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For homogenization, disper-
sion, defibration and
emulsification, nothing
works quite like a Poly-
7, tron. Utilizing the Willems
“High Frequency Principle",
the Polytron combines ultra-
sonic energy with mechanical
shearing action to homogenize
virtually any type of tissue . . .
small organs, soft bones, muscle,
cartilage, even an entire mouse.
Because of its unique shear-
ing effect, the Polytron outperforms
any blender, mixer or similar homogenizer,
and requires only 30-60 seconds to do
what other instruments do in 15 minutes or
more. This rapid action is an important advan-
tage when working with heat-sensitive
biological materials.

The Polytron system offers a wide
selection of models, generators and speeds to
provide ideal conditions for homogenization as
dictated by type of material, experimental
conditions and desired end result. For an
informative brochure, write: Polytron Division,
Brinkmann Instruments, Cantiague Road,
Westbury, N.Y. 11590. In Canada: 50 Galaxy
Boulevard, Rexdale (Toronto), Ont.

Brinkmann
Polytron°
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LETTERS
Freedom of Information

In his letter of 21 November 1975
(p. 736) Edward D. Korn discusses the se-
rious ethical and practical questions raised
by the Freedom of Information Act that
now allows one scientist to have access to
the grant proposal of another. Korn and
many others suspect that there may be
abuses. A scientist’s ideas are his prime
commodity. The manner in which he de-
velops them is an essential ingredient in
his professional advancement.

Korn’s letter includes a statement of
scientists at the National Institutes of
Health (NIH) and the National Institute
of Mental Health (NIMH) who strongly
urge their colleagues not to request copies
of grant applications.

If the Freedom of Information Act
allows one scientist to see the grant pro-
posal of another, surely it will allow the
rest of us to know who has made the re-
quest. I suggest, therefore, that the names
of all individuals who have requested
copies of the grant proposals of others be
published, possibly in Science, together
with the titles of the requested proposals
and the names of those who submitted
them.

Should a list of those who invade the
privacy of their fellow scientists be pub-
lished, its length might quickly approach
the vanishing point.

JOHN A. MOORE
Department of Biology,
University of California,
Riverside 92502

We wish to add our own concern to that
of Edward D. Korn regarding the decision
of the District of Columbia Court of Ap-
peals not to exempt grant applications to
NIH for research support from disclosure
under the Freedom of Information Act.
The court’s decision conflicts with the
right to privacy of each investigator.
Grants are often awarded on the basis of
the uniqueness of expressed ideas and the
proved or potential ability of the investiga-
tor to complete the proposed experiments.
Accessibility of these “privileged commu-
nications’ to the general scientific commu-
nity preempts the grantee’s own right to
test his formulations without concern for
wholesale distribution of his ideas. The
proliferation of scientific journals, meet-
ings proceedings, and newsletters for the
exchange of research experience and ideas
has never been greater and continues to ex-
pand. The need for scientists to have access
to their colleagues’ grant applications un-
der these circumstances seems suspect.
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Communication between scientists has tra-
ditionally been very open. Our own in-
quiries for information from individuals in
areas of “‘direct’” competition have always
been answered with the most courteous, in-
formative, and genuinely helpful kinds of
responses. As Korn suggests, this inter-
vention may encourage secretive com-
petition and the involution of the current
expressive and open scientific attitude. As
far as research grants are concerned, there
seems very little to be gained through the
Freedom of Information Act, but a great
deal to be lost. It encourages “scientists”
with questionable ethics to seek new and
stimulating ideas via the easy route of ob-
taining successful grant applications for
their own professional advancement. We
agree with Korn that all scientists should
adopt a policy as outlined by the Inter-As-
sembly Council of NIH-NIMH to consid-
er the ethical questions of obtaining such
grant applications and not to make such
requests.

Publication of the names of those in-
dividuals making requests would inform
the scientific community of the extent of
this activity and discourage the use of the
grant applications for any purpose other
than general background information.

ROGER L. LADDA
Division of Genetics,
Department of Pediatrics,
College of Medicine,
Pennsylvania State University,
Hershey 17033

FRED RAPP

Department of Microbiology,
College of Medicine,
Pennsylvania State University

I endorse the suggestions of the NIH-
NIMH Inter-Assembly Council and of
Edward D. Korn and suggest an additional
policy. Inasmuch as the provisions of the
Freedom of Information Act and the inter-
pretation of that act by the District of Co-
lumbia Court of Appeals places grant ap-
plications in the public domain and re-
quires that copies be made available to
anyone who asks, it seems reasonable that
granting agencies, journal editors, and
members of the scientific community
should henceforth consider a grant appli-
cation (approved or not) a professional
communication whose contents can be
cited by the writer of the application for
the usual scientific and professional pur-
poses, as evidence of prior publication.

IRWIN PESETSKY
Department of Anatomy,
Albert Einstein College of Medicine,
Yeshiva University,
1300 Morris Park Avenue,
Bronx, New York 10461

16 JANUARY 1976

I take strong exception to the comments
of Edward D. Korn regarding the usage by
scientists of their fellow scientists’ grant
applications. It is sad indeed that a court
of justice had to intervene to safeguard
the rights of the public. Korn’s suggestion
to scientists to refrain from exercising
their legal right is inappropriate in an open
and free society. In addition to its per-
vading implications in science, the sug-
gestion may have far-reaching social, eth-
ical, and legal repercyssions.

Korn raises the questions of the possible
adverse effect of public distribution of
grant copies on the task of evaluation by
study sections, on scientific exchange, and
on secretive competition among scientists.
Knowledgeable scientists fully conversant
with the disadvantages of peer review in-
clude as much material in their grant pro-
posals as they feel will land them the grant
without jeopardizing their originality.
Contrary to Korn’s fear, I feel scientists
will continue to be as explicit in their grant
proposals as they deem necessary in their
self-interest. In fact, with the knowledge
that their proposals may be made public,
scientists are likely to submit better pro-
posals in the future, taking the same care
and caution that they take when sub-
mitting articles for publication. This will
facilitate, rather than make more difficult,
the task of study sections in weeding out
the less desirable proposals.

An open grant system will provide an
additional forum for scientific communica-
tion among investigators in diverse geo-
graphical and professional areas, as publi-
cations do now. Furthermore, successful
grant applications will also serve to edu-
cate the uninitiated in the art of grant-
manship. Competition, secretive or open,
engenders productivity. Besides, many
would agree that as mortals we scientists
fare no better than others when it comes to
vices associated with self-survival.

G. K. BATRA
Department of Pediatrics,
School of Medicine,
Emory University,
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Bicentennial Bells: A “Precedent”

Constance Holden’s article “The Bicen-
tennial: Science loses out” (News and
Comment, 8 Aug. 1975, p. 438) opens with
the sentence, ‘It has been rumored that
someone’s idea of an arresting way to cele-
brate America’s science and technology
for her 200th birthday is to build a fire-

cracker that could be seen from the

moon’’; in closing, the article mentions

multi-element
trace analysis

Look what it found in friend fruit fly. Once
again the unique capabilities of the new
KEVEX X-ray energy spectrometer have
given a scientist more analytical information
about his sample than he anticipated.

Genera!lg speaking, X-ray energy spectrom-
etry (XES) has become an accepted technique
because it rapidly analyzes up to 81 ele-
ments simultaneously and non-destructively,
with little or no sample preparation.

However, when you have an analysis—quan-
titative or qualitative—that calls for low con-
centration detection in a small sample mass
such as this fruit fly, it's beyond the scope
of ordinary X-ray energy spectrometers. Only
a high-intensity system with a secondary tar-
get that emits pure mono-chromatic x-rars
with low background can produce results
such as shown here. And only KEVEX has a
high-intensity (2,000 or 3,000 watt) XES
system for trace analysis in the less than
100 parts-per-billion range for many ele-
ments in organic matrices. That's why the
man with the fruit fly came to us. It might
pay you to do the same. Here's how to go
about it:

Phone (415) 697-6901. Ask for the APPLI-
CATIONS DEPARTMENT. We'll discuss the
possibility of a free feasibility study using
Kour sample. Don't be bashful; we want to
ear from you.

If you'd like to peruse our literature first,
fine. Call, write or circle the number below
for a free brochure.

KEVEX Corporation
Analytical Instrument Division
898 Mahler Road, Burlingame, CA 94010
Phone (415) 697-6901
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The KEVEX fruit fly multi-element analysis. Ob-
ject: detect trace amounts of lead. Result: mini-
mum detection for lead was found to be 5 nano-
grams. Also detected were iron, copper and zinc.
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