
letters
problem were solved by providing the
option of receiving them on microfiche.

RODMAN E. DOLL
Schoolcraft College

7/82 Livonia, Michigan

Differences between physicists
The contrasting emphases on show-
and-tell, computer-assisted, and pen-
and-paper approaches to learning phy-
sics, so well portrayed in July (page 11)
by the letters of Julius Miller, and of W.
P. Allis, A. Bers and L. P. Harten,
brought to my mind an anecdote that
seems pertinent concerning William
Rowan Hamilton, the great Irish math-
ematical physicist.

Hamilton's mathematical analysis of
the propagation of light in a birefrin-
gent medium led him to predict that
"conical refraction" should be observa-
ble. Not being an experimenter, he
asked his friend Humphrey Lloyd to
look for the effect. After about six
months, Lloyd succeeded in observing
it. Their separate papers, published in
the same issue of the Proceedings of the
Royal Irish Academy in 1833, attracted
great interest. Many experimenters,
however, were unable to observe the
phenomenon, and one distinguished
optical worker—either Brewster or
Airy, I think—told Hamilton that he
would not have believed the effect
existed had he not seen it with his own
eyes. Hamilton is reported to have said
"How different we are!" Because his
eyes had deceived him so often, he
believed that it existed only because he
had proved it must.

To me this seems to say that the
advance of physics today, as then, is
dependent upon the complimentary
coordination of men and women with
widely differing gifts. Not to take
advantage of what each approach can
give is to the detriment of physics
instruction.

E. SCOTT BARR
8/82 Tuscaloosa, Alabama

Communicating with the public
I read with great interest the editorial
in July (page 96) concerning the Com-
mission on Pre-College Education in
Science, Mathematics and Technology.
Although I agree totally that some-
thing must be done about the dismal
failure of scientists to communicate
with the general public, I am skeptical
about the efficacy of yet another na-
tional commission to study the prob-
lem.

Nonetheless, I would like to suggest
that the Commission include in its
study not only established academic

programs, but also the fine example set
by the "Exploratorium," a "hands-on"
science and technology museum in the
Palace of Fine Arts in San Francisco.
This museum, operated by Frank Op-
penheimer and an enthusiastic cadre of
students and technicians, is a marvel-
ous example of what is lacking in most
science courses. The story of the muse-
um was recently featured on PBS
television. Clearly one important in-
gredient in the success of the Explora-
torium is the high priority placed on
interacting with the "students," name-
ly the public. Exhibits that don't com-
municate well are quickly replaced by
others that do. This feedback process is
probably the reason that microcom-
puters (and video games) also are so
popular today. Perhaps the Commis-
sion on Pre-College Education could do
worse than recommend that other
cities be encouraged (and possibly fund-
ed?) to set up their own exploratoria.

I have no connection with the Explor-
atorium except that of an enthusiastic
fan.

K. MORIYASU
University of Washington

8/82 Seattle, Washington

Fletcher and the nil drop
Regarding Harvey Fletcher's "My
Work with Millikan on the Oil-Drop
Experiment" (June, page 43), I want to
share a few thoughts.

When I was Ernest Kempton Adams
Precision Laboratory Assistant at Co-
lumbia University, 1935-1938, gradu-
ate students did the "Millikan Oil-Drop
Experiment." After reading Harvey
Fletcher's posthumous autobiographi-
cal excerpt, I wondered if the experi-
ment might not better be called the
"Millikan-Fletcher Oil-Drop Experi-
ment."

I think of a misnomer I would not
have known about except for Erich
Hausmann and F. P. Slack, who in
their Physics, third edition, page 388,
say: "The Wheatstone Bridge . . .
method devised in 1833 by S. Hunter
Christie, was brought to public atten-
tion by the English physicist, Sir
Charles Wheatstone (1802-1875) and
has remained associated with his
name."

It is commendable that PHYSICS TO-
DAY has published Fletcher's account of
this remarkable experiment on the
determination of the electron charge.

DON KIRKHAM
Iowa State University

8/82 Ames, Iowa

I was delighted to see the most interest-
ing article—an historical gem!—by
Harvey Fletcher on his work with

continued on page 104

A Complete Low
Temperature
Characterization
System for

$2995*1
A convenient system for character-
izing small samples and electronic
devices from 100°C to - 196°C (77K)
using MMR's patented MicroMini-
ature Refrigerator.

Features
• Single knob temperature control
• Automatic temperature

stabilization
• LCD readout in degrees C and K
• Rapid temperature response

Applications
• Optoelectronic detectors and

lasers
• Materials and biological samples
• Low noise amplifiers and

microwave devices
• Most other electronic devices

Used in:
• Q/Alabs
• Research labs
• Thin film fabrication
• OEM applications

'Foreign prices are slightly higher.
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Mountain View, CA 94043
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