hme' . ere enelt)ic damage, of birth defects are much more.dlfﬁc:.ul:h to
ﬁ?:ﬁgtfnzcaéutge poisoning, but no less serious. The panel lcond::;d at
studies of such chronic effecct;l in :‘alt:;:ratorydimasles ::r:e\;:ig;t(;z syir;e;ove[.nment

The panel was also critical of the pro > cides I B
) icati 1 means of particular insect sp
3?311?&?3‘: ?ﬁ’f ::tu %!;x:; :rl;r:;c:mt “acceptance off 1 pliilosgph); ;f;g:\:;g
rather than eradication ... acknowledges the realities of blology :x.n gl
“ rograms should be models of correct practice.
:roie:n;::st m:;i:i I’;eerg: prompted by an event that.?ccurred dunngo :‘l}? :il:r(;
anel’s deliberations. One panel member recalls a long hot sessi e
i iculture Department spokesmen discussed their plfms to s?;ay o mon;
Vigrnginia, with the persistent pesticide dieldrin, a chemical w;ic:ns; r;]ra dybeeﬂe.
toxic than its cousin DDT, in an attempt to eradicate .the e‘mrri ;g; Dot
Despite the panel’s vigorous objections, the spraying was
e.
s‘:hl"z"rit:lslident Kennedy reportedly often asked about the plx;o;glxes: v?(fe:::ﬁlkti
Pesticide Panel and urged speed in getting out the report. 'ti e e on
e o e he oy recl:iv;ddi t‘:at;(:;a:;li:ql:;srtf;atshe: r:asp?)nsiblg agencies
he noted that he ha

lz)ai):ngénll::? ’[its] recommendations.”" The report r‘ecommen(ll)ed, :r:t(::lgl ;tl:;
things, that “the accretion of residues in th-e _envuonn;;ix:rt‘m :ﬁco ontroted
orderl; reduction in the use of persistent pestlc:gt:s. ces T dwith 4
of persistent toxic pesticides should be the goal.”"” The repo:

quiet tribute to Miss Carson:

i 1 members indicate that, until the
i literature and the experiences of Pane
pu\fﬁx?olﬁ? ‘?Silent Spring” by Rachel Carson, people were generally unaware
of the toxicity of pesticides.

rful vindication of Silent
rt was greeted by the pressasa powe
The P?lic :::);ion togrthe report in the scientific community was n}ore
Spnr-lg. but no less significant. Although scientific controversy over vam?us
wm: ‘;saxse‘c‘l by Miss Carson certainly did not cease, the level of the dxscu:stxolr:
i;?;eraised from denunciation and personal vi ;‘matu;: g;lo re‘ixfto:;gc ?:ﬁuc?zn ;he
i co
diloquent to ¢ that PSAC acte as'a t of ’ .
t:e?;::l;gan issue,q but the importance of PSAC’s leadership in this case 1S
undh?;ib:nemlly, the PSAC pesticide report, together w1th the broader-s;c:z:
PSAC report Restoring the Quality of Our Envin;n;nenlt, wr:”tt:::l :\:t?sy;z;:cy m;
i ith initiati shift in the federal gover
can be credited with initiating a Snit el B ot the Plant
< :3s use away from the massive insect-eradica P
g::?c(ll‘(:)ent‘:ol Divi);ion of the Agriculture Depart;negt in tht:‘izlgé(())ts\sarlni(ll(eeatr]ll);
i orgal
ther decade of effort was requiré y
lli.isgznggt?tal Defense Fund—a combination public-interest law firm and

-
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scientist-activist group—before commercial misuse of persistent pesticides was
curtailed. (These developments are traced further in Chapter 10. And Chapter 6
is concemed with the herbicide 2,4,5-T, whose ability to induce birth defects
was detected in laboratory tests undertaken following the recommendations of
the PSAC pesticide report.)

The PSAC pesticide report thus accomplished several useful functions. It gave
the President sound advice on pesticide policy—advice that he was not receiving
from the Department of Agriculture or other regular government channels; it
played a leading role in helping the scientific community come to grips with the

problems of persistent pesticides; and it served to reduce the resistance within
the government against further useful steps.

PERSPECTIVES

The executive-branch science advisory system deserves great credit for achieve-
ments like the PSAC pesticide report. But it must be kept in mind that, as the re-
port itself admits, it was Rachel Carson who first brought the dangers of pesticides
to general attention. If Silent Spring had not inspired a high-level review of
pesticide hazards, the government would probably have continued to rely on
such uncritical advice as that of the NAS-NRC committees chaired by Baldwin
and Darby. The advisory system rarely develops significant new issues,
responding instead to the initiatives of others. As a distinguished National
Academy of Sciences panel noted somewhat ruefully:

When Presidential Task Forces, private foundations, or groups like the
President’s Office of Science and Technology or the President’s Science Advisory
Committee become involved, ... the usual reason is that a specific area of
concern has already reached near-crisis proportions or has otherwise captured
the imagination of particularly articulate individuals (Ralph Nader and Rachel
Carson come immediately to mind) or of unusually influential groups. The result

"is often a report that duplicates other efforts, or overlooks important
considerations, or comes too late to exert any significant influence on the
underlying technology, or is without a recipient other than the public at large.?®

Advisory committees cannot entirely escape the diseases of the government
bureaucracies to which they are attached. Because the government officials being
advised often do not have adequate time tc understand the issues involved in
technological disputes, there is strong pressure on advisory committee members
to compromise their differences and present a united front. “On the whole the
greatest occupational hazard of advisory committees is not conflict but
platitudinous consensus,” according to Harvey Brooks.?! Henry Kissinger, while

still a Harvard professor, expressed the limitations of advisory committees even
more forcefully:

The ideal “committee man” does not make his associates uncomfortable. He
does not operate with ideas too far outside of what is generally accepted. . ..

Committees are consumers and sometimes sterilizers of ideas, rarely creators
of them.??
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fficial science advisory system
amount of improvement in the offici ory syster
l;:eeg::vit::et nt?le need for the participation of independent scientists in
democratic policy making for technology.

Political Uses of Advisors

In the first place, the high prestige of the Natif;nal Academyl of tS:l;x;:is tg;\:;:’;
i dations an intrinsic merit of their own. It helps hen)
be ?c:;.ommen {1] used them to protect myself against other bureaucra X
bell‘i‘? i you.F.o’r.instance, with their backing I could appear more co}xllﬁfientslg I:e
B gessior al hearings or before the public and not be fearful of having c
a:)‘l‘i%:g:::lo:r scientist claim the Commerce Department was all wrong because Wi

l’;adn’t consulted the right people.23 _Myron Tribus,

former Assistant Secretary
of Commerce for Science
and Technology

We come finally to the subject of the next several chapters: the political uses

of science advisors. It is evident from the PSAC pesticide report that science

: i t policy-making process.
i contribute usefully to the governmen n
:;lm:vt:rc?cience advisory committees have been popular with -govelx:;\erix‘t‘
og‘::ials"for other reasons as well. Bureaucrats are ::l:nstantlyb:;xs\ir:ess o
\ d their empires. This is 2 dangerous | , and
e ares B o i their science advisors is protection:
rats perhaps most desire from their ¢
:rac;tz:t‘l}:):a:;instiurprise by new technological developments and protection of
j ici inst political attack. o
the'll‘r g;ﬁz::g?glm:u;ﬁse can take the form of an unforeseen technohi;lgl(c):‘z:t
deve;opment or an overlooked argument that 1?1( pclalxtlc:l. K:t;ni ::: 0;::1 L out
i dvantage. Unlike law, dip , ics,
of e B purst e of publ i i d technology are subject to
-tional pursuits of public policy, science ana = re s\
:;gfétr::nlvt:inarEues. And even if these departures surprise most scientists, they
first to know. o
arelz;‘t :ea:)tvxmlent official deals with technology, he had better have :l(inetntli::c
advisorsg who keep him informed of any new techn;c;l dev.t;clopx_xt\;rix:: Iy :p n:‘in);
i iti th of the shock of Spunik, Wi
affect his position. In the afte'rma ok o S owed that he
i £ Soviet technological prowess, Prc':s1 ent Eisenh 1t
::::lale:;:d the importance of this function by (érea;mg ttlle p:ﬂ;:l?,?s o(r);'
i onstituting PSAC, formerly a
idential science advisor and reconstltut}t-lg F , for 1
l:::l:;?tt;: to the Office of Defense Mobilization, as his personal science
i mmittee. ) ] .
adv';‘s;:y s::ond essential function of science advxs.ors, fr_om the point .ofs:::tvrozi;
insecure government bureaucrats, is to act as high priests whose mini
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during the preparation of a policy are supposed to render that policy immune
from political attack. A common strategy is exemplified by William Magruder’s
invocation of “the considered opinion of the scientific authorities™ in support of
his assertion that the SST would be environmentally harmless. When this ploy
eventually failed, Magruder reverted to another standard device: the appoint-
ment of new and more cooperative committees of experts to study the problem.

The next chapters will give more examples to illustrate the ways that the
science advisory apparatus has been used as an excuse to delay decision or
action, to backstop an official or provide him with a justification for reversing

policy, and generally to legitimize government actions and intimidate Congress
and the public.

NOTES

1. A sympathetic but accurate portrait of the science advisory system has been given by
Harvey Brooks in his essay *“The Scientific Advisor,” in Scientists and National
Policy-Making, Robert Gilpin and Christopher Wright ed. (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1964), pp. 73-96; reprinted in Thomas E. Cronin and Sanford D. Greenberg, eds. The
Presidential Advisory System (New York: Harper & Row, 1969), pp. 40-57. Other essays in
these volumes are also useful, and the standard literature on the science advisory system can
be traced from their references. For a detailed discussion of the history and organization of
the higher levels of the executive-branch science advisory system, see Frank von Hippel and
Joel Primack, The Politics of Technology: Activities and Responsibilities of Scientists in the
Direction of Technology (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford Workshops on Political and Social
Issues, Stanford University, 1970) and references therein. See also U.S. Congress, House,
Committee on Government Opesations, The Office of Science and Technology, 90th Cong.,
1st sess., March 1967. ’

2. Such was the fate of a report by Dr. Marvin Legator, chief of cell biology research at
the Food and Drug Administration, to the FDA commissioner. See James S. Turner, The
Chemical Feast (New York: Grossman Publishers, 1970), pp. 13-14. See also Chapter 7,
below.

3. Anne H. Cahn showed in Eggheads and Warheads: Scientists and the ABM
(Cambridge: Center for International Studies, MIT, 1971) that, with very few exceptions,
the only Presidential science advisors on antiballistic missiles who supporred ABM
deployment were those who also served as Defense Department science advisors, and the
only members of Pentagon science advisory pancls who opposed the ABM were those who
simultaneously served as Presidential advisors. Cahn furthermore showed that, if ABM
advisors and activists were divided into pro- and anti-ABM, groups, the groups differed
strikingly in general political world-view. Policy and politics are hard to separate!

4. In his 1963 testimony before the Senate Appropriations Committee in support of
continued funding for the Office of Science and Technology (through which PSAC was
funded), Presidential Science Advisor Jerome Wiesner singled out the report discussed
here—the PSAC report The Use of Pesticides—as exemplifying the way his office carried out
its responsibilities. [U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Appropriations, /ndependent
Offices Appropriations for 1964, Part 1, 88th Cong., st sess., 1963, p. 527.} Most PSAC
reports dealt with military matters and are still secret.
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s. Rachel Carson, Silent Spring (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1962); also available in
paperback (New York: Faweett World); first published in part in The New Yorker, June 16,
23, 30, 1962.

6. Because DDT has a very low solubility in water and a relatively high solubility in fat,
it tends to concentrate in the fatty tissues of animals and in animal products with high fat
content. The concentration in some fish and fish-eating birds, for example, has often been
found to be many thousand times that in the body of water which supplied them their food.
Other pesticides in the family of chlorinated hydrocarbons have the same property.

7. Quoted in Frank Graham, Jr., Since Sient Spring (New York: Fawcett World,
1970), p- 83.

8. L L. Baldwin, Science 137 (1962): 1042.

9. Ibid. ’

10. Graham, Since Silent Spring, p- 52. .

11. The pesticides inquiry was begun by a panel of federal officials but the
responsibility was then shifted, apparently as a result of President Kennedy's concern, to
PSAC. See Graham, Since Silent Spring, p- 61, and Chemical and Engineering News, May 27,
1963, p- 102 :

12. Ibid.

13. The panel member quoted was William H. Drury, ir., director of the Hatheway
School of Conservation, Massachusetts Audubon Society. Quoted by Graham, Since Silent

Spring, p. 83.

14. Interview with panel member Paul M. Doty.

15. U.S., President’s Science Advisory Committee, Use of Pesticides (Washington, D.C.:
The White House, May 15, 1963), pp- 18-19. Reprinted as “Report on the Use of
Pesticides,” Chemical and Engineering News, May 27, 1963, pp- 102-115.

16. Graham, Since Silent Spring, p. 83.

17. Use of Pesticides, p- iii.

18. Ibid., p. 20.

19. Ibid., p. 23.

20. U.S. Congress, House, Committce on Science and Astronautics, Technology:
Processes of Assessment and Choice (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, July
1969), p- 28. This report was prepared under the auspices of the NAS Committee on
Science and Public Policy (COSPUP). Both COSPUP and the Technology Assessment panel
wete chaired by Harvey Brooks, Dean of Engineering and Applied Physics at Harvard.
Brooks has beena consistently influential science advisor for many years.

21. “The Scientific Advisor,” in The Presidential Advisory System, P. 52.

22. Henry A. Kissinger, The Necessity of Choice (New York: Harper and Row, 1961).
The quotations are taken from the final chapter, entitled “The Policymaker and the
Intellectual,” p. 345.

23. Quoted in Ciaude E. Barfield, “National Academy of Sciences Tackles Sensitive
Policy Questions,” National Journal, January 30, 1971, p. 101.

CHAPTER ¢4

Not the Whole Truth:
The Advisory Reports on

the Supersonic Transport

One o . . VST
One o : sit:ef::ytsh?irw:luc}‘l ?dmu!xstratnon officials often mislead the public about
ihe bads for th analecnsxons hixs by releasing primarily (or exclusively) the
nommation and ana fises which support the administration position. The
information so pbalw ed may be accurate, but it often is also totally misleading
vetopment oo ance of costs and benefits. The long debate over the SST
developmen % © ::ctegrovgdes a n.umber of examples of the selective release of
in omatio e:sw prehensive adV{sory reports on the project’s benefits and
ges were suppressed while the media were supplied with other reports

which gave a misleading im i
pression that certain objecti i i
to the SST were not so serious after all, Fain obfections which had been rised

) The Comprehensive Reviews

In our di i i ‘

oo : aﬁi‘cguzsxfg:eo; th?dSST program in Chapter 2, we noted that immediately
after taling of ss"r resident Nixon commissioned two high-level, comprehensive .
B e s lprogram. One review committee was made up of senior
e preentative ofeNr: evant government departménts and agencies, along with a
representative of N SA,a n}ember of the Council of Economic Advisors, and
theough the science advisor. This committee reported to the Pres;dent
FeemoEbil f::crt:}tlary of Transportation, whose Department had primary
AN, d)" r the project. Its charge was to consider whether continued

nding of the SST development program was in the national interest
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