Discover’s Advertisements

It made me sad to see you sniping at
Discover magazine in your 1 December issue
(Briefings, p. 1116). Yes, there are ads we
carry, generally toward the back of the mag-
azine, that tout products and services we
would never endorse in our editorial pages.
And the reason we do so should be obvious
to anyone who works in publishing. It is an
€COoNOMmIC necessity.

As the briefing mentions, we are the last
of the “lay science magazines” launched in
the 1980s; the others are gone because their
owners could not afford to continue putting
them out. Your parent organization, the
AAAS, knows this all too well, although you
choose to pretend otherwise in your dia-
tribe. Discover did not “Pac-man” Science ’86;
the AAAS simply gave up on its award-
winning publication, shopped it around
town, and then sold it to Time Inc., know-
ing full well that the magazine would be
folded—a decision that hardly contributed
to the advancement of science.

Unlike Science, which can thrive on ads for
scientific equipment and job openings, there
is no endemic advertising for a magazine like
ours. It has been an uphill struggle convinc-
ing Madison Avenue that the readers of a
science magazine are anything more than
slide-rule-toting nerds who drive used
Volkwagens, distill their own liquor, and
can’t tell a crouton from a proton. The
science magazines that were folded obvious-
ly lost this struggle. We are beginning to
win it. After 9 years and losses of $70
million, Discover was finally in the black in
1988, under its new owner, Family Media.

The AAAS should be supporting Discover,
not knocking us. Need I be so crass and say
the obvious: most science is publicly funded,
and public support of science depends on
the public’s continuing interest and knowl-
edge. You're cutting your own throat. The
public doesn’t read Science; they read Discov-
er. As the largest general-interest science
magazine in America, we are the scientific
community’s biggest champion. We reach 5
million readers each month and, contrary to
your elitist sniveling, they are not “the great
unwashed,” but 5 million intelligent men
and women eager to follow what’s happen-
ing on the frontiers of science. They’d have a
harder time doing this without us.

And we couldn’t exist without advertis-
ing—it’s that simple. Surely scientists (your
readers) should know that compromises are
often necessary to achieve essential funding.
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At least our compromises are clear. There is
a separation of advertising and editorial

‘pages as well defined as the separation be-

tween Church and State. The publisher

chooses the ads, and I, as editor in chief,

choose the editorial. I print whatever I think

is important in our editorial pages without

regard to how it might affect our advertising

revenues. (Indeed, we ran a story ridiculing

precisely the type of subliminal-learning

tapes whose advertisements you delight in
holding against us.)

Come say hello to the real world, guys.

PauL HorFMAN

Editor in Chief,

Discover,

3 Park Avenue

New York, NY 10016

I was glad to see your piece on “New Age
Nobelists” reporting on the awful ads for
pseudoscience now regularly appearing in
Discover, a magazine supposedly committed
to raising the level of public understanding
of science.

I write to say that because of these ads I
asked that my name be removed from Dis-
cover's masthead, where I have long been
listed as a contributing editor. I have no
intention of contributing again to the maga-
zine as long as its business staff insists on
taking money for such garbage. I wish that
others still on the masthead would do like-
wise.

I feel sorry for Paul Hoffman, the editor
(formerly with Scientific American), who I am
sure is as distressed by the advertising as the
magazine’s readers who are not scientific
illiterates. When Leon Jaroff was editor, he
would never have kowtowed to the advertis-
ing department.

MARTIN GARDNER
110 Glenbrook Drive,
Hendersonville, NC 28739

Soviet Sociology

As editor emeritus of the translation jour-
nals Soviet Sociology and Soviet Anthropology
and Archeology, and as someone who has
been following Soviet social science closely
over my entire professional career, may I
offer certain needed corrections and amplifi-
cations to Constance Holden’s generally ex-
cellent article “Soviet sociology makes a
comeback” (News & Comment, 24 Nov., p.
991)?

It is erroneous to suggest that sociologists
like Tatiana Zaslavskaia, Vladimir Iadov,
and Igor Kon were banished to outer dark-
ness during “the Brezhnev era” and are only
now being brought back. To begin with,

this is not a fair description of Novosibirsk
or Leningrad—except insofar as neither one
of them is Moscow. Second, all of these
scholars, and many others as well, continued
to publish in their field during what Soviet
writers are now calling the “period of stag-
nation,” even though certain matters had to
be treated with caution. During my 24-year
tenure as editor of Soviet Sociology, which
ended in 1987, I tried to make the best of
this work available in English, covering with
special thoroughness certain fields, such as
ethnosociology, that were and still are dis-
tinctively Soviet and are not usually found in
the English-language literature.

Soviet sociology in its present form is
actually a product of the early Brezhnev era,
before stagnation set in—not of the Khru-
shchev era. There were two Brezhnev eras,
not one: Leonid Brezhnev came to power
with a Gorbachev-style program of glasnost
and renewal—although it was markedly less
bold, particularly on the economic side, than
what Gorbachev is now attempting. For
various complex reasons, Brezhnev was un-
able to put this program through, and he in
effect capitulated to the bureaucracy. How-
ever, it is worth noting that the major Soviet
sociological journal, Sotsiologicheskie issledo-
vaniia (Sociological Research), was not estab-
lished until 1974, when the stagnation was
already largely in effect. Despite this it re-
mained, in my opinion, one of the more
interesting Soviet scholarly journals: almost
every issue contained something revealing
and critical, on some level, with respect to
some part of the system, which is more than
many Amercian social science journals can
claim.

The “comeback” of Soviet sociology is
indeed significant, but it should not be
thought that it sprang full-blown, like Athe-
na, out of Gorbachev’s head. The present
boom in Soviet sociology is essentially one
of those cyclical movements characteristic of
any scientific field, by which interest in the
field increases with dramatic suddenness and
then eventually retreats.

STEPHEN P. DUNN
Director of Research,
Highgate Road Social Science
Research Station, Inc.,

32 Highgate Road,

Berkeley, CA 94707

Soviet Alcoholism

Constance Holden’s article “Soviets seek
U.S. help in combating alcoholism” (News
& Comment, 17 Nov., p. 878) was interest-
ing, but I certainly hope that Boris Levin’s

‘remarks were abbreviated.
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The Russian state and the Soviet regime
had and continues to have a monopoly on
the production of liquor. When Gorbachev
launched the anti-alcoholism campaign by
cutting down the ‘production and sale of
vodka, the entire Soviet economic system
was thrown out of kilter, because sales of
vodka had helped to fulfill state plans for
consumer goods. This is no longer possible.
The production of samogon (not “samogen,”
as in the article) is at least in part responsible
for the shortage of sugar and the rationing
of it. In rural areas, a large percentage of
people selling samogon are female, and this
activity makes up, in part, for the wide-
spread unemployment and underemploy-
ment among women in these areas.

There are many social issues involved in
the problem of alcoholism in the Soviet
Union. As Levin states, there is a tendency
to staff organizations (even voluntary ones)
with bureaucrats, which does nothing to
solve the problem. On the other hand, itis a
mistake to think that Soviet people have
been waiting impatiently to be introduced
to Alcoholics Anonymous. There is a well-
established tradition of temperance among
religious groups like the Baptists. Currently,
some unofficial groups have also attempted
to enter the temperance arena.

Literaturnaia gazeta (1) published an article
devoted to the work of a Leningrad scien-
tist, G. A. Shishko, who developed an 18- to
20-hour course of instruction for alcoholics
and nicotine addicts seeking a cure. When
he died in November 1986, his work was
taken over by Iu. A. Sokolov and his wife.
Sokolov is described as a recovering alcohol-
ic, and the way he runs things has brought
him into conflict with other older members
of the group, who formed a club known as
“Optimalist.” There are at this point about
100 Optimalist clubs, stretching from Sa-
khalin (in the Soviet Far East) to the West-
ern Ukraine. The method apparently con-
sists of giving the client information about
him or herself so that he or she can alter
behavior accordingly. The article states that
the media and the regime have purposely
ignored the growth of this movement,
which operates best as a cooperative. Sup-
posedly, 14,000 people are begging to be
included in the training offered by the Opti-
malist Club, but Sokolov needs a manager
to develop a network, which would include
associations within which the recovering
alcoholic could both live and work. The first
need is for a building, but the club has been
denied the opportunity to take over several
buildings, because they are needed for other
ventures. The article concludes with a na-
tionalist-sounding question: “What’s going
on here, brother Leningraders? What is
dearer to us: offices and dollars, or live

Soviet souls who are being lost?”
EtHEL P. DUNN
Executive Secretary,
Highgate Road Social Science
Research Station, Inc.,
32 Highgate Road,
Berkeley, CA 94707
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NIH Conflict-of-Interest Guidelines

Louis W. Sullivan, Secretary of the De-
partment of Health and Human Services,
has scrapped the conflict of interest guide-
lines proposed by the National Institutes of
Health (NIH) for recipients of federal
grants, suggesting they would have a damp-
ening effect on research (News & Comment,
12 Jan., p. 154). That may or may not be so,
but why single out scientists? Are there not
other players—the companies who might
benefit from the results of the outpouring of
taxpayer funds? I would hope that the new
formulation of the guidelines would take
into account some arrangement by which
companies would pay into an NIH fund for
the privilege of using the results of scientific
research supported by all of us as a basis for
their future products. This would make for a
fair playing ground.

PHILIP SIEKEVITZ
Rockefeller University,

1230 York Avenue,

New York, NY 10021-6390

Ematum: In the News & Comment article “Su
Collider advocates e with cost cutters” by Mark
Crawford (12 Jan., p. 152), the collision energy of the
Superconducting Super Collider (S§SC) was incorrectly
described as being two orders of magnitude greater than
that of the Tevatron. The SSC’s collision energy is
su d to be 40 trillion election volts—20 times that
of the Tevatron. In addition, the $7.2-billion cost esti-
mate for the project is based on inflated dollars, not
constant dollars, as was stated.

BACK ISSUES

This is the first week of SCIENCE
coming to you from a new printer. Be-
cause of this change, we are relocating
back issues of SCIENCE to a new site.
There will be a delay in processing orders
for back copies and in replacing missing
copies during the move and while new
inventory systems are put into place. We
thank you for your patience during this
transition and assure you that all previ-
ous copies due you will be mailed.
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