The conflicts we see in the policy arena
are conflicts between contemporary so-
cial science theories, or those that have
diffused relatively recently. Many more
people are capable of disagreeing about
social policy precisely because these in-
terpretations of society have reached
them. The first great wave of this popu-
larization came with the literacy of Prot-
estantism; Cotton Mather just dies a
little slower than the hard, massy atom.
Not so long ago those folks claimed the
world was flat. Patience.
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Creationism, the Random
Hypothesis, and Experiments

The concept that the biotic world
evolved from a random (/) beginning by
random processes has been expressed
both directly and indirectly [for example,
(2)]. The possibility of evolution from a
random origin has been challenged, for
example, by Wigner (3) and by Eden (4)
on the basis of mathematical analyses.
Wigner has stated that the possibility of
emergence of multiplicative organisms
from a “‘random symmetric matrix’’ is
arguably nil. Eden states, ‘‘Any princi-
pal criticism of current thoughts on evo-
lutionary theory is directed to the strong
use of the notion of ‘randomness’ in
selection. The process of speciation by a
mechanism of random variation in off-
spring is usually too imprecisely defined
to be tested. When it is precisely defined
it is highly implausible.”

Neither Wigner nor Eden offers an
alternative explanation for the variation
found in the living world. Gish (5), how-
ever, attributes variation to a Deity, and
the Institute for Creation Research (6)
asserts that the ‘‘creation model’” *‘fits
all the observed facts’’; those ‘‘facts”
include originally random mutations.

Random processes are thus featured
both by evolutionists concerned with
theory and by creationists; each, howev-
er, uses this assumption in his own way.

The scientific question posed by ran-
domness has been answered both in the-
ory and in a physical model for the first
cells on Earth; the answer is a natural
one. It is based on experiments and
observations (7) which indicate that both
the matrix and the processes were non-
random. This answer is rooted in stereo-
chemical forces rather than in assumed
randomness (8). These forces are related
to the shapes and electrical fields which
are unique for the molecules of each kind
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of compound. Accordingly, molecules of
various amino acids reproducibly or-
dered themsecives when warmed to form
prebiotic proteins. Thus, an assumption
challenged experimentally within sci-
ence should not be used to support a
superhaturalistic thesis.
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Strategic Stripes?

Constance Holden (News and Com-
ment, 17 Apr., p. 305), discusses critical
minerals and their stockpiling. What is
not discussed is the wasteful use of these
minerals.

The best example of this wasteful use
can be seen in the case of chromium.
Approximately half of the traffic striping
paint used in the United States is yellow.
The yellow pigment used is lead chro-
mate, which is about 16 percent chromi-
um and 64 percent lead. It is estimated
(1) that 22 million pounds of lead chro-
mate are used annually in yellow striping
paint.

The National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration has mandated this use of
lead chromate despite the fact that yel-
low lines have a lower visibility, espe-
cially at night, than white lines, and more
important, despite the fact that lead
chromate is highly toxic. In use, traffic
line paints chalk, erode, and are abraded
by tires, releasing particles of toxic lead

chromate to the atmosphere and to the
dust and soil.

Thus, the federal government is man-
dating the poisoning of our population
while losing a scarce resource and in-
creasing the cost of traffic line paint.

ALBERT M. ARONOW
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Authorship Questions

Price (Letters, 29 May, p. 986) argues
that ‘““The payoff in brownie points of
publications or citations must be divided
among all the authors listed on the by-
line, and in the absence of evidence to
the contrary it must be divided equally
among them.’’ Bridgwater, Bornstein,
and Walkenbach (/) report the results of
a survey of academic psychologists
which indicates substantial agreement
regarding credit for authorship. The first
or senior author should be the person
who designed the project. The second
author should be the person who wrote
the report. Most other activities relating
to the research (such as data collection,
data tabulation, data analysis, searching
the literature, designing or building
equipment, and even providing the idea
without being actively involved in the
project) should be acknowledged by
footnotes rather than by inclusion in the
byline. If these seemingly generally ac-
cepted guidelines were followed, there
would be both a reduction in the average
number of authors per paper and an
increase in the ease of apportioning
credit (or blame).

Of course, all of the other questions
relating to the apportionment of brownie
points for publications would remain.
Should a letter to the editor be consid-
ered as the equivalent of an article, a
book, a book review, or all of the above?
If letters to the editor are to be counted,
should a long letter be credited with
more points than a short one, or should a
short letter be worth more points since it
indicates precision and clarity of thought
and also is more likely to be published?
If long letters are worth more, I'll be
happy to rewrite and resubmit this one.
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