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There are nineteen members 
in the family of Beckman 
Reference Electrodes-just so you 
can select the one best related 
to your requirements. There are 
four different types of reference 

junctions to pick from-asbestos 
fibre, palladium wire, ground 
glass sleeve, and porous frit. Each 
can be properly matched to 

your specific application for highly 
reliable determinations. 

In all, there are 121 Beckman 
electrodes immediately available. 
Call your local Beckman 
Sales Engineer or write for the 
Electrode Catalog. 
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. Rossi says that a working mother 
is a better example to her children 
than one "who shelves her books along 
with her diploma." There are two fal- 
lacies in that statement. First, many 
homemakers read, participate in com- 
munity affairs, and retain a lively in- 
terest in the world. How many truly 
educated women shelve their books 
and their intellectual curiosity? Second, 
Rossi ignores the contribution women 
can make by showing their children 
how to use leisure. Experts tell us that 
one of the crises of the future will be 
the growth of leisure and the inability 
to use it wisely. Surely an educated 
mother who employs her education 
constructively while remaining at home 
can teach her children, by example, 
that free time is a gift to be 
cherished... 

DOROTHY E. WYNNE 
165 Princeton Avenue, 
Eggertsville, New York 

The Critic Criticized 

It is clear from his recent letter to 
Science (16 July, p. 245) that all of 
us have been taking Banesh Hoffman 
much too seriously in his role as ob- 

jective test critic. His argument shows 
no trace of his scientific training. 
Briefly, it is this: he has raised certain 

objections to the use of objective tests; 
Chauncey and Hilton state that they 
do not have direct evidence that these 
objections are false; hence Hoffman 
concludes they are true. Note that 
Hoffman has no evidence to support his 

arguments; they are entirely a priori 
ones. Note also that Chauncey and 
Hilton have a good deal of indirect 
evidence, all of which hangs together, 
that the arguments are fallacious. For 
a scientist it is surely a strange sort of 
argument that the absence of direct 
data to the contrary proves that a 
theory is the correct one. 

LLOYD G. HUMPHREYS 

Department of Psychology,, 
University of Illinois, Urbana 

Hoffman's letter indicates that he is 
interested in statistical evidence and 
may have some of his own. I should 
therefore like to pose two questions for 
him: (i) Just what kind of statistical 
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magnitudes of the negative correlations 
of "depth, subtlety, creativity, intellec- 
tual honesty, and superior knowledge" 
with Scholastic Aptitude Test scores? 

JOHN E. MILHOLLAND 

Department of Psychology, 
University of Michigan, 
Ann Arbor 

VA Hospitals: 

Length of Stay 

In his argument concerning length 
of stay of patients in Veterans Admin- 
istration hospitals (Letters, 11 June, 
p. 141 1), Spratt overlooks these most 

important points of difference between 
"private university hospitals" and those 
of the VA: 

1) Patients discharged from surgical 
wards in private hospitals are not al- 

ways ready to walk the streets upon 
discharge. The operation has been suc- 
cessful, but the recovery takes a long 
time, and when the patient has run 
out of insurance money he prefers to 
hobble home rather than go bankrupt 
at the rate of $30 a day. A VA hospital, 
by law, cannot discharge a patient un- 
til the patient is ready for discharge. 

2) With the aging of the population 
of veterans, disabling neurological dis- 
eases (such as strokes) are on the in- 
crease. Such illnesses are not like acute 
appendicitis; the treatment is long, the 
progress is slow, the complications fre- 
quent. A "private university hospital" 
usually shuns this kind of patient after 
a week or two of diagnostic work-up 
(which, again, takes up the largest 
chunk of insurance money, leaving 
the rest for "chronic care" in some 
nursing home). Through no fault of 
the private hospital, to the patient it 
looks as if once he has been squeezed 
dry of financial resources (usually in- 
surance) he is shipped somewhere else. 
One can imagine the howling in Con- 
gress if VA institutions were to follow 
this policy. 

3) The VA carries on the most ex- 
tensive training program for medical 
residents, a benefit which may tend to 
lengthen hospital stay in some cases. 

4) The VA is a very large organiza- 
tion; therefore anecdotes of particular 
instances are bound to be misleading. 
The fact is that it provides the cheapest 
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