The ideal
way to measure
osmolality.

The biotechnology explosion has
expanded the need for measuring
the osmolality of solutions. Such
measurements are critical in many
areas of research. The most cur-
rent and accurate means of meas-
uring osmolality is the Wescor
Vapor Pressure Osmometer. More
than 5,500 laboratories now use
the Wescor VPO routinely.

Here's why it’s so popular:

= Accepts any biological sample,
including viscous liquids, tissue
specimens and cell suspensions
with no need to alter the physical
state of the specimen.

¥ Accepts sample volumes as
small as 2 microliters.

® Avoids measurement artifacts
that often accompany freezing
point measurements.
= Electronic accuracy and
reliability without mechanical
complexity.
If you are working with living
cells or have other applications for
accurate concentration measure-
ments, investigate the Wescor
VPO. It's the ideal osmometer.
Contact Wescor, Inc. 459 South
Main Street, Logan, UT 84321
USA. (801) 752-6011 or (800)
453-2725. FAX (801) 752-4127

VWESCOR

Innovative instrumentation since 1970.
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British Popular Science: “Prizeworthy”

How ludicrous to criticize British writers
of popular science for not being up to the
standards of their colleagues across the At-
lantic (“America rules the words,” Briefings,
24 May, p. 1063). Has the author of these
remarks never heard of, say, Richard Daw-
kins? Dawkins’ book The Blind Watchmaker
was published 3 months too early to qualify
for entry in the first British Science Book
Prize (awarded in 1988), but it went on to
win the Royal Society of Literature Award,
the first science book ever to do so. Or of
Michael Rowan-Robinson, author of the
beautifully written Universe? (Why this re-
markable book was not even shortlisted in
this year’s Science Book Prize is a mystery).
Or of Roger Penrose, winner of last year’s
prize (The Emperor’s New Mind)? Or of
Steven Hawking? Enough!

It is certainly true that few British pub-
lishing houses take popular science as seri-
ously as their American counterparts. But
perhaps that is at least in part due to the
lamentable fact that science books are largely
ignored in the book reviews pages of our
newspapers here.

MICHAEL RODGERS
5 Pages Close,
Bishop’s Stortford,
Herts CM23 4HP,
United Kingdom

Munk’s Experiment

Shame on you for publishing the farrago
of innuendos, anonymous statements, and
unsupported assertions contained in Jon
Cohen’s article (New & Comment, 17 May,
p- 912) about the Heard Island long-dis-
tance sound transmission experiment, car-
ried out under the inspiration and general
direction of Walter Munk of the Scripps
Institution of Oceanography!

Cohen quotes Ann Bowles, the leader of the
biological survey team on the expedition, as
saying that beaked whales and pilot whales may
have avoided the transmissions; and he quotes
Bob Pitman, one of the biologists, as saying
that “it’s possible that deep diving mammals
were affected.” Bowles told Cohen, however,
that she and her colleagues on the biological
survey vessel couldn’t distinguish between the
effects of the transmissions and the effects of
the survey ship itself, a more likely source of
disturbance. Cohen does not mention Bowles’

observation that the endangered blue whales in
the area did not appear to have any meaningful
response. One blue whale was actually ob-
served to feed and socialize during a transmis-
sion and to travel 11 kilometers toward the
transmitting vessel in the process.

In the absence of evidence of harm to
marine mammals, Cohen makes his case
with lurid verbiage, referring to the trans-
missions as “blasts” or “shots,” implying at
the same time that they were continuous. In
fact, the transmissions consisted of a low-
frequency 57-hertz buzz, incapable of blast-
ing anything more than a couple of millime-
ters from the face of the source. They were
emitted in a duty cycle of 1/3 on and 2/3 off
(actually lower because of mechanical fail-
ures) for only 5 days. Cohen quotes an
anonymous marine mammologist, who was
“more worried about this experiment than
any other human activity other than toxic
waste.” In fact, no study of marine mammals
has found any evidence of long-term biolog-
ically important effects of even high-intensi-
ty industrial noise, despite an intensive, 11-
year effort in the Beaufort Sea, north of
Alaska and Western Canada.

Cohen quotes anonymous staff members
of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) as saying that the
experiment on the marine mammals was not
scientifically sound because it had no con-
trols. In fact, marine mammals were ob-
served and listened to with sonobuoys and
other underwater hearing devices for 5 days
before the start of transmissions, and for
several days after the transmissions were
completed. Cohen’s statement denigrates
the hard work under terribly difficult condi-
tions of the team of nine biologists, who
spent every daylight hour watching the
rough sea for marine mammals coming to
the surface. According to the biological sur-
vey team, a “completely adequate” experi-
ment would have required a baseline survey
lasting 4 months, spread over 2 years, fol-
lowed by a similar period of transmissions
and a follow-up. This would have exposed
marine mammals to 12 times the noise at an
expense of over $8 million.

Cohen gives the impression that NOAA
staff members insisted on anonymity in their
comments because they were afraid of retri-
bution from Munk, who is described as the
country’s “most powerful oceanographer.”
In fact, Professor Munk, my friend of more
than 50 years, is the gentlest and kindest of
men. He is completely incapable of retribu-
tion against anybody, especially for a differ-
ence of scientific opinion.

ROGER REVELLE

Scripps Institution of Oceanography,
University of California, San Diego,
La jolla, CA 92093-0210
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I read the article about the use of ex-
tremely loud underwater sound to measure
ocean temperatures from the viewpoint of
a researcher investigating the effects of
loud noise on the vertebrate inner ear. The
intensity of the sound at its source was
incredibly loud, 209 decibels or approxi-
mately 10 billion times the threshold of
human hearing. Levels of 124 decibels
were detected at a distance of 1000 kilom-
eters from the source. Although I do not
know of any studies on the effects of loud
waterborne sound on the inner ears of
marine mammals, sound levels of 124 deci-
bels are known to induce permanent hear-
ing loss in terrestrial mammals. Marine
mammals have a highly developed sense of
hearing. Dolphins, for example, use their
hearing for communication and echolocation
to navigate and find food. Prudence suggests
caution in exposing marine mammals to
sound levels that are known to induce perma-
nent hearing loss in land mammals.

MIicHAEL J. MULROY
Department of Anatomy,
Medical College of Georgia,
Augusta, GA 30912

Erratum: In the Research Article “Atomic structure of
adenosine deaminase complexed with a transition-state
analog: Understanding catalysis and immunodeficiency
mutations” by David K. Wilson et al. (31 May, p. 1278),
figure 3D on page 1281 was inadvertently omitted. The
figure and a corrected caption are printed below.
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(D) Schematic diagram of the interaction between

ADA and HDPR. Numbers near dashed lines

indicate distances (in angstroms) between refined

nonhydrogen atoms. As discussed in the text,

Glu?!7 and Asp?%6 are likely to have pK, values

greater than normal, His?38 and Asp?®S are likely

to be in the ionized or charged species, and His!”
(a zinc ligand) is neutral.

Erratum: In “This Week in Science” (21 June, p. 1591),
it was stated incorrectly that a News & Comment article
by Paul Selvin about “the legal battles of Jenny Harri-
son” could be found in that same issue. The article
appeared in the next issue, 28 June, p. 1781.

Ervatum: In the heading of the review of A. T. Sum-
ner’s Chromosome Banding (7 June, p. 1437), the name

en for the publisher was incomplete. The correct name
1s Unwin Hyman Inc., to be addressed at 955 Massachu-
setts Avenue, Cambndgc MA 02139-3107.
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DENSITOMETRY ON THE APPLE MAC .
Version 2.21 of the program which

turns your Apple Macintosh and S SCAN
scanner into a very ANALYSIS

affordable ($399) uses TIFF files

dens“ometer from 16(4 bit) and 256(8 bit)
grayscale scanners by Apple, Epson,

Truvel, Microtek, Hewlett Packard etc or
c Thunderscan files. It will integrate user-selected
regions on autoradiograms, polyacrylamide and agarose

gels, TLC plates or any other material which can be scanned.

Scan Analysis has both automatic peak- { & File Edit Image Manual Automatic @8
sensing and manual integration modes. TS stndsIB (= =
Multiple background subtraction modes —
include tangent skim and group-inter-
polated. There is full control over the way
the selection is integrated including data
smoothing, integration of white on black
densities and peak rejection.

Scan Analysis data files can be exported
directly to word processing and spread-
sheet programs. There is full control over
the axes of the densitometer plot. Plots are Num s"‘gg Srtval Top!.%

Densitometer |tobuiar summary: <can be pad

standard PICT files which can be read by s B o B
most graphics programs. Scan Analysis is 3 112 285 129
fully Multifinder compatible. Two versions e} LA =S -
are supplied on the disk, one of which 6 198 241 2n
functions on the entire Mac family with : == =
128K ROMs or greater and the other of 9 282 216 299
which supports 68020/68030 CPU and | 10 307 249 308
68881/68882 floating point coprocessor. P
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SEND FOR FREE DEM
ORFR O DISK PO Box 10938, Ferguson, MO 63135
B . D 5 D F "' Tel: (314) 524 8029 Fax: (314) 524 8129
In Europe: 22 Hills Road, Cambridge CB2 1JP, UK.
Tel: +44 223 68622 Fax: +44 223 312873
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R&D ATTENTION:
FUNDING BUDGET GNOMES
AT A SCIENCE POLICY BUFFS
DISCOUNT! R&D ENTHUSIASTS

Complete your set of AAAS R&D Reports, Colloquium Proceedings, and
Congressional Action Reports at once-in-a-lifetime savings.

Back issues of AAAS Reports I through XIV, Proceedings of the 1976 - 1989
Colloquia, Reports on R&D in the Congressional Action FY 1979 - 1990 Budget
are available for $5.00 each (plus $4.00 postage and handling per order). Or buy a
complete set for $100 (postage and handling included). Act quickly — stocks of some
reports are very limited. Call 202-326-6600 for details.

TO: AAAS, Science and Policy Programs, 1333 H Street, NW,
Washington, DC 20005

FROM:

Name

Address

City, State Zip

Please send me the following reports:

Enclose a check or money order made out to "AAAS" for $5 per report, plus $4.00 per
order postage and handling, or $100 for the complete set. DC and CA residents please add
appropriate sales tax. Prepaid orders only, please.






