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Because they contain more
amphoteres than other ampholytes,
Brinkmann pHisolytes provide a wider
general pH range, from pH 2 to 10.
pHisolytes are also available in eight
individual pH ranges, each with a span
of 2 pH units, from pH 2-4 to pH 9-11.

pHisolytes are composed of
amphoteres synthesized from aliphatic
polyamines with primary, secondary
and tertiary amines and guanidine
groups. They range in molecular
weight from 400 to 700 and are easily
separated from proteins by gel
filtration technigues. pHisclytes come
in sterile vials of 25 ml; each batch is
tested for buffering capacity and
adsorption .

For literature, just write: Brinkmann
Instruments, Cantiague Rd, Westbury,
N.Y. 11590. In Canada: 50 Galaxy

Blvd.,Rexdale (Toronto), Ont.
BBrm kmann
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LETTERS

Public Involvement in Scientific
Decision-Making

Philip H. Abelson is certainly right
that, *‘Part of the difficulty in gearing up
to meet future energy needs is that few
people seem to grasp the magnitude of
the problem’ (Editorial, 15 Oct., p. 261).
I would go further and say that ignorance
is the major part of the problem, espe-
cially if we include our ignorance of the
magnitude of health effects from nuclear
fuel reprocessing for the proposed *‘plu-
tonium economy.”’

Three articles in the issue of 15 Octo-
ber (News and Comment, pp. 301, 303,
and 306) serve to bring into perspective
the perilous heights to which rapidly ad-
vancing science and technology have in-
advertently brought our civilization. Bal-
ancing somewhat dizzily on this high
place, we are trying to weigh the short-
term, obvious, and proven benefits of
nuclear power, Mirex pesticide for fire
ants, and recombinant DNA research
against the long-term suspected but un-
proven dangers from these to future gen-
erations. The dangers might include can-
cer, genetic diseases, new pathogens,
and other ‘‘potentially grievous risks’
that Robert Sinsheimer fears may result
from genetic engineering.

Philip M. Boffey’s article in the same
issue (News and Comment, p. 306) de-
scribes the ‘‘Science for Citizens’’ pro-
gram of the National Science Foundation
(NSF) and points out the real issue. Just
as climbers on Mount Everest must con-
tinually question their own judgment and
keep in communication with their sup-
porting camps at lower levels regarding
whether or not it would be safe to contin-
ue climbing, so also we scientists, eager
to keep pushing higher, should question
our judgment and keep in communica-
tion with the public who support our
efforts. It is they and future generations
who will have to suffer the consequences
if our sins of hubris (overweaning pride
and arrogance) result in having to pay up
on the Faustian bargain. I fully agree
with the letter to this effect from Philip
Siekevitz (15 Oct., p. 256).

Crucial value decisions have to be
made, and they should not be made only
by involved scientists closeted with fi-
nancially interested industrialists and
governmental authorities. They should
be made by unbiased and informed mem-
bers of the general public after hearing
all sides of the questions, with balanced
input from scientists, humanists, histo-
rians, philosophers, theologians and,
most of all, from ordinary citizens. For
this we need the public education of the

NSF “‘Science for Citizens”
and we need much more.

We need new ways of getting an in-
formed public consensus on issues of
vital importance; some methods have
been suggested (/) that would be more
effective and quicker than our present
haphazard approaches. We also have to
have checks and balances on public edu-
cation programs to ensure that they are
truly presenting all sides of the ques-
tions.

The ‘‘Science Court’’ idea is perhaps
useful, as far as it goes, for establishing
questions of scientific fact. But for deci-
sions involving value judgments, we
need more diversified input and a more
representative and adequately informed
jury. Our criminal courts utilize the trial-
by-jury process whereby a group of
peers, after hearing both sides, decide
the fate of a man accused of a capital
offense. Could some development of this
process help in deciding life and death
issues for society?

program,

Jonn C. CoBB
Department of Preventive Medicine
and Comprehensive Health Care,
University of Colorado Medical Center,
Denver 80262
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Mailing Labels on Science Covers

Why do you spend thousands of dollars
each year to produce exciting cover
photographs for Science, and then week
after week allow your mailing department
to obscure the most important parts of
these photos. I like to refer these covers
to students, use them on bulletin boards,
or just enjoy them myself. Yet each week
I find my first reaction to the current
issue is anger that you have once again
spoiled the current cover. Can’t you put
the labels on the back of the magazine or
at least on the title part of the cover?
Your readers certainly are intelligent
enough to know that the magazine is
Science if a portion of one of the letters
is covered.

Stop frustrating your readers, please,
and find some solution to the mailing label
problem quickly.

EUGENE E. HINMAN
Department of Geology, Cornell
College, Mount Vernon, Iowa 52314

Labels must be applied to magazines
by machines of specific mechanical con-
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