tsunami. In this expedition, they mapped
the seabed and drilled samples of sedi-
ments. In late February, they used a ro-
botic sub to photograph the seafloor.

The scientists described their findings
at a July meeting of the International Union
of Geodesy and Geophysics in Birming-
ham, England, and in the July 27 Eos.

The exploration focused on the conti-
nental slope, which plummets into a 4-
kilometer-deep trench. This chasm marks
where a piece of the Pacific Ocean floor
crashes into New Guinea. As the Pacific
tectonic plate scrapes beneath the island,
it creates the deep trench and sparks fre-
quent earthquakes.

The survey found that the extremely
steep continental slope bears a thick car-
pet of sediments. In places, this coating
has slid downhill in speedy landslides
and slower-moving slumps.

On one dive, the researchers discov-
ered a fresh, amphitheater-shaped scar,
created when a giant chunk of sediment
slumped downhill. “We know this slope
failed sometime in the past,” says Watts.
“The mystery is, When did it go?”

The researchers also found a 15-km-
long fault that showed evidence of recent
movement. Faulting of the seafloor can
generate tsunamis when one side jumps
up and the other side drops, displacing
water in the process.

Tappin, Watts, and others who think a
slump caused the waves contend that the
fault could not be the source. Eyewitness
accounts indicate that the first wave
struck shore about 20 minutes after the
main shock of the earthquake, too long
for the tsunami to have originated from
subsea faulting during the quake. A
slump, however, typically lags several
minutes after an earthquake and could
explain the delay.

When Watts modeled the tsunami, he
obtained better results using an under-
sea slump than a sea-bottom quake. “I'm
convinced that the main part of the
tsunami was generated by one giant
slump,” he says.

Further support comes from a 70-sec-
ond-long rumble recorded in the middle
of the Pacific soon after the earthquake.
This sound lasted too long to have come

Hormone mimics:; New assessments air

Dishwashing detergents, pesticides, and
even contraceptives contain nonylphenols
or compounds that break down into
nonylphenols. These chemicals are mem-
bers of a group that mimic hormones and
appear to harm wildlife. Nonylphenols
taint waterways throughout the world,
especially those downstream of munici-
pal waste treatment plants.

Given half a chance, however, water-
borne nonylphenols will take to the air, a
new study finds. Their evaporation from
water allows the chemicals to travel long
distances before settling down again—
potentially on land far from water, notes
study leader Steven J. Eisenreich of Rut-
gers University in New Brunswick, N.J.

Using a chemical fingerprinting tech-
nique known as gas chromatography,
his team identified pollutants in water in
the Hudson River estuary and in air
nearby. Their work, reported in the Aug. 1
ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY,
turned up both water and air pollutants
with “an unequivocal match” to the sig-
nature of nonylphenols.

The data, the first showing these pol-
lutants in the atmosphere, detected air-
borne amounts ranging from just above
zero to 70 nanograms per cubic meter,
which the researchers regarded as a
“high concentration.” Eisenreich says,
“Water was definitely the source of
these chemicals in the air.”

The Rutgers chemists suspect air-
borne nonylphenols are “ubiquitous”
worldwide. Because nonylphenol con-
centrations in some European rivers are
10 to 100 times as high as in the Hudson
estuary, the airborne chemicals are per-
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haps even more prevalent elsewhere in
the world than in the area studied. The
air data raise concern about new routes
of human exposure, the scientists say.

Their finding disturbs Susan Sang of
the World Wildlife Fund Canada in Toron-
to, which advocates a phaseout of sur-
factants that degrade to nonylphenols.
When nonylphenol concentrations in wa-
ter diminish, it has looked like the pollu-
tants were breaking down, Sang says. “It
now appears they were just evaporating
and moving to where you wouldn’t have
expected to find them,” she says.

Fish exposed to nonylphenols have de-
veloped reproductive and other abnor-
malities (SN: 5/8/99, p. 293). Because of
such findings, Sang notes, Canadian offi-
cials have recommended that pregnant
women avoid nonylphenol exposure.

The Canadian government is also
assessing nonylphenol risks. If its find-
ings, due next spring, indicate the pollu-
tants are toxic, the government could
require monitoring or even limit
nonylphenol release, notes Philippa
Cureton of Environment Canada in Hull,
Quebec.

Determining whether such pollutants
pose risks to people, however, will gen-
erally require much more research, con-
cludes a panel convened by the National
Research Council (NRC) in Washington,
D.C. It released a report of its 4-year as-
sessment of the toxicity of hormonelike
chemicals last week.

“We couldn’t find any clear evidence
that people had been harmed by typical
environmental exposures to hormonally
active chemicals,” observes panel mem-
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from a small aftershock and may repre-
sent a seafloor slide, says Emile A. Okal of
Northwestern University in Evanston, Ill.

Some survey participants, however,
discount the slump theory. Harry Yeh of
the University of Washington in Seattle
argues that simulations of a subsea
quake can explain the tsunami’s size.
The team found evidence for small
slides but no obvious signs of a giant
slump, he says.

Whatever the outcome of the debate,
the recent tsunami is forcing researchers
to consider slumps as potential sources
of giant waves, says Eddie Bernard, coor-
dinator of the National Tsunami Hazard
Mitigation Program in Seattle. “I think the
good thing that this has done is to open
our eyes.”

The disaster also suggests that rela-
tively modest quakes, such as the kind
that occasionally rock southern Califor-
nia, can trigger giant tsunamis by setting
off slides. “This makes the hazard much
more dangerous than the scientific com-
munity has perceived it in the past,” says
Bernard. —R. Monastersky

ber James C. Lamb IV, a consulting toxi-
cologist in Reston, Va.

Then again, few studies have probed
for effects in humans, argues panelist
Ana M. Soto of the Tufts University
School of Medicine in Boston. A further
limitation of the new assessment, she
maintains, was its “focus on correlations
between one chemical and an effect.”
Most people face coincident exposures
to several hormone mimics—such as
nonylphenols, phthalates, and PCBs—
and her own studies indicate that the ef-
fects can be “at least additive,” she says.

When it comes to wildlife, “there was
clearly evidence of very negative repro-
ductive effects in populations exposed
to chemicals commonly called en-
docrine disruptors,” notes panelist Joan-
na Burger from Rutgers. The NRC con-
sensus report “doesn’t dismiss these
findings,” she says. Indeed, she notes, it
documents many of the hormonal mech-
anisms that are likely responsible.

Though many pollutants may exhibit
hormonal activity, few studies have
proved that such hormonal action is
responsible for the toxicity of these
agents, says panel chair Ernst Knobil
from the University of Texas Medical
School at Houston. He says that one of
his committee’s “most radical” actions
was to “abandon the term endocrine dis-
ruptor” to describe hormone mimics.

To Lamb, this decision indirectly chal-
lenges the value of a new federal pro-
gram to screen all commercial U.S. chem-
icals for hormonal action (SN: 10/17/98,
p. 251). He says, “I'm concerned that
we'll spend all this money chasing hor-
mones—with no certainty that it will
help us predict risks.” —J. Raloff
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