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It's amazing how much quieter our lab is 

since we put in J-6 centrifuges. 

It's true: Beckman J-6B 
centrifuges run so quietly you 
can hardly hear them - even 
at 6000 rpm. Yet they have a 
powerful drive that gets rotors 
to speed and down again in 
a hurry, so you get more 
work done per day. 

There are 13 fixed-angle 
and horizontal rotors to 

choose from with volumes as 
large as six liters, or six 
blood bags. 

The modular, colorful 
Multi-DiscTM adapters hold a 
large number and variety 
of tubes and bottles-for 
example, the J-6B can run as 
many as 336 RIA tubes! 

With all this going for 

it, no wonder the J-6B is the 
obvious quality choice in 
large-capacity refrigerated 
floor-model centrifuges. For 
full details, write Beckman 
Instruments, Inc., Spinco 
Division, 1117 California Ave., 
Palo Alto, CA 94304. Ask 
for Brochure SB-480. 

BECKMANI 
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Appavrently our L?D staf 
didn!t take the hdlidays off. 

NEW, EXCLUSIVE 

3'-dATP [a 32p] 
(Cordycepin 5'-triphosphate) 
Incorporation of 3'-dATP, [a-32P]- molecule into DNA 
or RNA at 3'-end prevents further polymerization 
Labels DNA in terminal deoxynucleotidyl 
transferase catalyzed reaction 
Reagent of choice for end-labeling RNA 
during DNA-dependent RNA transcription 
Deoxyadenosine 5'-triphosphate, tetra- 
(triethylammonium) salt, 3'-[a-32P] 
500-1 000Ci/mmol 
Ethanol:water, 1:1, shipped in dry ice 
NEG-026 500/Ci 1mCi 
Circle No. 277 on Readers' Service Card 

NEW, EXCLUSIVE 

Thio-ATP [5S] 
Adenosine 5'-(y-thio) triphosphate, 
tetrasodium salt, [35S]- 
0.1-2.0Ci/mmol 
Ethanol: 0.002M aqueous mercaptoethanol solution, 
1:1, in dry ice 
NEG-027 100Ci 
Circle No. 280 on Readers' Service Card 

NEW, EXCLUSIVE 
Arachidonic acid ['C] 
Highest specific activity 
Arachidonic acid, [3 through 20-14C]- 
-200mCi/mmol 
Ethanol, undbr argon 
NEC-749 5/Ci 25/tCi 
ALSO AVAILABLE: 
Arachidonic acid, [1 -14C]- 
40-60mCi/mmol 
Arachidonic acid, [5,6,8,9,11,12,14,15-3H(N)]- 
60-100Ci/mmrol 
Circle No. 281 on Readers' Service Card 

NEW, EXCLUSIVE 
Concanavalin A ['12I] 
For labeling glycoproteins in solution and on cell 
surfaces 
30-40/Ci/gg, -100Ci/ml 
Each lot biologically tested 
Concanavalin A, [1251]- 
30-40FCi//kg 
0.05M phosphate buffer (pH 7.5) containing a 
stabilizer and a proteolytic enzyme inhibitor, in dry ice 
NEX-145 10Ci 2x10/uCi 50/Ci 2x50,uCi 
Prepared fresh for stock on the 4th Monday 
of each month 
ALSO AVAILABLE: 
Concanavalin A, [3H(G)]- 
>30Ci/mmol 
0.01 M sodium phosphate buffer (pH 6.8) in silanized 
combi-vial, in dry ice 
NET-491 50/Ci 250/Ci 
Circle No. 282 on Readers' Service Card 

NEW 
PROTEIN A ['51] 
For labeling antibodies 

70-100Ci//g, - 100/Ci/ml 
Each lot biologically tested 
Protein A, [1251] 
70-100/LCi//,g 
0.03M phosphate buffer containing 40% ethanol and 
acetic acid (pH 4.0) 
NEX-146 10Ci 2x10,Ci 50uCi 2x50,Ci 
Prepared fresh for stock on the 1 t Monday 
of each month 
Circle No. 292 on Readers' Service Card 

Not for use in humans or clinical diagnosis 

*i[ New England Nuclear 
URC- 549 Albany Street, Boston, Mass. 02118 

Call toll-free: 800-225-1572 
(In Massachusetts and International: 617-482-9595) 

NEN Chemicals GmbH: D-6072 Dreieich, W. Germany, Postfach 401240, 
Telephone: (06103) 85034, Telex: 4-17993 NEN D 
NEN Canada Ltd., 2453 46th Avenue, Lachine, Que. H8T 3C9, 
Telephone: 514-636-4971, Telex: 05-821808 
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HPintroduces the 
If you've been thinking that only a 32-bit computer can handle your matrix 

intensive jobs, think about this: with HP's new Vector Instruction Set (VIS), the HP 
1000 does matrix inversions at speeds comparable to a 32-bit mini. At less than 

one-third the price. 
The HP 1000 F-Series computer has built a solid reputation for 

handling complex scientific calculations involving floating point 
arithmetic, trigonometric and logarithmic functions, and other com- 

putation-intensive problems. And now it's even better. 
With VIS, you can perform vector and matrix arithmetic at 

speeds you wouldn't have thought possible on a 16-bit computer. Yet 
HP 1000 F-Series systems, including the powerful Vector Instruction 
Set, are priced from only $46,000. 

You can call VIS easily from any FORTRAN program by 
simply specifying the size of your array and the operation you want to 
perform. A single vector addition statement like CALL VADD, for ex- 
ample, replaces a FORTRAN DO loop to execute some applications up 
to 10 times faster. 

And by taking advantage of the HP 1000's Extended Memory 
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Matrix Machine 
Area, VIS can address extremely large data sets 
(up to 1.8 megabytes) in main memory. All array 
and memory management tasks are handled auto- 
matically so you can do large array applications 
like image processing, three-dimensional graph- 
ics, process optimization and simulations. With- 
out writing any new software. 

Speedplusaccuracy 
equals performance. 
Even if you're just crunching 

numbers and not matrices, the F- 
Series has what it takes to handle the 
most sophisticated computations. 

A hardware-implemented 
Floating Point Processor gives you 
three levels of floating point precision 
for up to 17 significant digits of accu- 
racy. The F-Series' standard firmware 
also includes a subsystem designed to 
improve performance on frequently used 
FORTRAN routines. Like parameter passing, for 
example. Or normalization functions. Even array 
iaddress calculations. And separate polynominal 

and scientific instruction sets 
make it easy to do highly accurate 
calculations involving a wide range 
of trigonometric, logarithmic and 
other complex functions all at 
hardware speed. 

Crunch a matrix today. 
To find out how the HP 1000 makes matrix 

arithmetic a snap on a 16-bit computer, call your 
nearest HP office listed in the White Pages and 
ask for a hands-on demonstration. It might save 
you from investing all more than you need to 

is . for your sophisticated computation jobs. Or 
write for more information to Hewlett-Packard, 
Attn: Roger Ueltzen, Dept. 3560, 11000 Wolfe 
Road, Cupertino, CA 95014. 

Matrix InversionTimes* 

HP 1000 
VIS-enhanced 32-bit 

Size F-Series Minicomputer 
50x50 1.8 sec 1.5 sec 

100x100 12.3 sec 11.7 sec 
200x200 105 sec 92 sec 
400x400 690 sec 720 sec 

*Benchmark method-Matrix inversion using Gauss-Jordan Elimination. 
Price is US. list. 
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Seek peaks at 206 nm 

and get up to 200x 
the sensitivity of 
monitoring at 280 nm... 

Seek peaks at 206 nm 

and get up to 200x 
the sensitivity of 
monitoring at 280 nm... 

...with the new Uvicord S 
UV monitor 

Sensitivity is increased up to 200x for proteins when you 
monitor at 206 nm with LKB's new Uvicord? S UV-monitor. 
This unique instrument will detect non-aromatic peptides, 
polysaccharides, nucleotides, lipids and steroids as well as 
proteins. And, naturally, you can also monitor at 254 or 
280 nm. 

Enhanced versatility has required no compromise in stabil- 
ity. Quite the contrary. Sophisticated optics and solid state 
circuitry provide outstanding linearity. And you can monitor 
simultaneously at high and low sensitivities. 

Unlike others, the new Uvicord S UV-monitor is contained 
in a single small case which mounts easily on a fraction col- 
lector or ring stand. And its low price matches its small size. 

'iWable Contact LKB today for full details. 
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LKB Instruments Inc. 
12221 Parklawn Drive, Rockville, Maryland 20852 

301: 881-2510 
Circle No. 283 on Readers' Service Card 80A312 

LKB Instruments Inc. 
12221 Parklawn Drive, Rockville, Maryland 20852 
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LETTERS 

"Peer" Review 

Present procedures of reviewing re- 
search proposals may be not only im- 
practical and wasteful but also deficient 
and harmful. Four problems relate to 
peer competence and peer rights. 

1) For the most advanced scientists 
only a few or no peers exist. In their re- 
search, new areas are explored, often 
with special techniques and approaches. 
There is thus a high probability that one 
or several aspects of a proposal will not 
be appreciated by the judging "quasi- 
peers." In some cases, the number of re- 
viewers in a committee may improve the 
chances for fair judgment. However, for 
advanced scientists, a competent review 
cannot be achieved unless a reviewer 
who is working in the same field with 
similar techniques and a similar amount 
of experience is consulted. 

2) The closest scientific peer is a com- 
petitor. Even though reviewers try to be 
fair, nobody likes his or her programs or 
original ideas to be screened and judged 
by a real or potential competitor. Cur- 
rent procedures do not exclude such 
competitors. The present method vio- 
lates democratic principles of respect for 
and protection of the individual. 

3) ApplicantS are not given the same 
"peer" rights their "peer" reviewers 
have. A mechanism does not exist that 
would allow consideration of a rebuttal 
of reviewers' criticism before decisions 
for funding are made. Even when there is 
good evidence for errors of judgment, 
bias, incompetence, or negligence by the 
reviewer(s), the only recourse for denial 
of funding is resubmission of the re- 
search proposal. Each resubmission 
causes delay of funding for 8 to 12 
months. Possible consequences are dis- 
ruption of laboratory work, loss of mo- 
mentum, discouragement, and dismissal 
of trained personnel. 

4) "Peer" reviewers remain anony- 
mous. Possible deficiencies in their com- 
petence and bias related to the com- 
petition problem are covered up by this 
practice. Imagine anonymity in book re- 
views, theater colutnns, political ex- 
poses, or letters to the editor. Would it 
not be considered escaping responsibili- 
ty? Why do scientists provide and accept 
anonymous reviews of grant applications 
and jourtnal manuscripts? In an open re- 
view system, merits and weaknesses 
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My recommendations? Do keep a re- 
view system. However, send the review- 
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ers' comments with names and signa- 
tures to the investigator, who would be 
allowed one rebuttal. Comments and re- 
buttal would then be available when the 
proposal is considered for funding. 

WALTER E. STUMPF 
Department of Anatomy, 
School of Medicine, University of 
North Carolina, Chapel Hill 27514 

Appraising Psychotherapy 

I choose to take a somewhat perverse 
pleasure in the fact that Eliot Marshall, 
in his article "Psychotherapy works, but 
for whom?" (News and Comment, I 
Feb., p. 506), found so much of my own 
article "Can psychotherapy research 
guide the policy maker?' (1) worthy of 
repeating. I do regret, however, that he 
did not quote from it fully enough to rep- 
resent my views more faithfully. 

The rather unflattering summary of 
the state of the art of psychotherapy 
which Marshall represented as my con- 
clusion was in fact' my synopsis of the 
position presented in the report of the 
President's Commission on Mental 
Health (PCMH) (2). One of the major 
points of my article was that the 
PCMH's appraisal was unwarranted. I 
do not believe I was being particular- 
ly obscure when I stated: "Practition- 
ers will not and should not easily ac- 
cept the modest assessment of their ef- 
fectiveness." I followed this statement 
with a discussion of the limitations of as- 
sessment by diagnostic categories, 
which obscures the fact that the pre- 
ponderance of patients who seek psy- 
chotherapy are effectively treated (1, pp. 
301-302). Again on page 303 I discussed 
the shortcomings of the research on 
which the report of the PCMH was based 
and concluded, "In view of this fact, I 
am prepared to place but modest reliance 
on the present conclusions of the PCMH 
Report regarding psychotherapy." 

I would be pleased indeed if Mar- 
shall's referenpes to my statements had 
the effect of stimulating the reader to 
seek out my original article. It's really 
quite good. 

MORRIS B. PARLOFF 
Psychotherapy and Behavioral 
Intervention Section, 
Clinical Research Branch, 
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in his article "Psychotherapy works, but 
for whom?" (News and Comment, I 
Feb., p. 506), found so much of my own 
article "Can psychotherapy research 
guide the policy maker?' (1) worthy of 
repeating. I do regret, however, that he 
did not quote from it fully enough to rep- 
resent my views more faithfully. 

The rather unflattering summary of 
the state of the art of psychotherapy 
which Marshall represented as my con- 
clusion was in fact' my synopsis of the 
position presented in the report of the 
President's Commission on Mental 
Health (PCMH) (2). One of the major 
points of my article was that the 
PCMH's appraisal was unwarranted. I 
do not believe I was being particular- 
ly obscure when I stated: "Practition- 
ers will not and should not easily ac- 
cept the modest assessment of their ef- 
fectiveness." I followed this statement 
with a discussion of the limitations of as- 
sessment by diagnostic categories, 
which obscures the fact that the pre- 
ponderance of patients who seek psy- 
chotherapy are effectively treated (1, pp. 
301-302). Again on page 303 I discussed 
the shortcomings of the research on 
which the report of the PCMH was based 
and concluded, "In view of this fact, I 
am prepared to place but modest reliance 
on the present conclusions of the PCMH 
Report regarding psychotherapy." 

I would be pleased indeed if Mar- 
shall's referenpes to my statements had 
the effect of stimulating the reader to 
seek out my original article. It's really 
quite good. 
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University-Industry Programs 

I want to offer a constructive criticism 
of the outstanding article "Research, in- 
novation, and university-industry link- 
ages" by D. J. Prager and G. S. Omenn 
(25 Jan., p. 379). The authors have made 
a thorough, thoughtful, and balanced 
presentation of the crucial national 
needs, the many opportunities, and the 
serious impediments that control the es- 
tablishment of university-industry R & D 
linkages. They suggest several actions 
or initiatives that the federal government 
can and should take in order to develop 
and enhance these vital interactions. 
They mention several exciting examples 
of successful industry-university coop- 
eration. However, they do not cite and 
draw on the experience of a success- 
ful, ongoing, university-industry-govern- 
ment R & D program that is the per- 
fect model for the activities and actions 
they propose. I refer to the National 
Sea Grant College Program of the Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin- 
istration, Department of Commerce. 

The Sea Grant Program was the vision 
of such farsighted individuals as Athel- 
stan Spilhaus, John Knauss, Senator 
Claiborne Pell (D-R.I.), and former Con- 
gressman Paul Rogers. It has grown from 
the germ of an idea in 1966 to a major 
national program that taps the reservoir 
of talent and expertise available in our 
nation's universities and directs it to- 
ward economically and environmentally 
sound development and use of this coun- 
try's marine resources. The original act 
stressed the need for strong industry-uni- 
versity ties in effective joint R & D. 
Today, thanks to the continued interest, 
close oversight, and increasing support 
by Congress, the Sea Grant Program is 
mutually supported, university-based, 
and does for marine industries and busi- 
nesses exactly what the authors propose 
on a general, nationwide basis. 

Twenty-eight successful Sea Grant 
programs now exist. By building on the 
Sea Grant concept and principles, uni- 
versities can initiate other industry-uni- 
versity linkages of the type recommend- 
ed by Prager and Omenn. 

DEAN A. HORN 
Sea Grant Program, 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 
Cambridge 02139 
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Erratum: In the report "Access of urinary non- 
volatiles to the mammalian vomeronasal organ" by 
C. J. Wysocki et al. (15 Feb., p. 781), the parts 
of Fig. 1 were inadvertently interchanged. 

Erratum: In the report by R. G. Wyatt et al. "Hu- 
man rotavirus type 2: Cultivation in vitro" (11 Jan., 
p. 189), in the sentence describing the porcine rota- 
virus plaque reduction test (p. 190, column 3, line 16), 
the concentratior of pancreatin in the agar overlay 
should have been given as "0.15 percent of-2.5 per- 
cent pancreatin 4 x N.F.; Gibco." 
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LKB's new MultiRacTM fraction collector 
is a real space saver. You can see that 
reservoir, column, pump, monitor and 
recorder can all mount on it easily. And 
you can keep adding decks to take as 
much more equipment as you want. 

The new LKB fraction collector is 
smart too. It will collect from micro- 
liters to liters, adjust fraction size 
automatically according to OD, stop all 
flow as the head traverses, and on com- 
mand will channel all void volume to 
waste. 

Its good looks go well beneath the 
surface: solid state electronics, rugged 
materials of construction and a clear, 
bright, unambiguous LED display all 
make for an instrument that's safe, 
dependable and easy to use. 

Contact LKB today for full details. 
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Uniform Latex 

Particles 

a Carboxylate-Modified 
Uniform Latex Particle. 

Dow Diagnostics has been successful in the 
Aevelopment of Uniform Latex Particles which 
should permit covalent (chemical) bonding of 
antigens, antibodies, enzymes, etc., to their surface. 

These Particles should permit attachment by amide 
bonds; amino groups on the biochemical species 
reacted with the carboxylic acid groups on the latex 
'particles' surfaces. 

Uniform Latex Particles are also available in a number 
bf diameters, colors and surface chemistries for a 
-vide range of applications. For more information, 
qontact: 

Dow Diagnostics 
The Dow Chemical Company 
P.O. Box 68511 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46268 
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DOW CARBOXYLATE-MODIFIED UNIFORM 
LATEX PARTICLES, LOT NUMBER NP-1721-24, 
provides a mean diameter of 0.860 micrometers 
and a standard deviation of only 0.0051 micrometers. 
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COMPUTER GRAPHICS IN EDUCATION 

"Students respond to graphics. 
It helps them bridge the gap between 

terminology and reality. 
Dr. Robert Ward 
University of Northern Iowa 

The University of 
Northern Iowa is devel- 
oping an exciting new 
general science course 
for non-science majors. 
Tektronix computer 
graphics are key to the 
instructional program. 
"Graphics," says Bob Ward, 
"are especially valuable for 
people with little familiarity 
with symbols and equations. 
They are able to see more 
directly concepts and 
relationships." 

This year's pilot program 
incorporates three Tektronix 

4025 Computer Display 
Terminals. The 4025 is 
especially suited to effort- 
less operation, making 
several examples of a single 
idea easy to construct. 

Students are enthused 
with their new graphics 
tutor. It is helping to change 
their outlook on physics. 
Chemistry. Biology. On the 
sciences in general. Profes- 
sors like Dr. Ward see an 
ever-expanding role for 
graphics-from teaching 
and testing to course man- 
agement and administrative 
services. 

Tektronix is the world 
leader in quality graphics. 
For product information, call 
our toll-free automatic answer- 
ing service at 1-800-547-1512 
(In Oregon call 644-9051 
collect). Or write: 

Tektronix, Inc. 
Information Display Group 
PO. Box 500 
Beaverton, OR 97077 

Tektronix International, Inc. 
European Marketing Centre 
Post box 827 
1180 AV Amstelveen 
The Netherlands 

Tektronix 
COMMITTED TO EXCELLENCE 

Copyright ? 1980, Tektronix, Inc. All rights reserved. 
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LAST NOVEMBER, 
DATA GENERAL AND 
DEC ANNOUNCED 
NEW COMPUTERS. 
THE SIMILARITY 

What more can we 
COMPARE: ISPEED PRICE (net) say?OurnewECLIPSE? 

Thousands Whetstone S/140 is notonlyagreat 
instructions/second deal faster than the 

11/44, it's also a great 
Single Double deal, period. Precision Precision Read the chart. 

DEC nPrDP *t?4 *??4 31?4'4 2 1 $4 ,0Then you'll under- 
PDP 4 314 231 $41,9 stand whyour ECLI PSE 
System S/140 is your only Includes PDP 11/44 choice. Break the 

with 256 ERCC choice reakth 
memory,20.8 MB speed limit without 
dual RL02 disc sub- paying the price. Send 
system, floating point i the coupon. processor and A120 in oupon. 
console printer Data General Corporation, 

Westboro, MA 01580, (617) 366- 
8911. Data General (Canada) Ltd 

Data General 450 380 C 7 AIA Ontario, Canada. Data General 
ECLIPSE S/140 4EV 6Ou dICoclV Europe, 61 rue de Courcelles, 
ELSystem ' 4Paris, France, 766.51.78. 

~~~~~~System ~System including Data General Australia, 
S/140 with 256KB (03) 89-0633. ECLIPSE S/140 with 25ERC 6 . . is a registered ERCC MOS memory, trademark of Data 
Model 6100. 45MB General. ?Data 
non-removabe mov- General _ ^ 
ing head disc with Corporation, 14.v \9 C 
integral 1.26 MB dis- 1980. ?~.9;~,? kette floating point _,o:~? / 
hardware and Dasher o'\C~Q~Q // 
TP2 180 CPS console ,\,s<.' / / 
printer ,-" 

ECLIPSE 430 65 10% 
S/140 is: 

faster faster lower price 

*As reported in DATAQUEST Research Newsletter, Nov. 30, 1979; COMPUTER SYSTEMS NEWS, Dec. 3, 1979. ~4". <' 
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A 30 second seminar on a powerful new system 
that puts you in control of your data analysis. 
It's called RS/1, The Research System, and it's a software package that can turn any ordinary PDP-1 1TM 

computer into a data processing center right in your own laboratory. But the best part about RS/1 
is that you don't have to be an expert programmer. Some of its easy-to-use features are shown below.* 

RS/1 PLOTS GRAPHS 

Perform specialized calculations and access data stored by 
other programs (e.g. FORTRAN) with RS/1 's own structured 
programming language. 

Want to learn more about RS/1? Circle the reader reply card or call 
today for an RS/1 literature packet. 

PDP-11 is a trademark of Digital Equipment Corporation. 
*Actual unretouched photos from a Tektronix 4027 Color Graphics Terminal. Circle No. 4 on Readers' Service Card 

- COMPUTER = 
SYSTEMS 

Bolt Beranek and Newman Inc. 
50 Moulton Street, Cambridge, Mass. 02238 
Telephone: 617-491-8488 
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THE ADVANCEMENT OF SCIENCE 
Science serves its readers as a forum for the presenta- 

tion and discussion of important issues related to the ad- 
vancement of science, including the presentation of mi- 
nority or conflicting points of view, rather than by pub- 
lishing only material on which a consensus has been 
reached. Accordingly, all articles published in Science- 
including editorials, news and comment, and book re- 
views-are signed and reflect the individual views of the 
authors and not official points of view adopted by the 
AAAS or the institutions with which the authors are af- 
filiated. 
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Federal Support in the Social Sciences 
The debate regarding the federal role in the support of social science re- 

search is long-standing and tends to intensify at this time of year as Con- 
gress begins its annual examination of the President's budget. There are 
supporters of the social sciences in Congress, but there are also vigorous 
critics. Criticism follows two contradictory lines of argument. In the first, 
social science research is regarded as irrelevant to societal needs and, there- 
fore, a waste of taxpayers' dollars. The contrary argument is that the social 
sciences are all too relevant-leading to social engineering and manipula- 
tion of moral values-and should not be encouraged, let alone supported. 
Both of these views create difficulties for those who argue for increased sup- 
port for social science research. 

How has this debate affected federal funding for the social sciences? The 
facts are surprising. As a percent of the federal budget for both basic and ap- 
plied research, the social sciences-defined in the National Science 
Foundation data base as anthropology, economics, political sciences, 
geography, and sociology-have remained remarkably constant at 5 percent 
of the total for well over a decade. A somewhat different picture emerges, 
however, if one examines where the research is performed (in colleges and 
universities, independent nonprofit organizations, industry, or government 
laboratories). Consider, for example, federal funds for basic research. 
Across all fields of science, the percentage of basic research performed 
at academic institutions has been roughly constant at 48 percent since 
1973-the first year such data were collected. In contrast, 60 percent of 
basic research in the social sciences was performed at academic institutions 
in 1973, but that number had decreased to 47 percent by 1978. The cumula- 
tive impact is significant: from 1973 to 1979, federal funds for basic research 
at colleges and universities in all scientific fields increased 97 percent; in 
social sciences the increase was 37 percent. The same trends hold for 
federally supported applied research and for the composite of basic and 
applied research. 

Setting aside questions about the classification of basic and applied re- 
search and possible spillovers from developmental work, these data indicate 
a shift of social science research away from academic institutions. We will 
have to know more about the nonacademic performers and the research 
they are doing before the trends can be interpreted. We do know that the job 
market is a factor. Although faculty positions in the social sciences have 
increased at about the same rate as the average for all fields of science, the 
number of new social science Ph.D.'s requires that many seek employment 
outside universities. Another factor may be that federal agencies are 
exercising more control over the content and climate of research. Professor 
Theodore Schultz, the University of Chicago's most recent Nobel Laureate 
in Economics, has commented on the distortions in economic research 
introduced by the influence of patrons-federal and private-and the re- 
sultant decline in academic research with no readily apparent utility. Con- 
strained by the criticisms mentioned above, funding agencies may be 
trying to ensure that the relevance of the social science they support is 
easily justified and, at the same time, poses no threat to society's values. 

The shift away from academia in the social sciences has consequences for 
graduate education, for methodological work, and for the balance between 
fundamental and policy-oriented research. A case can be made that the shift 
has been beneficial for certain specialties and has strengthened links be- 
tween academia and the real world. Whatever the judgment, it is important 
that we be aware of what is taking place and consider the consequences in 
planning for the future. RICHARD C. ATKINSON, Director, National Sci- 
ence Foundation, Washington, D.C. 20550 
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If you're a scientist or 
engineer with extensive 
experience in fossil fuels, 
we'd like your help in devel- 
oping one of the nation's 
most important energy 
resources. MITRE is now 
involved in extensive R&D 
projects in the fossil energy 
area. We need coal conver- 
sion and utilization engi- 
neers, process economists 
and fossil energy resource 
and technology analysts. 

Candidates should have 
a minimum of 10 years 
experience in one or more 
of the following areas: coal 
and shale mining, petro- 
leum and natural gas 
extraction and refining, 
coal gasification or lique- 
faction (direct and indirect) 
or direct combustion of 

coal. Good oral and written 
communication skills are a 
must. You will be in con- 
stant communication with 
government decision 
makers and the ultimate 
products of your efforts at 
MITRE wi ll take the form of 
written reports. Familiarity 
with U.S. Department of 
Energy R&D programs is 
also an advantage. 

A non-profit, federally 
funded corporation, MITRE 
offers professional oppor- 
tunities usually unavailable 
in private industry. MITRE 

THE 

MTERE 
CORPORATION 

Washington Center 

employs talented technical 
people to take on challeng- 
ing projects in all areas of 
energy development and 
environmental protection. 
Our systems engineering 
approach to these projects 
is comprehensive and multi- 
disciplinary, an approach 
that both stimulates and 
demands innovation, objec- 
tivity and flexibility. At 
MITRE, we're looking for 
people who look at things 
differently. 

Please send your 
resume and salary history 
in absolute confidence to: 
V. H. Jasper, 1820 Dolley 
Madisop Blvd., McLean, VA 
22102 or call 800-336-0430. 
MITRE believes in hiring 
men and women of all 
races. 

We're looking for people who look at things yltize ielb. 
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