Communications

How Legitimate Are Names on
Scientific Papers?

Are names on technical papers legitimate? Or are
names on technical papers a perversion of the ideal
of selfish devotion to science?

Is it not true that much of the competition for bet-
ter jobs, the social elimbing, the commercializing, the
getting ahead in one way or another in the scientific
world, has ecome to be channeled into the competition
to get names on published papers? Is it possible that
science now tends less to involve the high-minded
search for knowledge than a mad seramble to get one’s
name in print?

Getting promoted depends on the number of papers
you have published.

At my university promotions are based on the num-
ber of papers. Either we get papers out or get out!

We hire our people on the strength of papers
published.

He’s a comer, and he doesn’t care who knows it.
He puts down what everybody knows pretty well
and sends it in. Since nobody else has written it up,
he gets his name on it.

That material had no business being printed. A
man’ll do anything to get his name in print these
days.

%,)verybody in the chain of command gets his name
on every project that goes through his hands, whether
he actually did any of the work or mot. After all,
wasn’t he responsible, and hasn’t he got to. get his
name in print just like everybody else?

So a man serambles to get his name on papers. He
has a living to make. He did not make this system, but
he does have to live by it. If you do not like the sys-
tem, what are you going to do about it? Like the dis-
placed shareeropper in the Grapes of Wrath, who are
you going to shoot? There is no person, organization,
journal, or particular school of scientists that one can
blame. It is all a part of the present competitive sys-
tem. Whether scientists like it or not, the competitive
spirit is now being applied to science no less than to
business and industry.

In the sense that men are working for recognition,
either socially or economically (which is also socially
of course), these names are more defensible on papers
than in the sense of credit due for work done. No
seientist todays works in a vacuum. By and large,
neither his basic ideas nor what he does with these
basic ideas originate with him. This is true in two
senses:

1) Most research today is team research. A problem
is broken down into its various phases; each phase is
assigned to one man or several men. Periodically, once
a day, week, or month, men on the project will get
together to disecuss the work, exchange ideas, decide
what tack to take.

2) The material worked with is picked up from the
literature. Published reports and journal articles
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spread scientific ideas and theories, facts and figures,
broadcast over the entire world. Science as practiced
today would be impossible without this wholesale ex-
change. Often the wilder the ideas, the better. Ideas
may be “wild” only because brains, manpower, and
money have never been applied to bring them to
fruition.

Any one man really owes no more than an exceed-
ingly small amount to his own efforts. One can trace
for oneself how much Einstein, Bohr, Dirac, Heisen-
berg, Born, and Planck originated for themselves and
how much they owe to the work going on around them.
The contribution of these men lies in their giving a

" new twist, or in integrating into a unified system, a

heterogeneous mass of scientifie material. To over-
emphasize the importance of their work is to belittle
the achievemnts of all competent seientists.

The accent must be on the desire to pass along what
has been discovered and worked out, not on getting
one’s name in print. This is the accent that the true
scientifie spirit must propagate. There is nothing in-
herently discreditable in men’s names appearing on
their papers. The mad scramble for credit, however,
as demonstrated by the haste to get names on papers,
cannot by any stretch of the imagination be said to
be in the scientific spirit. Whoever gets the credit for
the work done, this perversion of the scientific spirit
cannot be to the credit of science.
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Pressor and Central Stimulant Properties
of a Serotonin “Antagonist”

The pharmacology of 2-methyl-3-ethyl-5 aminoin-
dole (MEAIN) is of interest because the compound
was prepared (1) as an analog of serotonin (5-hy-
droxytryptamine). This aminoindole and a congener
have been used to analyze the effects of serotonin, but
certain reservations concerning the specificity of the
effect should be suggested, since the ecompound ap-
pears to have sympathomimetic activity.

In dogs anesthetized with sodium pentobarbital, the
aminoindole - itself has a marked pressor effect, as
Page and McCubbin (2) have shown. The effect varies
unpredictably with the rate of administration and the
concentration of the injected solution, possibly as a
funetion of its limited solubility. If a dose of 1 mg /kg
is injected as a 0.1 percent solution in saline over a
period of 50 seec the rise in mean blood pressure is
30 to 60 mm of mercury. More important, the pressor
effect is abolished but not reversed by previous ad-
ministration of an adrenergic blocking agent (piper-
oxan, 4 mg/kg). Respiratory stimulation and greater
pulse pressures appear irregularly in normal dogs
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