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step can lead to qualitatively different 
conclusions (1). In social policy ques- 
tions it is impossible to separate facts 
from values. A democratic consensus 
can be achieved only by a democratic 
process, even with respect to scientific 
"facts," when those facts have heavy 
political import. No elite group-the Na- 
tional Academy of Sciences, Nobel laure- 
ates, or anyone else-can decide for the 
U.S. public what are the right questions 
and the right answers. 

The science court will stifle public de-  
bate. It will encourage the public to be- 
lieve that objective answers have been 
measured incontrovertibly in the labora- K 
tory. This select court will select the  
issues, select the judges, select the ques- 
tions, select the protagonists, and give 
its imprimatur to its answers. Perhaps \ < . 
the science court will establish once and 
for all that the sun revolves around the 
earth. 

EARL CALLEN 
Department of Physics, American . hotuogenote University, Washington, D.C. 20016 

Notes 

1. As a simple linear illustration, suppose there are 
six steps in an argument and at each step the 
spread in estimates is from 0.75 to 0.95, which 

maybe as close to agreement as one is likely seconds! come in a real controversy, whereas (0.95) 0.66, (0.75)6 0.1, a two-thirds probability 
in one case and a mere 10 percent chance in th For homogenization, disper- other. 

emulsification, nothing 
works quite like a Poly- 
tron. Utilizing the Willems 

Clean Air Litigation "High Frequency Principle", 
the Polytron combines ultra- 

In his article on the social impact of sonic energy with mechanical 
pollution control (14 May, p. 631), ,. shearing action to homogenize 
Wallace Johnson makes a critical factual 
error. In the current round of litigation of mall organs, soft bones, muscle,' 
the Environmental Protection Agency's cartilage, even an entire mouse. 
(EPA's) regulations on the preservation Because of its unique shear- 
of air quality in clean air regions, ing effect, the Polytron outperforms 
New Mexico (and a number of other any blender, mixerorsimilar homogenizer, and requires only 30 60 seconds to do clean air states which have joined in , what other instruments do in 15 minutes or 
its brief) is not siding against the Sierra more. This rapid action is an important advan- 
Club, but with it-against EPA and major tage when working with heat-sensitive 
polluters. New Mexico and the Sierra biological materials. 
Club share a common perspective that 
strong and effective national regulation selection of models, generators and speeds to 
on the preservation of air quality is the provide ideal conditions for homogenization as 
only way to protect clean air states dictated by type of material, experimental 
against threats by industry that they will '  . conditions and desired end result. For an 
go elsewhere if tough air quality stan- informative brochure, write: Polytron Division, Brinkmann Instruments, Cantiague Road, dards are enforced. Also, the notion rep- Westbury, N.Y. 11590. In Canada: 50 Galaxy 
resented in Wallace's subhead that we 
are talking about "Cleaner than clean air" Boulevard, Rexdale (Toronto), Ont. 
is misleading; the national ambient air 
quality standards do not represent "clean Drinkntonn air ; they represent air quality just clean 
enough that damaging health and property 
consequences have not yet been demon- 
significant deterioration classifications, Circle 
strated. Even the toughest of the proposed No. 51 on Readers' Service Card 
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