
CHAPTER 6 

Studies as an Excuse 
f or Inaction : 

The Saga of 2,4,5-T 

Background 

In 1962 the publication of Rachel Carson's Silent Spring1 touched off a 
tremendous debate over the environmental and health impact of the use of 
pesticides. Among other dangers, she pointed out the likelihood that some of the 
chemicals being used as pesticides were carcinogenic, teratogenic, and/or 
mutagenic (capable of producing cancer, birth defects, and/or gene de~ects, 
respectively). The subsequent report on pesticides of the President's Sc1ence 
Advisory Committee recommended that tests for these effects be conducted on 
laboratory animals.2 Accordingly, in summet 1963 the National Cancer Institute 
(a division of the federal govemment 's National Institutes of Health) contracted 
with the independent Bionetics Research Laboratories in Bethesda, Maryland to 
perform such studies.3 After the studies had been commissioned, however, the 
research stretched out over years with no published results. 

One of the chemicals which Bionetics was commissioned to study was the 
herbicide 2,4,5-trichlorophenoxyacetic acid, commonly known as 2,4,5-T. The 
U.S. Army had tested this chemical during World War II for possible use as a 
defoliant-i.e., to remove concealing foliage.4 The war ended before it could be 
used, however. After the war the chemical was introduced into the domestic 
market as a weed and brush killet. By 1965 it had become so popular that 13 
million pounds of 2,4,S-T were being manufactured annually in the United 
States.5 • 

Army testing of 2,4,S-T as a defoliant continued after World War II, with 
large-scale field tests being conducted in Puerto Rico and Thailand. Finally, the 
Vietnam War presented an opportunity for the military use of defoliants. From a 
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small beginning in 1961 their use expanded rapidly until the period 1967-1969, 
when. about 2,SOO square miles of South Vietnamese forest were being 
defoliated yearly-about 90 percent using "Agent Orange," a SO-SO mixture of 
~.4,S-T and another popular herbicide, 2,4-D.6 Because of the density of the 
JUngle and in order to have quick results, about ten times as much herbicide was 
used per acre in South Vietnam as is recornmended for domestic use. Indeed, 
most of the U.S. productiori of 2,4,S-T was being dumped on Vietnam and for a 
time it was difficult to obtain the chemical for domestic purposes.7 Production 
~s rapidly expanded, however, and by 1968 about 42 million pounds were 
bemg produced annually in the United States-more than double the 1966 figure 
of 18 million pounds. 8 

The Bionetics Reports 

~ J~e 1966, while the use of 2,4,S-T was still increasing üt Vietnam, the 
B1on~t1cs Research Laboratories infonned the National Cancer Institute (NCI) 
that 1ts tests on pregnant mice·injected with small amounts of 2,4,S-T resulted in 
greatly increased numbers of birth defects.9 

The ~eaction of the NCI was remarkable. Instead of warning the public or the 
respons1ble government agencies of the possible danger, the Institute sent the 
matter back to Bionetics for further study. Surgeon General Jesse Steütfeld Iater 
attempted to justify this action by stating that "at that poütt we did not know 
whether the results produced by injection were significant. Tue 2,4,S-T bad not 
b fi d nlO ß. · 1 

een e · 1onetics apparent y was not pressed for further results, however, 
and two years passed before a second report was delivered to the NCI. Tue 
concl~sion: 2,4,S-T was also teratogenic in mice when administered orally .11 

Still the government hardly stirred. Accordütg to Surgeon General Steinfeld's 
later account, on January 30, 1969, 

a ~pecial prelimütary report on the teratogenicity of 2,4,S-T (was made 
available l at a meeting of scientists from the National Institutes of Health with 
representatives of the regulatory agencies, Consumer Protection and Environ- · 
~ental Health Services, the National Academy of Sciences, and the chemical 
mdustry, attended also by Drs. Phillippe Shubik and Samuel Epsteüt (two 
outside scientists) .12 

The meetütg did not result in any action, however. Tbc report was pass
ed on !he National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences, which according 
to Sternfeld then spent nine more months conducting "extensive statistical 
analyses" on the data.

13 
(This assertion mystifies us.-Having seen the data, we do 

not see how it would be possible for a competent statistician to spend more than 
a few days making all reasonable statistical checks for significance of the 
Bionetics data.14 
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The Mrak Commission 

By 1969 seven years had passed since the publication of Silent Spring, and the 
Jack of govemment efforts to tighten the regulation of pesticide use had beconte 
obvious. As a result pressure from environmental groups began to mount, 
stimulating in turn increased resistance from the chemical industry and the 
political representatives of agriculture. The debate over the banning of DDT 
became the principal battleground, and the next development in our story of 
2,4,S·T was triggered by an incident in that fight. 

In April 1969 the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) seized 34,000 
pounds of froun Lake Michigan coho salmon because the fish contained in their 
fat higher levels of DDT than the limits set by the FDA for meat. This action 
angered the Republican govemors of the states adjoining Lake Michigan as well 
as Republican House Minority Leader Gerald Ford (Mich.), in whose district the 
hapless salmon shipper resided. In response to the protests of these important 
gentlemen and to the rising level of controversy about pesticides in general, 
Secretary of Health, Educatioi1, and Welfare Robert Finch immediately set up a 
Commission on Pesticides and Their Relationship to Environmental Health. (The 
commission became known popularly as the Mrak Commission after its chairman 
Dr. Emil Mrak, Chancellor Emeritus of the University of Califomia at Davis.)15 

The Mrak Commission set up in turn various panels, one of which, the teratology 
panel, was concemed with assessing the dangers of birth defects resulting from · 
human exposure to various pesticides. 

In August 1969-more than three years after Bionetics Research Laboratories 
had first reported to the govemment that 2,4,S-T was teratogenic-the 
teratology panel of the Mrak Commission asked for Bionetics' findings. The 
request was refused on the grounds that the analysis was not yet complete.16 On 
September 24, the panel was finally given the desired information. According to 
the cochairman of the panel, Dr. Samuel Epstein, this was accomplished "by 
pulling teeth."17 On the basis of Bionetics' fmdings, the teratology panel of the 
Mrak Commission later recommended in its report that use of 2,4,S·T and a 
number of other pesticides which had been shown to be teratogenic "be 
immediately restricted to prevent risk of human exposure. " 111 

The Bionetics Report Becomes Public 

lt is not clear how long the Bionetics results and the Mrak Commission 
recommendations would have remained secret had it not been for Anita 
Johnson, who worked with a group· sponsored by consumer advocate Ralph 
Nader studying the food regulation activities of the FDA during the summer of 
1969. In going through FDA files, Miss Johnson happened upon a copy of the 
preliminary report of the Bionetics fmdings. In September she mentioned the 
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report to a friend, a graduate student in biol Ha . 
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tnentioned it in early October to Harvard biologjsi°[t~ew ;ar~ w~~ Ul turn 
Meselson had been deeply . 1 d . th . ese on. 

States' stan h . mvo ve m e national debates over the United ce on c em1ca1 and bi 1 • 1 fi 
about the terato enic te . . o ogic~ . war are, and was already concerned 
be 11 d g. ~ ntial of herb1cides. Furthermore his attention h d 

en ca e to disturbmg stories in South Vi ' a . 

e~rao~~ry rashes of b~rth defects in areas w::ai:~~e::w;~;:.;::e;1:c,u;intg 
w en e tned to get cop1es of the Bionetics re rt h . . u , 
were "confidential and classifi d" 21 po s, e was mfonned that they . 1e . 

Meselson soon got copies of the Bionetics re orts . . 
implications of their fmdings d . P via_ an unofficial route. The 
informed Lee DuBridge the Presesi_demet' so. senous to h~ that he immediately 
N. • en s SCJence advisor A few ks 1 th 

ixon administration somehow leained tha . wee ater e 

Angeles Times was about to break the story~ ~~~;~b~;; ~~~~n ~f1 the Los 
called by the White House just as he was fmishin . . u ' e son was 
DuBridge had just released a Statement in which ~ his art1cle and was told that 
the Bionetics fmdin " . . e announced that, because of 

agencies of Gover!~ri: ~~o::~~~d t~:e:;f ;~ti:s ::e~~i~g. taken by. the 
2,4,S-T .••• The actions taken will fi killmg chenucal, 
evidence is being sought „24 Th . assur~ sa ety of the public while further 
follows: . e maJor actions announced by DuBridge were as 

The Department of Agriculture will cancel . . 
food crops effective January 1 1970 1 registrah~ns of 2,4,S-T for use on 
Administration has found a hasis for e~t::,~~'~Y tha! tune the Food and Drug 
foods. . . . .....ung a sa.e legal tolerance in and on 

The Departments of Agriculture and Int . . 
programs of 2 4 s T · enor will stop use in their own 
otherwise reach,~a~. m populated areas or where residues from use could 

The Department of Defense will restri t h 
ftom the population.2s c t e use of 2,4,S-T to areas remote 

On December S, the Mrak commission report was reJeased.26 

Dow Chemical Counterattacks 

The Department of the Inte · · d 
DuBridge, terrninatin the nor carne out the ~ommitment made for it by 
1970 h . g use of 2,4,S-T under lts controJ.27 By January J 

' owever, ne1ther the Department of A . ul ' 
Defense had acted to restrict the use of 2 4,5 r~c ~ur~ ~or the Department of 
Vietnam. In response to in . . ' • m e. n~ted States or in South 
stating that it qumes both departments JUStlfied their inaction by 

now appeared probable that a t · 
chlorodibenzoparadioxin, commonly kn "d" c_o~. a.rrunant-2,3,7,8-tetra· 

2,4,S-T itself, had caused the terato;: :~fec:;:;~:: ~otth~e ;~e=:~~ 
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tests.28 Therefore, the argument went, if the manufacturers changed their 
production techniques to minimiu this impurity, continued use of 2,4,S-T 
would be acceptable. This thesis with which the Departments of Agriculture and 
Defense justified their inaction bad been pul forward by the Dow Chemical 
Company, one ofthe major manufacturers of2,4,5-T. 

· The Dow counteroffensive was organiud by Dr. Julius E. Johnson, Dow Vice 
President and Director of Research and a member of the Mrak Commission. 
(Such conflict-of-interest situations are not uncommon on govemment advisory 
committees.) On November 7 he had presented the dioxin theory to the 
Commission, but was unable to influence its conclusion that 2,4,S-T is a 
teratogen. Johnson then met on November 25 with officials of the National 
Cancer Institute and made arrangements for Dow to conduct a new study of the 
teratogenicity of 2,4,S-T for the NCI with a sample containing much less dioxin 
than that used by Bionetics. On December 1 he met with DuBridge and 
informed him of this agreement.29 

On January 12, 1970, six weeks after designing the study, Dow communi
cated its findin~ to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) 
and the Department of Agriculture, claiming confirmation of its contention that 
"purified" 2,4,5-T does not cause birth defects. This claim stimulated scientists 
at both the Food and Drug Administration and the National Institutes ofHealth 
to undertake their own tests of the Dow theory .30 

On February 24 the results of the government studies were presented in a 
meeting at the Food and Drug Administration.31 Contrary to the Dow results, 
the govemment studies showed that even purified 2,4,5-T was as potent a 
teratogen as thalidomide, a sedative whose use by pregnant women in Europe in 
the period 1954-1962 resulted in the birth of thousands of children lacking 
complete anns and le~. (The dioxin impurity was found tobe up to 100,000 
times more potent,. however. Since the Bionetics sample contained about 30 
parts per million dioxin, the effects of the dioxin and those of the 2,4,5-T which 
it contained were probably roughly comparable.) Tue discrepancy between 
Dow's and the govemment's tests was subsequently partially explained by the 
facts that: (1) the Dow experimenters administered dosages of 2,4,5-T consider· 
ably smaller than those used in the government tests and in most of the 
Bionetics tests, and (2) Oow scientists had redefined for their own purposes the 
meaning of the term teratogenic to exclude certain effects which the government 
scientists considered tobe birth defects.31 

lt should be noted that it took the govemment and Dow scientists only six 
weeks each to execute experiments designed to test the theory which Dow had 
put forward in defense of continued use of 2,4,5-T. These tests were essentially 
identical to the Bionetics study, the completion of which bad be1=n delayed more 
than three years by the sponsoring governmental agency after the preliminary 
results bad given evidence of a potentially serious public health hazard. lt is 
hard to imagine better evidence that the govemment bad dragged its feet on the 
Bionetics results than the almost unseemly haste with which it moved when the 
possibility was raised that the suspected chemical might be exonerated. 
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The Congressional Investigation 

Both the Departments of Agriculture and Def ense clung to the Dow theory fi 
so~e ~eeks after it had been deflated •. And the Wlüte House dis la ed :! 
inclmation to galvanize them into action. p y 

In February 1970, Representative Richard McCarthy {D-N y) a 1 ad" 

Prop~d en~ of ~e use of chemical and biological warfare techniq. ~ ~ote eto thmeg 
e51 ent s SClence adviso asJcin him • 

· r g why the govemment's commitment to 
restnct 2,4,5-T by January l had not been honored. DuBridge replied: 

The October 29. announcement that f, 
actions that were planned to be talc::~ re t::d t~ was ~ Statement of the 
Govemment in relation to the 2 4 S-T lt Y wn~us .umts of the Federal 
the simple reason that statuto~ :CS~nsi~ n~t a thduective t.o. the agencies for 
separate agencies.33 Y or eae decwons rests in the 

Representative McCarthy•s reception of this explanati 
somewhat skepticaJ: on was understandably 

This is obviously a retreat from the position taken by the White H 
October 29. As 1 read the statement at that time ·1 • th ~ ~use ~n 
that the depart t iU d 1 was m e iorm of a duect1ve 
backin off fro1::n s. w ~ such.and such, now we f'lnd that the White House is 
agenci!s. this and JS saymg that the statutory authority rests with the 

ult!!ia:e:~:ri:e 0~1:tt~!~ :::~~~34of the United States has authority-the 

Du~d th~ ~e day {February 10) that Representative McCarthy received 
n ge s ~tter, Senator Philip Hart (D.-Mich.) announced that he 

conduhctldheann~ on the status of 2,4,5-T. Senator Hart's two days of he:::Oui:! 
were e on April 7 and l s Tbis ubli t:r 
d . . trati . • . p c exposure appears to have stined the 

a ßllJlls on out of its paralysis once again. On the second da f h . 
Surgeon General Steinfeld be°"'n his testimony Wl"th th y o eannp. 

-· e announcement that 
new information reported to HEW on M d . 
2,4,5-T and its contaminant di . on ay, April 13, 1970, indicates that 
unbom animals N 1 oxms may produce abnonnal development in 
injected at high do;:r. yt pure 2,~,5-Talwas reported to cause birth defects when 

m o expenment pregnant mice, but not in rats. lS 

:~~~ ~ apparently trying to give the appearance of efficiency by saying 
only leamed of the teratogenicity of2,4,S-T two days before. In 

fact, as we have already noted these results had been rt d . 
the FDA (an agenc ·thin HEW), repo e at a meetmg at 
h Y W1 on February 24. {The rat experiment to which 

e ~eferred w~s that by Dow, the experiment on mice by the National 
Institute of Enmonmental Health Sciences Steinti ld d.d . . 
ment done .th hams • e l not mention an expen-

b. Wl tersattheFDA,whichhadalsoshownthatpurified2 4 S-T 
~~s ~ defects.) lt is also of interest that the government experimen; ~ich 
t~emfeld ~ited-that done by injection of mice with 2,4,S-T-was identical with 

e expenment done at Bionetics nearly Cour 'years before and labeled as being 



Advising or Legitimizing1 
80 

r certain stgru·ficance by the govemment because (in Steinfeld's own words) oun . 
''the 2 4,S-T bad not been fed". · 

f 
' · bis ''new i„fiormation •• Steinfeld proceeded to announce A ter announcmg ... • T 

the restrictions which the govemment was imposing on the use of 2,4,S- as 1 

result: He announced 
· · by Agn·cutture of the registrations of the liquid 

the immediate suspension d f · d kill 2 4 s-T for use around the home an or 
formulations of the wee er• • • '. h b k The Department of 
registered uses on lakes, ponds, _and ditc a~ s .. :uquid-formulations of 
Agriculture intends to cancel registered uses o non t· f 
2 4 s-T around the home and on all food crops for human ~~P ion .. · · 

0~ 
~hlch it is presently registered ..•. These actions do not eliminate re~ere f 
uses of 2,4,S-T for control of weed ~d brush on range, pasture, forests, nghts o 
way and other non-agricultural land. 

The im act of this announcement was less dramatic than it might ~ound. Tue 
unaffec~ed category of uses comprised about 75 percent of ~omest1c usage ~f 
2 4

,s-T 31 As for the "restrictions" on the remaining domest1c uses, the public 
a:inoun~ment did not make clear the significanc~ of the di.stinc~ion.~etween the 
terms "suspension of registration" and „cancellat1on of reg1strat1on. „ . d 

Surely a majority of citizens bearing the announcement that the rer:;t;re d 
uses of non-liquid formulations of 2,4,5-T around the bome and on a otho 

h ti·on" bad been "canceled" would come to e 
crops for uman consump b · 
conclusion that they need no longer worry about pregnant women eing 

d t 2 4,S-T in their food or from weed killers applied to lawns. In f~ct, 
~xpose 0„ ' cellation" permits the use of pesticides until the cberrucal 
c:;e:~s = exhausted a lengthy administrative appeal pro~dure. Onl~ those 

p f 2 4,5-T for which tbe registration bad been suspended were ::n u;;:~e~y affected since "suspension" bad the effect of outlawing these uses 
of .:e pesticide until' the manufacturer could establish that they were ~fe. Tue 
eh ice between ~·suspension" and "cancellation" was made by the Agnculture 
Deopartment according to whether or not, in its judgment, a use of 2,4,5-T was 

th bli n31l 
"imminent hazard to e pu c. 

an Another consequence of the administration's public disavowal of the Do~ 
taminant theory was that, on April 15, the Defense Departme~t announce 

:~t Deputy Secretary of Defense David Packard bad "temporaril~.:;ispended 
the use of 2,4,5-T for military operations pending further evaluation. 

The PSAC Review 

One of the witnesses whom Senator Hart invited to appear at his hearin~s. on the 
Effects of 2,4,5-T on Man and the Environment was ~e governme~t oft!c1al_ who 
bad füst made the Bionetics results public-Lee DuBndge, the ~resident s sc1e~~ 
advisor. Instead of appearing in person, however, DuBndge sent a bne 
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statement. The only new information which it contalned was that, following his 
hurried announcement in October 1969 of government restrictions on the use of 
2,4,5-T, Dußridge bad appointed a panel of scientists under the President's Science 
Advisory Committee (PSAC) ''to review all tbat is known about 2,4,5-T.''40The 
statement continued: "This panel has prepared a report on the subject which 1 
expect to make available within a few weeks.'"'1 

In fact, it was more than a year later before DuBridge's successor, Edward 
David, Jr., released the Report on 2,4,5-T-and then only after revelations by a 
group of independent scientists of the destruction resulting from the defoliation 
program in Vietnam bad forced termination of the program in December 1970. 
The discussion in the PSAC report of the risks and benefits of domestic 2,4,5-T 
use seems reasonably objective-although critics have pointed out some crucial 
omissions.42 Tue discussion of the use of 2,4,5-T in the South Vietnam 
defoliation program can only be characterized as a "whitewash.'' 

The report discussed three aspects of the defoliation program: its military 
usefulness; the maximum possible amount of exposure of pregnant South 
Vietnamese women to 2,4,5-T and the possible teratogenic consequences of that 
exposure;and the ecological impact ofthe defoliation program. 

The entire discussion of the military usefulness of the defoliation program 
was devoted to excerpts from testimony in which Rear Admiral W. E. Lemos 
bad defended the program before a Congressional committ.ee. The excerpts
which consist almost entirely of anecdotes concerningimprovements in security in 
a few local areas as a result of the defoliation programs-seem almost irrelevant 
on the scale of justification required for a program which resulted in the 
defoliation of almost 10 percent of South Vietnam.43 The report does not 
even mention the political impact in Vietnam of the defoliation program. 

Regarding the possibility that use of 2,4,S-T bad caused birth defects in 
Vietnam, the report dismissed what evidence there was with a sentence: 

The lack of accurate epidemiological data on the incidence and kinds of birth 
defects in the Vietnamese population before or since the military use of 
defoliants precludes any estimate as to whether an increase in birth defects has 
occurred. 44 

The panel did not recommend that an attempt be made to collect such data. 
This initiative was taken later by independent scientists under the auspices of the 

· American Association for the Advancement of Science. (See Chapter 11.) The 
panel then tumed to theoretical "calculations of potential human exposures 
from sources such as drinking water or direct fall-out.'' From these calculations 
the panel concluded that the exposure of pregnant women to 2,4,S-T through 
their food or water could approach the levels at which birth defects had been 
caused in mice and rats. Each time it arrived at such a conchision the panel 
quickly retreated, however; emphasizing how improbable it was for any 
individual to have suffered such an exposure. No mention was made of the 
possibility that birth defects in humans might be caused at lower levels of 
exposure than in rodents. (After the thalidomide disaster, it had been learned 
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that the teratogenetic effect of equal proportions of thalidomide is 100 times 
·greater on humans than on rats and 700 times greater than on hamsters.45

) 

Finally, turning to the discussion in the report of the ecological impact of the 
defoliation program in South Vietnam, we fmd-nothing. Under the chapter 
heading „Some Ecological Effects" we fmd a listing of almost trivial items, such 
as that "when cottontail rabbits were given a choice of either 2,4,5-T treated 
vegetation or untreated, the rabbits consumed alrnost none of the treated 
vegetation"46

; but we find not a single mention of the ecological impact of the 
defoliation and partial destruction of one-third of South Vietnam's jungle and 
the complete destruction of more than 20 percent of South Vietnam 's mangrove 
forests by defoliation. 

How can one account for the bias of the PSAC report on the subject of 
defoliation? One observer interview.ed by the Washington correspondent of 
Nature magazine offered the explanation that "it was not the habit of PSAC to 
buck the Joint Chiefs of Staff, at least not under DUBridge."47 Whatever the true 
ex~lanation, the PSAC report on 2,4,5-T is further evidence of the decline of 
PSAC following the contemptuous treatment given its advice on the deployment 
of the Sentinel antiballistic missile system in 1967. 

The Advisory Committee on the Chemical Companies• Appeal 

Tue decision of the Agriculture Department to „cancel" rather than "suspend" 
ihe registration of 2,4,5-T for use on food crops was appealed by two of the 
manufacturers of 2,4,5-T, Dow Chemical and Hercules Corporation.48 Tue 
appeal procedure required yet another advisory committee, appointed from a list 
of scientists provided by the National Academy of Sciences (NAS). (Tue NAS 
acted with apparent lack of concem for conßict of interest, including on its list 
of nominees one employee each of Dow Chemical and Monsanto, two of the 
three American chemical companies manufacturing 2,4,5-T .49

) When the advisory 
committee fmally reported its recommendations on May 7, 1971, it was not to 
the Secretary of Agriculture but instead to the Administrator of the newly 
created· Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), which had taken over the 
responsibility for registering pesticides. The advisory committee report gave 
2,4,5-T a clean bill of health-provided that the dioxin contamination was 
reduced to specified low levels. 

One member of the advisory committee, Theodore Sterling, an Assistant 
Professor of Biostatistics at Washington University in St. Louis, disagreed and 
ftled a minority report. Sterling agreed that it had not been established that 
2,4,5-T was a public health hazard, but he also feit that it was premature to 
exonerate the chemical. He therefore concluded: 

The Surgeon General was justified in feeling that a prudent course of action 
must be based on the decision that exposure to this herbicide may present an 
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immin~nt hazard to women of child-bearing age. Hence, we (the advisory 
comm1ttee) can only recommend that the registration of 2,4,5-T be suspended 
and/or cancelled for use around the home, recreation areas, and similar sites and 
on al~ crops intended for human consumption. However, use of 2,4,S-T may be 
perm1tted under certain conditions for uses in forestation and rights of way. 50 

Sterling's dissent had no impact within the EPA. Staff scientists reviewed the 
report and appear to have endorsed the conclusions of the majority. 

The EPA Advisory Report is Leaked 

EP A Administrator William Ruckelshaus presumably would have implemented 
the advisory committee's recommendations in due course if the report had not 
been leaked to outside scientists, some of whom found themselves in much 
closer accord with Sterling's conclusions than with those of the committee's 
majority. On July 14, 1971, a group of these scientists organized by the 
Committee for Environmental Information and Ralph Nader's Center for the 
Study of Responsive. Law held a news conference in Washington, D.C., in which 
they presented criticisms of the advisory report substantially the same as 
Sterling's.51 · 

This time the EP A administration apparently heard the criticisms for it 
re~po~de~ by turning for advice to scientists outside the agency-notably to 
Sctent~sts m the F ood and Drug Administration who bad conducted many of the 
expenments on the teratogenicity of 2,4,5-T. (lt should be noted that, while the 
Agriculture Department-EPA advisory committee had not consulted these 
scientists, it had consulted with spokesmen for the manufacturers of 2,4,5-T. 
Tue advisory committee had even been presented with the results of a new study 
commissioned from the Bionetics Research Laboratories by one of the 
petitioners, the Hercules Corporation. This new study, represented as a 
r~plication of the ~rigin~ Bionetics study using purified 2,4,5-T, reported no 
buth .~e~ects .. An mvesttgation revealed an "error," however: in its "repeat 
study B1onettcs had used dosages of 2,4,5-T more than ten times smaller than 
those used in the original experiment.~ Following these consultations, 
Ruckelshaus decided to reject the advisory committee report and to go on to the 
next stage of the appeals procedure: public hearings.53 At the time of this writing 
the hearings-after being delayed by a Dow Chernical Company lawsuit for two 
years

54 
-are scheduled to begin in April 1974. 

Thus we see how, more than ten years after Rachel Carson's first warning and 
five years after the first Bionetics report on the teratogenicity of 2,4,5-T, after 
the Mrak Commission report, the PSAC panel report, and the EPA advisory 
committee report, the government was still asking for advice as to what 
measures, if any, it should take to restrict 2,4,5-T. Meanwhile, the chemical 
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84 th eh . ca1 to whomever would buy it. lt should 
companies continued to sell e ei;,1 d on 2 4,s.T, this chemical was only 
also be noted that, althougb deb~teb °:~ tics U: the small sample of pesticides 
one of ten found to be teratogen1c y ione 
that it tested. Hence the title-0f our chapter. 
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CHAPTER 7 

The Politician's Helper : 
Legitimizing the 

Cyclamates Decision 

lt ü diacouragi116 to find •uch con· 
duct amo116 public officiah at the very 
time we are tryi116 to impreu upon our 
young people the importance of law and 
Order. 

-Representative L. H. Fountain 
on reieasinf the report of 

bia subcommittee on federal 
refulation of cyclamate 

aweetenera.1 

Advisory reports can be suppressed when their results are unwelcome or they 
can be commissioned as alternatives to facing up to unpleasant decisions, but at 
least the reports themselves are potentially useful if they get into the right 
bands-or are they? The case of the Medical Advisory Committee on Cyclamates 
illustrates dramatically that the advisory system itself can easily be corrupted. In 
this case, a govemment official who apparently wanted to give a political 
decision the appearance of technical legitimacy put together a committee of 
"experts" who obediently fouild reasons to tell him-and the public-what he 
wanted to hear. 

Cyclamates were first used commercially as an artificial sweetener of foods in 
the early l 950s-primarily in special diets for the treatment of such conditions 
as diabetes. But in the 1960s their use became much more widespread, as the 
food industry conducted massive TV advertising campaigns extolling "diet" 
foods and soft drinks while panning over the contours of beautiful slim women. 
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