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so. What is needed is effective international legislation 
to control effluent discharges. 

The Swedish legislation which you cite has been intro
duced because of the chronic pollution of some Swedish 
lakes and rivers and, indeed, of the Baltic. The pollution 
situation in the Baltic, where water takes thirty years 
to move f.wm Stockholm through to the Skagcrrak, is 
far more acute than the situation in the North Sea. The 
public awareness of environmental pollution in Sweden 
is, however, impressive. Newspaper articles and radio 
and television programmes have focused on the problem 
and indeed tho Scandinavian Pavilion at the 1970 Osaka 
World Fair has a theme of "Environment Protection". 

In addition to the banning of DDT, aldrin, dieldrin and 
lindane, the Swedish Nature Conservancy Office has a 
£20 million budget for a five-year period from 1969--70 
to subsidize tho installation of equipment to control 
pollution. A special board has also been set up to examine 
individual applications for effluent disposal systems, and 
to recommend effective waste-treatment systems. Indus
trial and municipal companies will have to obtain a pre
establishing franchise from tho board. Tho board may 
prohibit construction of plants that would have a detri
mental effect on the environment. It may also prohibit 
continued activity where anti-pollution measures have 
proved insufficient. 

Such overall control of environmental pollution by a 
single board (as outlined in your article) is desirable in an 
increasingly industrialized society such as ours. 

University of Leeds, 
Wcllcome Marine Laboratory, 
Robin Hood's Bay, 
Yorkshire. 

Molecular Biology in the UK 

Yours faithfully, 

J. s. GRAY 

SIR,-In Nature's on the whole admirable survey of 
science polioy in Europe (222, 845; 1969), I was astonished 
to soc that it opened its remarks about tho United King
dom with tho statement that "the boom continues ... in 
molecular biology". What on earth is Nature referring 
to ? I should have thought that one of the salient features 
in recent British biology had been the almost total 
stagnation of significant new funding for this subject, 
apart from a few dribs and drabs to support outfits 
consisting of one man and a boy. Of course, the great 
well established MRC laboratories at Cambridge and 
King's College London have made some progress; but 
there has not been any new addition to the only two other 
groups--the departments of molecular biology and 
genetics, both at Edinburgh and both relying mainly on 
MRC finance-which pass the minimal tests for activities 
which can rank as significant expressions of policy. The 
most important test is a super-critical number of inde
pendent scientific staff (above eight, I should say), 
deployed over a wide range of related topics, and if 
possible intimately involved in university teaching. So 
far as I know, no one is even seriously working towards 
the establishment of any new centre of this kind. Frankly, 
I am not surprised, because, having done the job myself, 
I don't soc why anyone should be mug enough to expend 
tho necessary time, energy and fortitude against tho 
"slings and arrows". 

The difficulties do not arise from tho policy-making 
administrators in the research councils, but from the 
passive resistance of more classical biologists. I started 
seriously trying to set up a laboratory of molecular 
developmental biology in 1952. The idea was enthusiastic
ally accepted by the MRC administrators; but when they 
came to refer it to an "export" biology committee, it was 
turned down flat, much to their surprise. The plan was 

r·!..:';TURE. VOL. 222. JUNE 21. 1969 

revived again some years later, and this time tho MRC 
took more care to steer it through hoops, so that it 
actually got authorized in 1962. Evon then, they could 
not build anywhere to put it; but they gave me what 
help they could to raise elsewhere the money for building. 
Since then, far from booming, the financial resources have 
remained almost static; there has been a slight rise for 
under-estimated devaluation, but the impact of the 
sophistication factor has resulted in actual contraction 
in the number of scientists on tho staff. 

The basic difficulty is very simply identified. Molecular 
biology as a whole is more expensive than classical 
experimental biology; and this applies with special force 
to studies on the differentiation of eukaryotic systems, 
where one is trying to put tabs on the activity of small 
fractions of the total genome. Tho experienced molecular 
biologists who drew up tho budget for the projected 
EMBO laboratory put a round figure of $4,000 per annum, 
per worker (excluding graduate students), for consumables, 
and tho Kendrew Report' states that in three out of four 
established British laboratories the figure is between 
£1,000 and £1,200. But there is no experienced molecular 
biologist on any research council in Britain, and I think 
only one on tho next level of advisory committees which do 
tho actual vetting of proposals. The classical experi
mentalists and biochemists of these committees accept 
about $1,000 as the standard level of expenditure on 
consumables. The result can be seen in Kondrow's Report 
that much of tho work "is at best dull and at worst 
trivial". 

It is for these reasons that I have at last come round to 
whole-hearted support for what Nat~tre's review has to 
say about EMBO: an international laboratory is needed 
(222, 836; 1969). I was responsible for first suggesting 
that EMBO should get started by a programme of fellow
ships, training courses. seminars and so on; and I have 
been no more than lukewarm about tho establishment of a 
central laboratory, on the grounds that tho harm this 
would do to universities by draining away their best 
people would not certainly be compensated by any 
advantages. Tho experience of the last throe or four years 
has convinced me that significant decentralized advance is 
not actually a practical proposition in the present set-up 
in Britain. A central European laboratory (or perhaps a 
small number of regional laboratories) will in tho short 
run almost certainly damage existing laboratories and 
university departments, but I now soc it as the only 
practical way forward to adequate developments in the 
long term. 

Department of Genetics, 
University of Edinburgh. 

Yours faithfully, 

c. H. WADDINGTON 

1 Council for Scientific Policy, Rep, Working G-roup on Molecular BiolO(JIJ, 
July 1968, Cmnd 3675 (HMSO, J,ondon, 1968). 

Isaac Newton Telescope 

Sm,-An editorial in Nature (222, 211; 1969) is critical of 
the management of the Isaac Newton reflector. We do 
not wish to comment on that, which is purely a national 
matter, but we cannot ignore the unrealistic description 
given by your anonymous editorial writer on the way 
successful observational astronomy actually proceeds. 
You stress that "expert and highly paid astronomers are 
taken away from their jobs to operate equipment which 
can be run equally well by proficient technicians". 
Although some routine observing is necessary in any 
collection of data, it is the experience of highly trained 
astronomers, themselves working at the telescope, which 
turns otherwise routine programmes into major advances 
of a fundamental kind. It is tho insight of obsorv€rs who 
are in nightly contact with the subject which carries the 
work above mere data collection. Do you imagine that 
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