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NEWS AND V IE WS 

Zuckerman on Policy 
IF scientists want more influence on events, then let 
them become politicians. This echo of Marie Antoinette 
was one of the themes of the address by Sir Solly 
Zuckerman, Chief Scientific Adviser to the British 
Government, to the Science of Science Foundation on 
April 10. He was delivering the foundation's third 
annual lecture and set out to demonstrate that there 
are serious lim'itations of the extent to which existing 
policy-making bodies can successful~y influen~e events. 
He pointed out that the commIttees whICh have 
persuaded the British Government to allocate more 
resources to research, development and the training of 
technical people have been less successful at persuading 
young people to choose careers which are i~ the nation~l 
interest. Then, Sir Solly said, the old AdVIsory CouncIl 
on Scientific Policy had had to confess that it had no 
means of relating investment in research and deve~op
ment with the extent to which industrial benefits mIght 
flow from them. And vertical divisions persist between 
the several important sectors of the econom~ con
cerned with scientific activities-a state of affaIrs for 
which Sir Solly modestly offered his own Central 
Advisory Council on Science and Technology as a 
palliative if not a cure. . . 

Sir Solly'S own analYSIS of the lmk between research 
and prosperity was that industrialists are too ready to 
overlook the need that an initial investment in research 
should be followed bv a much larger investment in the 
exploitation of research-the setting u~ of production 
lines, the buying of tools and the marketmg of whatever 
products are to be sold. He estimated that the cost of a 
combined operation like this would frequently. be ten 
times the cost of the research alone, and saId that 
advisory committees of scientists are not well placed 
to see that enough attention is paid to matters like these. 
In his view "neither advisory committees nor the 
science of sci~nce" can prevent the differential economic 
growth of countries. "The solution there lies in politics. 
Scientists still lack the apparatus needed to understand 
the repercussions of scientific developmen~s." In ~he 
circumstances it is not surprising that SCIence polIcy 
consists of attempts to solve comparatively isolate~ 
problems, Sir Solly said, and only nat.ural th~t. If 
scientists ask for more, they should go mto polItICS. 
Few among his audience will have interpreted this as an 
exhortation to run for elected office. 

Dangerous Drugs 
WHEN the Dangerous Drugs Bill was debated in the 
House of Commons on April 6, the assumption on both 
sides was that over-prescribing by doctors lay at the 
heart of the problem. This is the pr.oble~ wh~ch the 
Bill is designed to combat, by makmg It o~hgatory 
for doctors to notify the Home Office of addICts, a,nd 
to prevent doctors from pr~scribing h~roin a.nd cocame 
to addicts except under lIcence. MISS ~hce Ba?on, 
Minister of State at the Home Office, saId that smce 
the First World War British doctors had been free to 
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administer, supply and prescribe drugs tc:> addicts, 
since in Britain the addict is regarded as a SICk person 
and not as a criminal. The Bill, she said, would 
modify this situation, and had bee~ mad~ necessary 
by the rapid increase in known addICts; III the past 
three years the number of heroin addicts has more 
than doubled from 342 to 749, and the total number of 
known addicts is now ] ,139. It was a committee 
under Lord Brain in 1961 that had concluded that. 
over-prescribing by a small number of ?-octors, by 
creating a surplus, had attracted more add~cts. . 

In addition to the notification of addICts-whICh 
will have no legal consequences of any kind for the 
addict-Miss Bacon said that advisory panels would 
help doctors decide whether their patients were addicts 
or not; special treatment centres would be set up, and 
research into addiction would be supported. Doctors 
who failed to comply with the terms of the Bill would 
be disciplined by a medical tribunal, with the power 
to remove the doctor's right to prescribe dangerous 
drugs at all. The doctor would be liable t~ criminal 
prosecution only if he continued to preSCrIbe drugs 
after withdrawal of his right to do so. 

There was little argument with Miss Bacon's diagno
sis or indeed her cure. Mr. W. F. Deedes wondered 
wheth~r the ~inistry realized how big a p~oble~ it 
was, and saw dangers of an illicit drug .traffic If addIcts 
did not find the new system attractIve. Dr. M .. P . 
Winstanley said that doctors were wholly on t?e SIde 
of the ministry in this matter, a,nd ag~eed WIth t~e 
provisions of the Bill. !,t was I~posslble to aVOId 
using dangerous drugs: If we saId that we would 
never use a new drug unless it was found to be safe, 
we would never use new drugs at all". Later he 
criticized the press for portraying drug taking as part 
of the good life instead of part of an early death . 
Mr. Marcus Wor~ley, on the other hand, saw the Bill 
as an enormous nutcracker to crack a very small nut : 
why could not the ordinary .processes of medical 
discipline deal with the recalCItrant doctors? The 
black market channels in "soft" drugs, he feared, could 
easily switch to "hard" ones. . . 

Winding up the debate for the Government, MInIster 
of Health Mr. Kenneth Robinson welcomed the broad 
measure of agreement shown by the debate. He could 
not estimate exactly how much the new measures 
would cost the Health Service, but added that it was 
getting £50 million more this year than last, and not 
all of that would be absorbed by increased pay and 
prices. The main load on the hospitals would be in the 
London area, and plans for out-patient departments 
at six London teaching hospitals were well advanced. 
He was pessimistic, however, about the number of 
addicts who could be rehabilitated; more work on 
this was needed, and a special research unit would 
be set up in the Institute of Psychiatry at the Maudsley 
Hospital. 

Putting it Off 
THE new Council for Educational Technology is not a 
substitute for a national centre which the Committee 
on Audio Visual Aids in Higher Scientific Education 
recommended in October 1965. It is necessary to 
make this clear because Dr. Brynmor-Jones, chairman 
of the committee which recommended the formation 
of the centre, is also chairman of the new council. He 
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