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Dear FPeter,

October and November have been two aof the best months yet
for the development of the Automated Web for Canopy Exploration
(AWCE). I traveled to Los Angeles in late September to encourage
John Williams, the engineer of AWCE, to move faster on the
desigh. The reasons for the delay in the construction of AWCE
were a subject of DRP-3. It appears that the equipment may be
ready by early Januarys, at which time I plan on returning to Los
Angeles to conduct field tests in the Santa Monica mountains.

The system can then be shipped to Costa Rica in February.

While in Los Angeles; 1 was pleased to see my photographic
adventure book, LIFE ABOVE THE JUNGLE FLOOR, reviewed by the New
York Times Sunday Book Review on October fourth (see attached
copy?. The result of this review was that my literary agent,
Lluis Sanjur jo of International Creative Management (ICM), decided
to approach editors at several publishing houses with my next
book proposal, FRIMATE TEMPLE. This book will be a popularly
written challenge to existing theories of human evolution.

Another facet of AWCE is the production of a documentary
film about its construction and use. I have been looking for a
producer for quite mome time and since none have come forward, it
was beginning to look like I would have to produce the film on
my owWh. :

It is quite remarkable how new business opportunities
sometimes materialize. One. Sunday morning I was sippinhg coffee
and talking with total strangers at a favorite outdoor restaurant
in Santa Monica. Susan Olson, an artist who makes paper from
1atural fibers such as banana skins and willow bark, joined the
group and became interested in my stories about jungle treetops.
She introduced me to Charles Paviich, a documentary producer,
whiy after hearing my plans, became interested in filming the

Donald Ferry is an Institute Fellow who is developing a new system
af access for conducting résearch in the tops of jungle trees.
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building =f AWCE. I am now putting the finishing touches on a
proposal for a series about adventure and science in the canopy.

I met a number of individuals in Los Angeles who were
very interested in AWCE. These people encouraged me to actively
work on developing a foundation that would support continuing
canopy research. As a result I am now designing a brochure and
prospectus for the foundation. I am alsc looking for officers.

Upon returning to Branchport on October 18thy I was feeling
much better about the prospect of constructing AWCE in Janhuary
and February. Nevertheless, I was still plagued by the thought
of beginning the project on a marginal budget with the
possibility of funds becoming depleted mid-way through
construction. :

Between October 20 and 23 1 made appointments with editors
at four publishersy including Bantam Books and Dutton, to discuss
my plans for FPRIMATE TEMFLE. To save time I made all
appointments for friday, October Z4th. This was a hectic day. I
rose at 4:80 aum.y, drove to the ailrport in Rochestery; and flew to
NMew York. The questioning sessions at the four publishers were
much like going through fouwr sets of orals. I returned to
Branchport that same evening.

On Doctober 31, Roberta Halsey (my fianceed, her mother, and I
went to Nashville;, where I delivered a lecture on explorating a
giant hollow tree to the American Society of Consulting
Arborists. An urgent message was waiting for me at the Opryland
Hotel. My agent, Luis, told me several publishers were vying for
the rights to the human evolution book. & week of intense
negotiation followed, and just when a deal :with BRantam seemed
imminent, Little Brown of Boston joined the bidding. Little
Brown won. As a resulty; support for AWCE's installation and
operation has been assured for a number of months, and I am
confident that AWCE will soon thereafter: become sel f-sufficient.

I will now return to some subjects that were discussed in
DEFP-53, a report entitle "Seeking a Frofessional Frofession." 1
had said that universities see grant proposals as a means of
paying for operations, and they can take up to 50% of a grant
awarded to researchers. This is a low figure according o an
article written by Daniel kKoshland for SCIENCE (234:525).

YawaNo one really believes that an institution with a 30
percent overhead is very efficient and one with a 100 percent
overhead is a bunch of fumblers. Rather, they regard the high
rate as a clever way to enrich that institution with federal
money. University administrators, spurred by either envy or
altruistic passion, then try to get "their fair share..."

Koshland suggests that overhead be limited to 3.5 percent.
The chance of this happening seems about as likely as balancing
the U.S5. budget. Koshland is justifiably worried that "the new
tax bill may be particularly hard on private universities”" and
that they and public universities might see continued raiding of
grants as a means of survival.

The grant—proposal-writing game is the flip side of the
overhead gamey which brings us once again to the "publish or
perish" syndrome. I cannct overestimate the importance of
publishing to those locked in the academic/science routine.
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Publishing, and all it connotes -- a good position at a
university, obtaining grants, and ultimately tenure —— is
probably the greatest motivating force in the psyche of today’s
scientists. Thus, researchers have actually become workers for
maintaining a given university’s operations. The time is rapidly
approaching when a wedge will have to be driven between
university administrations and the grants of research scientists.
Both research freedom and moral values have been eroded by the
existing relationship. B

The pressure to publish and obtain grants to support
universities is so great that researchers are being forced to
please administrations, funding agencies, peers, journal editors,
reviewers, and more. What is a "high—powered" researcher to do
if their laboratory or field work fails to show significant
results? The researcher would be a disappointment not only to
himsel f, but alsoc to a slew of others who depend on that work.

It is not surprising then that many researchers may doctor data,
or resort to unscrupulous means to enhance the "significance" of
papers.

Before this is shrugged off as a rare and isclated event,
consider a case just reported in SCIENCE (234:534) by Eliot
Marshally, where a junior scientist,y Dr. Robert Slutsky of the
University of California at San Diego, was found to have
"fabricated data in three papers, listed coauthors without their
permission, and falsified some of his qualifications on a
curriculum vitae [C.VJT."

The fallout from Slutsky’s alleged cheating is that &8
medical papers could be invalid, and the specter of cheating has
spread to include a targe humber of researchers at UCSD. An
interesting point in the article was that for a time, Slutsky was
publishing papers at the unbelievable rate of about one every ten
days.

"Peters Lan investigator of the casel said it is
understandable that someone seeking tenure might churn out a ot
of papers. 'It’s this damned business of counting numbers of
papers for promstion, rather than quality.’ But for the person on
the top, Peters said, ‘It really is ego: I have 150 papers in my
bibliography, somebody else has so many.? It all comes down to a
‘false sense of values,' and 'l don't think any of us are
completely innocent of it*." (op. cit.)

Fublishing is not a free—-spirited and creative endeavor of
the acrademic scientist. Fublishing has become a treadmil]
created by university administrations, and by researchers adept
at squeezing the most verbiage out of a data set. "Publish or
perish" is the dnminant value of academic sciencej it is the

Dr. Slutsky is Just one of a large number of sclent1sts whio
hold publishing as the highest value. This value, under the .
constant pressure of the scientific social structure, produces
researchers with an insatiable greed for "C.V. expansion” (the
addition of papers to one’s resumeld. Ih a shrewd poltitical movey
Dr. Slutsky capitalized on this corrupting influence by crediting
a host of fellows and associates with authorship of questionable
work without consulting them. Those who accepted these offerings
are no better than Dr. Slutsky; by not revealing the farce, they
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have been caught cheating on their own C.V.'s.

According to the article, the university has said that the
whole affair could have come to a halt early on if some of the
fellows (researchers working under Slutsky? had come forward and
told what they knew. Whether or not the university’s claim is
truey, it totally ignores the social pressures that operate to
silence subordinate bioclogists. Dr. Slutsky's fellows were
possibly worried about getting on the wrong side of senior
biologists who had joined in the cheating. If a senior scientist
is displeased with a subordinate, it can mean rough sailing, for
the career of the subordinate. Junior scientists cannot be
expected to police senior scientists. Senior scientists that
wrongfully accepted authorships must be held to account. As it
stands, 38 subordinate biologists and seven senior scientists
were stung by Slutsky. : _

My own experience is that senior biologists come down hard
o subordinate biologists who speak theiry own mind about
unflattering subjects of biology. Consider my report DREP--5,
entitled "Seeking a PFrofessional Frofession." The comments I
made in that article were not designed to compliment the
scientific social structure at the Maticnal Science Foundation
CNSF) and el sewhere, al though there are many complimentary things
to be said about these institutions. More good is always done
when problems in these systems are brought into the open along
with suggestions for their corvection. Therefore, it was not a
surprise when, by way of Peter Martin, I received a letter
critical of DRP-5 that was written by Dr. GBolly, a Division
Director of NSF Environmental Biology.

Dr. Golly holds a post coveted by academic biologists. In
this position, a senior biologist can have too much influence
over who will receive grants for research. I gquobte from his
letter: .

"This young man [I'm 32 and not feeling too youngl clearly
does not understand science and the sociology of science. His
ignorance and prejudices are so profound that it is quite clear
why he is unsuccessful in ebtaining grants and in publishing
scientific manuscripts... Unfortunately he expresses a mythology
that is repeated over and over among graduate students and
younger faculty who really don't want to expend effort to
understand the culture they live in and succeed. By repetition
these stories become true and are very difficult to counter...I.
discussed these myths with many colleagues — only some of whom
believed me. It is sad that your Institute unwittingly
contributes to the propagation of nonsense.”

In my defense I could say that Dr. Golly’s ignorance of
publications in tropical biclogy and the needs of tropical
biology is profounds, or he would have seen a number of my
articles (the cover of SCIENTIFIC AMERICAN for examplel, and he
would have heard that I have received grants, and he would see
that AWCE could change the way tropical research is conducted.
But I believe Dr. Bolly knows the importance of my work; he is
gjust unused to a "youngish" bioclogist conspicuously plucking
feathers from NSF's neck.

This brings us back to Dr. Slutsky’s subordinates. They
were in absolutely no position of power, and they would not have.
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gained anything by stepping forward to squeal. It is my view,
and that of some of my colleagues, that cheating is a commonplace
event. Dr...Slutsky was only doing what other researchers have
doney, his problem was that he was too prolific. He'published'
and perished.

Now I would like to challenge a simplistic value — that 1t
is wrong to use unscrupulous means to advance one’s career in
biology. Before you steadfastly answer yes, look closely at some
role models of the profession. The father of modern genetics ——
Gregor Mendel! —-- was a cheat. He has been posthumously accused
of juggling his data to make the results look better. Charles
Darwiny, who is often credited with originating the theory of
evolution, apparently took the basic principles of evolution from
one of his friends, Edward Blyth, without giving acknowledgment.
James Watson and Francis Crick used Rosalind Franklin's research
without permission to devise the double-helical structure of DNA.
They then won a Noble Prize for that work.

Why should less—-distinguished scientists be honest when
unscrupul ous  behavior is rewarded with celebrated scientific
recognition? Science advances by finding answers to questions
about nature. Whether or not a scientist is scrupulous has no
hearing at all on scientific discoveries.

Cheating is so respected it has been institutionalized.
Senior researchers often expect and demand that their name be
placed on papers produced by their graduate students and
subordinates. This most prevalent form of cheating is called, of
all things, "honorific authorship"

One can run into problems when one uses moral codes to judge
Dr. Slutsky’™s work. Mendel would have been criticized had he
been caught fudging his data. Yet the important issue was that
Mende! was essentially corrvect in his conclusions. Ferhaps Dr.
Slutsky is essentially correct in his conclusions also.

¢ The most pressing problem of the sgiences is reducing the
temptation to cheat. - The investigating committee of the Slutsky
case:-had a few suggestions. "(i) peer review should foous on
the quality, not guantity of a researcher’s work, (ii) that each
department should develop a means to, identify ‘the type and
degree of participation of every faou!ty author in each published
worky? (iii) that coauthorship should ‘reflect gcientific
involvement and imply responsibility for the work reported,!
including a responsibility to defend coauthored papers if called
upony and (iv) that the medical school should develop clearer
guidelines for supervising trainees and ‘realistic® standards of
productivity.”

The above guidelines are simply restatements of ethics. that
have always been. known.. 0Only one changey however, will reduce
this serious problem in our country’s institutions of higher
education: UNIVERSITIES MUST BE SEVERED FROM THEIR DEFENDENCE ON
GRANTS TD RESEARCHERS FOR SUPFORT AND SURVIVAL.

Since universities wowld not benefit divectly from the
prolific publications of a gifted writer, the treadmill would
slow to a relaxing pace. Guality would then gain in importance.

Even if Dr. Slutsky does not ultimately prove to be an
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excel lent scientist, he has made a more important statement than
most of the papers that are curvently being written. Dr.
Slutsky’s talented effort revealed the depth of the malignancy in
academic professions.

Is this malignancy l!imited only to biology? Other academic
professions, probably all of them, suffer the same disease. AaAn
article by Colin Norman, in the September 26 issue of SCIENCE
(233:13280), embodies several repugnant facets of the academic
community. “David F. Noble, a historian who has gained
widespread attention for two boocks analyzing the process of
technical change, has sued the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology [MITI for denying him tenure." In one of these books,
Forces of Froductions Noble “"chal lenged the vrole of MIT in the
development of numerically controlled machine tool technolaogy,
crediting an individual entrepreneur rather than the MIT faculty
members with key discoveries.”

It is true that challenges such as the above do not make
friends, but Noble claims that this aspect of his work falls
outside of tenure decisions, in the domain of freedom of speech.
Tenure decisions must go through peer review. When Noble’s
application came before the first group of four peers in an open
sessiony, he was unanimously vecommended for tenure. His
application; however, was then sent to another group of peers for
a secret vote. Noble was fired.

Feer review, in secret, is probably the single, most-abused
ritual in academia. This is where the ugly biases of peers and
seniors become law. This despicable mummery should have long ago
been abolished.

Moble has charged MIT with infringement of his freedom of
speech, and is "asking the court to order MIT to appoint him to a
tenured position ory alternatively, to reconsider his candidacy
according to proper academic criteria. He is also seeking $1.5
million dollars in damages.”" (op. cit.? If MIT wishes to rid the
faculty of pecple who exercise their right to speak openly and
freely, then the school should have to pay. As more suits are
brought against "secret dealings", various universities will have
to pay heavily for institutionalizing personnel prejudices.

It is my view that academic social structure is a holdover
from feudal times. There is no respect for freedom of speech,
and speaking publicly and honestly about controversial subjects
is implicitly forbidden, unless the speech supports the "party
line." For some reason, my scientific community does not
understand the bill of rights.

The power behind the academic profession’s curtaibment of
the freedom of speech is a rigidly structured, social
organization. The community has well-defined, hierarchical roles
that are reflected in frequently used dominance titles such as
senior, jumior, fellow, post—-doc, and young. Does using these
terms help us evaluate research quality? There is one good place
for these titles —— resumes.
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“To concludey, in DEP-5 and this report I have called for an
end to several practices in academia:x

1) gsecret peer reviews

2) writing grant proposals for no pay

'3 overhead charges by universities

4} blocking the freedom of speech

52 the use of hierarchical terms

~ The social fabric of academic professions needs a total
cleaningy although to be honest I doubt any progress can be made.
The "alpha" males/females have a strangle hold on the careers of
their subordinates.

Best wishes,

Dhr

Received in Hénover 11/28/86
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