ey 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 techniques. pHisolytes 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

EBlvd ,Rexdale (Toronto), Ont.
Brinkmann
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Academy Energy Study

In connection with Philip M. Boffey’s
article of 28 January (News and Com-
ment, p. 380), we would like to clear up a
possible misunderstanding concerning
the nature of the interim report of the
NAS-NRC Committee on Nuclear and
Alternative Energy Systems (CONAES)
and the role of the 250 or more *‘partic-
ipants’” in this study. The study is
being conducted on three levels: the
16-member CONAES committee; four
panels; and some 30 *‘resource groups,”’
27 of which report to one or more of the
panels, with the other three reporting to
the main committee.

The interim report is solely the respon-
sibility of the parent committee, and no
participant aside from the 16 members of
the committee should be inferred to be
responsible for its conclusions or for the
conclusions that will appear in the final
report to be issued this summer.

It is intended that reports from each of
the four panels will be published by the
Academy at approximately the same time
as the report of the parent committee, and
the panel reports may include contribu-
tions from many of the resource groups.
The panel reports will be the responsibili-
ty of the relevant panel members, and will
not necessarily agree with the views ar-
rived at by the parent committee after its
review and analysis of the panel and re-
source group inputs.

It is regrettable that, whereas Boffey’s
article carefully stated the limited con-
clusions of the interim report, several sto-
ries in the general press contained specu-
lation concerning the agreed-upon con-
clusions of CONAES that went well
beyond any statements made in the inter-
im report.

HARVEY BRoOKS, EDWARD L. GINZTON
Committee on Nuclear and Alternative
Energy Systems, National Academy of
Sciences, Washington, D.C.20418

‘‘Scientific’” Social Anthropology

Gina Bari Kolata’s article **Social an-
thropologists learn to be scientific’” (Re-
search News, 25 Feb., p. 770) ascribes
certain policies of judgment and action
to the Program Director for Anthropolo-
gy of the National Science Foundation
(NSF). I am writing because of a real con-
cern over the policies that are evidently
being pursued by this office of NSF.

The burden of the article is that, in an
apparent attempt to improve the service
of her office, the Program Director for
Anthropology has been advising appli-

cants that they should design their studies
so as to be “‘more scientific.”’ Unfortu-
nately, Kolata is not explicit as to what is
meant by “*scientific’’ in this practice, but
given the history and nature of anthropol-
ogy, and some recent individual in-
stances with which I am familiar of grant
applications to NSF, I gather that it
means the formulation of research pro-
posals in the form of the hypothetical-de-
ductive method. The arbitrary imposition
of any specific paradigm of methodology
on all research projects is dubious; on
some social anthropological projects, the
requirement is positively destructive.

There are at least two major areas of
work in social anthropology to which this
approach is prejudicial. First is that known
as general ethnography, and second is the
so-called ‘‘interpretive’’ approach. The
first is scientific exploration that falls into
the “‘context of discovery.” Ethnogra-
phy in its most general sense is the de-
scription of the ways of life of peoples of
the world. It has been one of the major
sources of basic anthropological informa-
tion. It has ranged in kind from its earlier
history of reports of missionaries, explor-
ers, colonial officers, and travelers to
contemporary detailed explorations of
specific aspects of life in which a sys-
tematic series of approaches are used that
have become known generally as ‘‘ethno-
science.”’ The approach, while histor-
ically more concerned with the *‘exotic
societies,”’ has long since become a
major methodology for the study of all
societies, our own complex and urban
way of life included.

The implication in Kolata’s article that
it is unscientific *‘to study a particular
group simply because it is disappearing or
because no one had ever described it be-
fore”” is simply disastrous. Human so-
ciety is marked, to a degree uncommon
among life forms, with constantly emerg-
ing new cultural forms, answering to
new conditions and as yet little under-
stood mechanisms. Our best evidence
for study is these forms. Of particu-
lar importance are those representing
adaptations to earlier and now dis-
appearing life conditions on the planet.
There are many strong scientific reasons
for promoting the investigation of groups
that are disappearing or have never been
described before. (Not entirely indepen-
dent of their real scientific importance,
there is an additional humanitarian con-
cern, since these groups are often living
under increasingly difficult material and
environmental circumstances.) For NSF
to openly pursue a policy that deters such
investigation probably reflects the behav-
ioristic fad that has so marked much of
social science in the past quarter-century.
It has had some beneficial consequences.
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