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For homogenization, disper-
sion, defibration and
emulsification, nothing
works quite like a Poly-
tron. Utilizing the Willems
““High Frequency Principle",
the Polytron combines ultra-
4 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
Ranking Materials Departments

The article by Deborah Shapley (News
and Comment, 9 Jan., p. 53) on the fair-
ness of grant awards to, and ranking of,
materials science departments raises some
important and interesting issues, but miss-
es certain major nuances in the data. There
can be no issue regarding the propriety and
value of Kuhimann-Wilsdorf's inquiry and
protest regarding alleged improper man-
agement within a section of the National
Science Foundation’s Division of Materi-
als Research. Surely there are no members
of the science community who would sug-
gest that honest disagreements with a bu-
reaucracy not be aired. I believe that Kuhl-
mann-Wilsdorf has performed a cou-
rageous and invaluable service to the mate-
rials community by helping to raise funda-
mental questions. Whether or not her
allegations prove to be correct is another
matter on which some further light will no
doubt be shed. However, given the fact that
most of the data on awarding of NSF
grants are not released to the public, defi-
nite conclusions will elude us.

On the question of departmental rank-
ings, as chairman of the National Acad-
emy of Sciences’ Committee on the Survey
of Materials Science and Engineering Pan-
el on the Universities, I regret Shapley’s
rather casual treatment of its data. The
matter of “ranking™ of universities is an
extremely subtle matter. The NAS study
was a 3-year effort. The analyses were
based on 5- and 10-year averages of data
collected explicitly for the study by means
of extensive questionnaires. Such a pub-
lished report surely has a standing as a ref-
erence work and should be reported on in
depth, not as a column in a table.

The Academy study panel utilized the
methodology of Elton and Rodgers to
obtain its rankings; Shapley’s article
claims that Stein used the same method.
However, since his study is not published,
one can only presume he used incomplete
or imprecisely defined data, which can only
add to confusion.

The Academy’s study has to be pain-
stakingly precise in defining what was in-
cluded as a *“‘materials science depart-
ment.”” Moreover, the Academy panel was
at some pains not to imply that “‘quality”
of departments could be precisely mea-
sured. The term ‘‘strength’™ was used in-
stead of quality. Furthermore, while
Shapley showed considerable enterprise in
obtaining the list of departments, I believe
she went beyond the precision possible
with the data. The data could probably be
interpreted as ranking the top ten universi-
ties into three groups. MIT and Penn State
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are far “‘stronger” than the next set, which
would include (in alphabetical order) Case
Western Reserve, lllinois, Northwestern,
Ohio State, and RPI; they would be mar-
ginally ahead of the third set, California
(Berkeley), Lehigh, and Stanford.

The quantification of quality is an ex-
tremely difficult task at best, worthy of as
careful and meticulous a study as the most
subtle semiconductor phenomenon. The
NAS study is based on good data, careful
analysis, and-collective judgment, and can
serve as a standard to be improved upon, if
possible, but not equated to ad hoc com-
ments which sometimes provide ammuni-
tion to those forces which resist any at-
tempts at accountability.

RusTuM Roy
Materials Research Laboratory,
Pennsylvania State University,
University Park 16802

Job Safety

The labor movement, like other institu-
tions in our society (including science), has
been increasingly criticized for failing to
solve the urgent problems of our time.
Much has been written about the esoteric
and narrow nature of science, especially in
the area of job safety. Labor unions also
have been criticized for not protecting the
health and safety of their members; but we,
as laymen, find ourselves at a severe dis-
advantage. We have occasionally contrib-
uted to the criticism of science and of some
scientists whose denials and distortions
have allowed serious health problems to
continue on the job (see J. T. Edsall, 16
May 1975, p. 687). But we also realize
that such individuals are few (and are, we
hope, becoming fewer) and that science
and scientists are important allies of work-
ing people as they battle against disease
and death. We have been keenly aware of
this in our trade, faced as we are with toxic
chemicals, solvents, chromates, exotic new
chemicals and paints, silica and sand blast-
ing, asbestos, vinyl chloride, and so forth.

We have recently seen convincing evi-
dence of the help that scientists are giving
us, and particularly of that given by Sci-
ence. For some years, we have been appre-
hensive about the clouds of dust containing
asbestos in which our men have been work-
ing. This dust is derived from spackling
and taping compounds which are used in
drywall construction and in preparation
for painting. We met with industry people
and government officials, but nothing was
done. Then Science published a report by
A. N. Rohl er al. (15 Aug. 1975, p. 551)
outlining the details of the problem. Ap-
parently, making scientific knowledge pub-
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clean living

Laminar air flow is a
technique which significantly
reduces concentrations of air-
borne contamination in your
animal breeding or research area.

Our laminar system, called
stay-clean ?, filters air at the
source, and the velocity of the air
—directed outward over the
cages—carries away enclosure
generated airborne contamina-
tion and also prevents entry of
other contaminants.

Air flow from the stay-clean
system is filtered to remove
particles of 0.3 microns or larger.
Air velocity is adjustable from
50 ft. per minute to 90 ft. per
minute.

The stay-clean system is

For complete details, prices

. and delivery, please write or call,
completely self-contained, easy | a1, products, Inc., 635 Midland

to operate and requires little or Avenue, Garfield, New Jersey

no maintenance. The roll-around 07026. Phone (201) 478-2535.
system is constructed of Type

316 stainless steel and is I b m cts
equipped with adjustable shelves a p U

so that a variety of cage sizes H

can be accommodated. lnc a DicRI¥HA company
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