CHAPTER 6

Studies as an Excuse
for Inaction :
The Saga of 2,4,5-T
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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
Background
In 1962 the publication of Rachel Carson's Silent Spring 1 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

74

~ 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 passed on !he National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences, which according
to Sternfeld then spent nine more months conducting "extensive statistical
13
analyses" on the data. (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
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On December S, the Mrak commission report was reJeased.26

Dow Chemical Counterattacks
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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tests. 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 communicated 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
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an Another consequence of the administration's public disavowal of the Do~
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:~t Deputy Secretary of Defense David Packard bad "temporaril~.:;ispended
the use of 2,4,5-T for military operations pending further evaluation.
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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 excerptswhich 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
EPA 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 EPA 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
54
years -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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U:

NOTES

m.... • Houghton Mifllin Co., 1962).
1. Racbcl Canon, Silent SprinK ,...,••o~.
Office of Scicnce and Technology, Use of
2. U.S., Executive Office of ~e ~Scient::.S AdvisoIY Committee (Washington D.C.:
n ,-:~ues a Report of the President 1
n
re„ ...iu, •
) See also PP 43-45 above.
Govenunent Printing Office, May .1 963 •
~eral, Department of Health, F.ducation,

3. Testimony of Dr. Jesse Steinfeld,;~~mmittee on Commerc:e, Effecn of 2,4,.S-T
and Well"are, before the U.S. Co(h":ft ':r~ to as Effectl of 2,4.S·T), 91st CongICSS,
on Man and the EnPitonment
er . testim Y will be round a chronology of
2nd Session, A~~- 7 ~d 15:_~7! !e :erminat~:n of the teratogenicity or 2,4.S·T„
govemment actlVltiel with re~171M80)
along with Steinfeld'• explanatory ~~~:des in Vie~," in Patient Earth, edited by
4. Arthur Galston, "Warfare with(N
y k· Holt. Rinehart and Winston, 1971),
John Barte and Robert Socolow
ew or •
pp.139-140.
.
f h Preaident OfficeofScienc:eand Technology,Re~on
5. U.S., Executtve Office ;a:e: on Herbicidea of the President's Scienc:e AdVISOIY
2,4,.S-T, A repo~ of ~c.· Govemment Printing Office, March 1971), p. 26.
..
Committee (Wash~o~, • ~-" i· .;~n (New York: Ballantine, 1970), p. 1. Military
• ed nd creage of crop
6 • Th0 mas Whiteside, UGJO 111„.,. 1 total acreage defoliat
.a
a
Assistanc:e Command ~igures tifor 1;~ {hrough the first quarter of 1969 are given on p. 85.
destruction in South Vietnam or
More compJete iigures are given in Chapter, reference 55.
7• Reporton 2,4,.S-T, p. 29.

8. lbid. P· 26.
8-180
9. Steinfeld,Effecnof2,4,.S-T. PP· 17
•
10. lbid.
11. lbid.
12. lbid.
13. lbid.
eased in U S Department of Health, F.ducation,
14. The Bioneticl results were ms;~
IJSion ;,,.·Paticldes and 171eir Relationship to
and Welfare, Report of the Secreiar:, rred ~mas Report of the Secretary's Commlssion on
En11ironmental Health (hereafter re e
oPrinting Office. December 1969), PP· 665-674.
Perticider), (Washington, D.C.: Go..;cr:;ne:,t M D Hogan, H. L. Falle, R. B. Bates, and l.
See also K. Diane Courtney, ~· • ay r,„ Scid.ce 168 (1970): 864.
Mitchell, ''Teratogenic Evaluation of2,4.S·TU A .• Should the Govemment Restrict lts
lS. James Singcr, "DDT Debat~ warm;oh: E~~~gett of the Congressional Re~:uch
Use?" National Journal~ 1 (1969). p. _1. Federal Ad Hoc Committees on Pesnc1des,
Service in an unpublished manuscnpt,
.
.
ater detail some of the pressures on
1955-1969(July1972), PP· 11-11, ll-12, descn~~m !:ung·Office (GAO) reports, which
Finch at this time. They included Gov_emmen
cc. ring HEW's advice about pesticide
ent of Agrtculture was 1gno
. . .
C
descnöed how th e Dep artm
.
. fon into the food protection actlVltteS o
regulation, a Nader Summer Study G_roup mvestigar i
the Bionetics Laboratories results.
HEW's Food and Drug Administration, and, o course,

The Saga of 2.4,5-T

85

Blodgett quotes one of Flnch'a aidea as saying, "lt was a polltical expedience aort of
thing-Finch was being clobbered from all side• on pesticides safety."
16. Dr. Paul Kotin, Director of the National Institutes of Health, defended tbis refusal
in his testimony in Effects o/ 2,4,.S-T, pp. 94-97.
17. Quoted by Whiteside, Defoliation, p. 19.
18. Report o/the Secretary'I Commüsion on Pestlcidel, pp. 657-658.
19. Whiteside,Defoliation, p. 21.
20. Ralph Blumenthal, "U.S. Shows Signa of Conc:em Over Erfect of 9-Year Defoliation
Program in Vietnam," New York Times, March 15, 1970, p. 14, atated: ''Vietnamese
newspapers have been suspended for publi.shing articles about birth defects allegcdly
attnl>uted to defoliants, and the public Health Ministry declinea to provide any atatistics on
normal and abnormal births."
21. Quoted in Whiteside,De/oliation, pp. 21-22.
22. lbid.
23. Bryce Nelson, private communication. See also Bryc:e Nelson, "Herbicide Order on
2,4,S·T lssucd at Unusually ~ Level",Science 166 (1969): 977.
24. Quoted in Whiteside, De/oliiltion, pp. 94-95.
25. lbid.
.
26. Report ofthe Secretllry'I Commiuion on Puticidei.
27. Testimony of Harrison Wellford, Center for Study ofReaponsive Law, Washington,
D.C., in Effects of 2,4,.S-T. pp. 7-8.
28. Department of Agriculture: Testimony of Dr. Ncd D. Bayley, Director of Scienc:e
and F.ducation, Department of Agriculture, Elfects o/ 2,4,.S-T, p. 35. Department of
Defense: inserted into the record, U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Armed Services,

Hearings on Research, Dnelopment, TestinK, and EJ1aluation Progrilm/or Fiscal Year 1971
(hereafter referred to as Hearings on 1971 RDT and E) 91at Congress, 2nd Session, March
10-25, 1971, Part II, Appendix, pp. vii·viü.
29. Testimony of Dr. Julius E. Johnson, Vice President and Director of Research, Dow
Oiemical Company,Ef/ectsof 2,4,S·T. pp. 374-377.
30. Testimony of Surgeon General Steinfeld, E/fects of 2,4,S·T. pp. 178-180.
31. lbid.
32. Testimony of Dr. Samuel S. Epstein, co-chainnan of the teratology panel of the
Secretary•s Commission on Pesticides, in Effect1 of 2,4,S-T, pp. 409-411. See also Nicholas
Wade, "Dow Redefmea Word lt Doesn't like," Science 176 (1972): 262.
33. DuBridge's letter and McCarthy's commentsare reprinted in Effecti of2,4,.S-T, p. 144.
34. lbid.
35. The news release from which Dr. Steinfeld read these quotes is reprinted in Effectl

of2,4,S-T.
36. lbid.
37. Jamie Heard, "Restrictions on Controvenial 2,4.S·T Fall to Satisfy Weed Killer's
Critics".National Journal, April 25, 1970, p. 872.
38. Fcderal lnsccticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 135) as amcnded in
1964. See Chapter 10 and the presentation ofthe legal battle over DDT for a moredetailed
discussion of these fine distinctions.
39. Hearings on 1971 RDT and E, Part II, Appendix, pp. vü-viü.
40. DuBridgc's atatement may be found reprinted in Elfecti of 2,4,S-T. pp. 452-455.
41. lbid.
42. "PSAC HiccoughsOver 2,4,5-T," Nature, May 28, 1971, p. 210.
43. The Effects o/Herbicides in South Vietnam: Summary and Conclusions (Washington:
National Academy of Sciences, 1974) p. 5-6.
44. Report on 2,4,S-T, p. 3.
.
45. Testimony of Samuel Epstein, M.D., U.S. Congress, Senate, Government Operations
Committee, Hearings on Chemicllls and the Future, 92nd Congress, lst Session, April, 1971,
p.51.

Advising or Legitimlzingf

86

CHAPTER 7
46 Reporl on 2,4,S.T. p. 65.
4i "PSAC HiccoughsOver 2,4,S-T," Naturt.

48: Epstein, Hearings on Chemicals an~ the J.U~re.

ed Academy EmbanaSsed"•

49. Nicholas Wade, ''2,4,S·T Commattee: Baas Untest •
Science 173 (1971) P· 611.
R ..,,,. of the AdlliSOl'Y Committee on
so. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, e.-- 1

2,4,5-T, May 7, 1971, p. 69. „ . . W igh EPA Herbicide Report, Find it Wan~~·"
Sl. Constance Holden, Critacs Coe "tt for Environmental Information, "Critaquo
1
Science 173 (1971) p. 312; see also: ~ ee ,s T" Environment September 1971,
of the Report of the Advis.:>ry Commattee on 2•4 • • .
•
p. 24.
..
2,4,S T· Lealted Reports Compel Regulatory ResponsiS2. Nicholas Wade, "DeciSaon on
• •
bility" Science 173 (1971) PP· 6lo-6lS.
Se t ber 1971 p 21
'
. •-"Gamble" Environment, P em
• · •
S3. Terra ,.....unson,
• lsha 477 F 241317 (C.A. 8th Cr.1973).
S4. Dow Oaemical Co. v. Rucke
us,
•
•

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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