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working with small 
quantities for organic 
preparations? 
Bantam-ware's the 
BIG value! 
KONTES BANTAM-WARE KIT IS A 
COMPLETE ORGANIC LABORATORY in 
miniature! It occupies only 2.5 sq. 
ft. of space! Glassware and acces- 
sories are inches from actual work- 
ing area, saving time in locating, 
setting up and taking down the 
apparatus. The Kit is complete; 
contains everything needed for: 
Fractionation 
Steam, atmospheric and vacuum 

distillation 
Chromotographic analysis 
Extraction 
Filtration 
Reflux 
Separation 
... and it includes equipment for 
supporting, clamping, heating, agi- 
tation and storage. 

DESIGN FEATURES 
BALL & SOCKET JOINTS reduce conden- 
sate hold-up, simplify clamping and min- 
imize breakage if unit is misaligned. 
SPECIAL T JOINTS have no product- 
catching bulb below grinding. 
VERSATILE THERMOMETER JOINTS. 
Adapters, Distilling Heads, Flasks, etc., 
take T 10/18 or 10/30 thermometers. 
CORRECT BULB POSITIONING: Thermom- 
eter Bulbs correctly positioned with re- 
spect to side arms, to insure accurate 
temperature readings. 
SEND FOR FREE, 234-PAGE CATALOG. Write 
on your company letterhead for Catalog TG-15A. 
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Letters 

Philanthropy 

The letter of P. W. Hutson [Science 
129, 1369 (1959)], condemning the edi- 
torial which suggested increased philan- 
thropy and argued its advantages from 
the federal income tax viewpoint, is 
amazing indeed. 

Granted that private philanthropy 
may be irresponsible and wasteful, so 
may our tax-supported philanthropy. But 
while the private philanthropist pos- 
sesses direct control over the uses of his 
gifts, the taxpayer can stop paying other- 
wise compulsory taxes only by becoming 
a private philanthropist. Thus, the use 
of permissible deductions, plus expres- 
sions of opinion to his elected represen- 
tatives, constitute the only indirect con- 
trols available to the taxpayer over the 
ultimate uses to which his tax monies 
will be put. 

I disapprove of vast federal expendi- 
tures to enable us to send Mr. Smith to 
the moon and blow his family to smith- 
ereens while he is gone, and I take ad- 
vantage of every legal provision avail- 
able to reduce my federal income taxes. 
This is possible because of the deductions 
and exemptions permitted, and I intend 
to continue to give till it hurts. 

It doesn't hurt, really, and it probably 
does much more good for all of us than 
sending anyone to the moon ever will. 
I urge my fellow scientists and citizens 
to do much more of the same. 

C. H. LUSHBOUGH 
American Meat Institute Foundation, 
University of Chicago 

Science Teaching 

Since the advent of the first Russian 
sputnik, Americans have indulged them- 
selves in some very tardy, and much- 
needed, criticism of their educational 
system. Much has been found wanting, 
many ideas have been discussed, but 
very little has been done to alleviate the 
crucial deficiencies thus brought to light. 

To judge from personal experience at 
three different collegiate establishments, 
the greatest impediment to the improve- 
ment of college courses in biology and 
botany seems to be a dogmatic and nar- 
row-minded view of heads and chair- 
men of departments as to what such 
courses should include and how they 
should be taught. 

What I am saying is that the "aca- 
demic dry-rot," so well described by 
William Morton Wheeler several dec- 
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tinued onslaught of the specialists whose 
minds are sharp as razor blades and just 
about as broad. 

Elementary courses are still taught as 
if the majority of students were to be 
science majors rather than citizens of a 
democracy. In contradiction to the es- 
sence of science, there is an abhorrence 
to experimentation, presumably on the 
assumption that Louis Agassiz and Asa 
Gray knew all there is to know of col- 
lege teaching. 

Within this adolescent frame of refer- 
ence, course improvement means "cram- 
ming" the lecture with more subject 
matter and the laboratory with more ex- 
periments that repeat the material of the 
lecture, at the same time restricting the 
entire scope of the course to plodding 
through the textbook. 

According to this pedagogical outlook, 
lecturing in an elementary course is 
delegated to the newest and least ca- 
pable member of the faculty, and the 
laboratory sections are handed over to 
well-meaning graduate students whose 
only qualification for teaching is that 
they are promising candidates for the 
Ph.D. 

Apparently, the practical implications 
of general education, as well as the dire 
need for all citizens of a democracy to 
have a general knowledge of science at 
this time, are still not recognized by the 
great majority of biologists in general, 
and by those in charge of instruction of 
elementary courses in particular. And in 
fact, among the orthodox, the instructors 
of courses in general education are auto- 
matically relegated to an inferior status 
in the academic hierarchy. 

I do not doubt that there are intelli- 
gent heads or chairmen of departments 
of biology and botany to be found, but 
in 9 years of searching I have encoun- 
tered only one who had the guts to ad- 
vocate an elementary course which was 
frankly experimental and openly oriented 
to general education. Nowhere, it seems, 
is the spirit of science so dead as in ele- 
mentary biology and botany courses. 

LEO F. KOCH 
Division of General Studies, 
University of Illinois, Urbana 

The growing pressure from our gov- 
ernment to improve and extend science 
teaching in the high schools has raised 
serious questions concerning the best ways 
to attract and hold the interest of high- 
school students with respect to science. 

The common method has been either 
to specialize-that is, give courses in 
physics, chemistry, and so on-or to give 
science survey courses that offer a little 
bit of each science. Would it be feasible 
to teach high-school science in terms of 
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way the various areas of the sciences 
(and mathematics)? 
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