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Duke: Repressive Labor Policies 

In Carter's article ("Duke Univer- 
sity: Students demand new deal for 
Negro workers," 3 May, p. 513), I was 
quoted as suggesting that private 
economic motives were influencing the 
decisions of the university's trustees. 
The quotation was, in fact, both accu- 
rate and in context. However, since the 
statement was not adequately docu- 
mented-and this is in no way a criti- 
cism of this clear and balanced report- 
and since this has subjected me to con- 
siderable criticism, I would like to iden- 
tify the members of the Duke trustees' 
Special Committee on Non Academic 
Employees. They are Henry E. Rauch, 
chairman of the board of Burlington 
Industries; Charles B. Wade, vice presi- 
dent and a director of R. J. Reynolds 
Tobacco Company; P. Huber Hanes, 
president and a director of Hanes Cor- 
poration; Marshall I. Pickens, a director 
of Duke Power Company; Walter M. 
Upchurch, senior vice president of 
Shell Company's Foundation; and K. 
Brantley Watson, a director of McCor- 
mick and Company. Rauch, Wade, and 
Hanes are associated with companies 
whose reputations in the area of labor 
relations are notorious, to say the least. 
Their own opposition to the principles 
of collective bargaining and fair griev- 
ance procedures has been unremitting. 
Upchurch was, himself, personnel di- 
rector at Duke, and at a time when the 
exploitation of Duke's nonacademic 
employees was at its height. I submit 
that the records of these men, as judged 
by the behavior of the companies they 
lead, give every reason to believe them 
unwilling if not unable to judge the 
needs of the university fairly and im- 
partially. 

A university is, principally, a collec- 
tion of scholars: the faculty and their 
students. Its successful functioning de- 
pends upon many things, but not least 
the cooperation of technical and main- 
tenance employees. Thus, faculty and 
students have a direct interest in seeing 
that such persons are fairly treated. It 
is a fearful realization that even in so 
great an institution as Duke, the deci- 
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sions affecting their lot are solely in the 
hands of entrepreneurs whose imagined 
private interests dictate repressive poli- 
cies toward employees. "Veritas," 
"Eruditio," "Religio," and similar mot- 
toes have a hollow ring under such cir- 
cumstances. No university can maintain 
its integrity when governed by an auto- 
cratic and self-serving clique of busi- 
nessmen. The Duke trustees' committee, 
in a report issued 15 May, has, in effect, 
rejected the pleas of the university 
faculty, its academic council, and the 
students, for just treatment of the non- 
academic employees. Ironically, it will 
be these same trustees who will then 
complain loudest about the "undemo- 
cratic" behavior of student demonstra- 
tors should the virus of "direct action" 
infect this campus. 

PETER H. KLOPFER 

Department of Zoology, Duke 
University, Durham, North Carolina 

Bioengineering Contracts 

Slight Universities 

In his article ("Government, medical 
research, and education, 9 Feb., p. 
604), Alexander Leaf referred to the 
problems related to the development of 
bioengineering groups outside the uni- 
versity framework and pointed out that 
"only the universities have the person- 
nel necessary to make such enterprises 
flourish." He suggested some solutions 
for developing such groups within the 
university framework which would 
strengthen both the programs and the 
educational role of the institutions. I 
agree with his views and hope that they 
will receive wide publicity. The magni- 
tude of this problem can be appreciated 
by reviewing a list of new grants and 
contracts recently awarded by the Arti- 
ficial Heart Program of the National 
Heart Institute [Med. Res. Eng. 7, 9 
(1968)]. Out of approximately $3 mil- 
lion awarded, less than 20 percent of 
the funds went to university laborato- 
ries. The major fraction was awarded to 
engineering firms. Whether this reflects 
a lack of interest in this program by 
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university laboratories or other factors 
is not entirely clear. However, consider- 
ing the extensive resources available in 
universities and medical schools in car- 
diovascular research, it was very sur- 
prising to find that even in the case of 
contracts for evaluation of the physio- 
logic effects of circulatory assist devices, 
only one out of three grants went to 
university laboratories. One factor may 
be related to a limited dissemination of 
information among universities, most 
of which, unlike many of the major 
engineering firms, do not maintain 
Washington offices whose major role is 
to gather information regarding the 
availability of federal research contract 
funds. In any event many of the organi- 
zations receiving the largest contracts 
do not appear to have any outstanding 
record of achievement in the bioengi- 
neering field as far as can be determined 
from research reports available in the 
open literature. It is more likely that 
the federal funds are in fact used to 
develop the bioengineering capabilities 
of these organizations. While this may 
be a desirable goal, it is of secondary 
value compared to the development of 
such groups within the university frame- 
work for the reasons outlined in Leaf's 
article. Furthermore, I understand that 
many engineering and electronic com- 
panies have recently organized bioengi- 
neering groups for the sole purpose of 
taking advantage of the availability of 
NIH, NASA, and other federal re- 
search contracts in this field. Such ar- 
rangements are not likely to promote 
quality and can divert funds from the 
development of bioengineering labora- 
tories within the university structure 
where funds can provide not only more 
meaningful immediate results but also 
extensive long-term benefits. Consider- 
ing the conservative nature of universi- 
ties, greater efforts are needed by en- 
lightened federal officials to secure more 
participation by university laboratories 
in such national efforts. Without it, 
progress will be slow and temporary. 

E. T. ANGELAKOS 
Department of Physiology, 
Boston University School of Medicine, 
Boston, Massachusetts 02118 

DNA Discovery in Perspective 
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If history is the factual record and 
intellectual synthesis of past events, 
ideas, and men connecting the past with 
the present and future, it is a sad and 
surprising omission that in an otherwise 
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Right down to the last drop ... with- 
out tipping or shaking. Just squeeze. 
The dispensing tube in the Nalgene 
Unitary Wash Bottle goes all the way 
to the bottom. And, it's molded as 
part of the body. No seams, no leaks. 
The integral snap-on closure can't 
be lost. 

The Nalgene Wash Bottle is more 
efficient than anything else available. 
Proof that Nalge is the innovator in 
plastic labware. 

Specify Nalgene Labware from 
your lab supply dealer. Ask for our 
1968 Catalog, or write Dept. 21181, 
Nalgene Labware Division, Roch- 
ester, New York 14602. 

T NALGE 
^^d^1398y BRITTER PFAUOLER CORPORATION 
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pertinent historical review of molecular 
biology ("That was the molecular biol- 
ogy that was," 26 Apr., p. 390), Stent 
makes no mention of the definitive 
proof of deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA) 
as the basic hereditary substance by 
0. T. Avery, C. M. MacLeod, and H. 
McCarty [J. Exp. Med. 79, 137 (1944)]. 
The growth of the informationist school 
of molecular biology rests upon this 
experimental proof. 

Historical recognition is due those 
whose work has stimulated an army of 
recruits to enlist in a new field of sci- 
ence. I am old enough to remember the 
excitement and enthusiasm induced by 
the publication of the paper by Avery, 
MacLeod, and McCarty. Avery, an 
effective bacteriologist, was a quiet, self- 
effacing, nondisputatious gentleman. 
These characteristics of personality 
should not prevent the general scientific 
public represented by the audience of 
Science to let his name go unrecognized. 

CARL LAMANNA 

Office of the Chief of Research and 
Development, Department of the Army, 
Washington, D.C. 20310 

Even though my essay was not in- 
tended to be a definitive history of 
molecular biology and hence kept the 
number of names mentioned to a, quite 
possibly scurrilous, minimum, I do 
agree, in retrospect, with Lamanna's 
stricture that I really should have made 
explicit mention of Avery's proof dur- 
ing the Romantic Period that DNA is 
the hereditary substance. However, La- 
manna's assertion that "the growth of 
the informationist school of molecular 
biology rests upon this experimental 
proof" is, in my opinion, quite untrue. 
As I shall set forth in more detail else- 
where, Avery's 1944 discovery made a 
surprisingly small impact on geneticists, 
both molecular and classical, for many 
years, and it was only the Hershey- 
Chase experiment of 1952 which caused 
these people to focus on DNA. The rea- 
son for this delay was neither that 
Avery's work was unknown to or mis- 
trusted by them nor that the Hershey- 
Chase experiment was technically supe- 
rior. Instead, Avery's proof had been 
merely "premature," in that the views 
generally held about the structure of 
DNA in the 1940's, particularly the 
"tetranucleotide" hypothesis, did not, 
as I trust Lamanna also remembers, 
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provide any theoretical framework with- 
in which the role of DNA as carrier of 
hereditary information could be under- 
stood. By the time of the Hershey-Chase 
experiment, however, the notion of 
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DNA as a long polynucleotide of vari- 
able nucleotide sequence had gained 
currency, and now, as demanded by 
Eddington's Rules of .doing science, 
confidence could be placed in the ex- 
perimental findings because they were 
confirmed by theory. 

GUNTHER S. STENT 

Department of Molecular Biology, 
University of California, Berkeley 

Rice: Expansion, Not Explosion 

Far be it from Rice University to 
squander a massive $33 million on the 
few projects mentioned in "News in 
Brief" (12 Apr., p. 169). We'll handle 
these projects with the $1-million grant 
from the Ford Foundation. Inadvertent- 
ly Science gave its readers the impres- 
sion that Rice had succeeded in squeez- 
ing a Saturn rocket engine into a Tin 
Lizzy. 

Proceeds from our 3-year $33-million 
campaign are to be used for a major 
10-year expansion program of Rice 
University. By the end of May, the 
drive had reached a total of $32.5 mil- 
lion in gifts and pledges. It will be con- 
cluded in December of this year. 

Here's the correct breakdown of our 
$33-million campaign: $6 million for 
scholarships and fellowships; $6 million 
for faculty; $2.5 million for architecture 
and fine arts; $1.2 million for engineer- 
ing; $600,000 for biology; $600,000 for 
mathematical sciences; $1.5 million for 
physics and chemistry; $2 million for 
our Fondren Library; $1 million for 
major equipment; $7 million for under- 
graduate housing; $1.3 million for 
graduate housing; $300,000 for health 
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