Sexism and Hypocrisy

The appalling meeting of primatologists
at the University of California at Santa Cruz
(UCSC) (News & Comment, 28 Sept., p.
1494) was a topic of conversation all over
the Santa Cruz arca for months before it
happened, not only because of the breath-
taking audacity of holding a scientific con-
ference that barred male scientists, but be-
cause UCSC was knowingly sanctioning a
meeting that could violate both state and
federal antidiscrimination laws, and was get-
ting away with it. Equally astonishing was
the fact that male scientists let it happen
without so much as a before-the-fact whim-
per. There were plans to bar male journalists
from the meeting as well.

Imagine the publicity and outcry that
would result if a group of male researchers
decided to hold a meeting on, say, prostate
surgery or male impotence and barred wom-
en because “it had to do with male life
histories.” Imagine that they decided to
forbid women science writers. Imagine two
of the men making a statement that matched
for sexism and silliness the statements of
Adrienne Zihlman and Mary Ellen Morbeck
that they had accomplished far more at their
meeting because they were spared “male
posturing and filibustering.”

Sexism and hypocrisy at universitics?
Imagine that.

JOEL N. SHURKIN
2727 Midtown Court, #11,
Palo Alto, CA 94303

Science covers many scientific controver-
sies; how many have included a cartoon
caricaturing one side of the debate as imma-
ture? The coverage of the recent all-female
primatology conference at the University of
California at Santa Cruz (UCSC) seems to
illustrate the phenomenon about which
Adrienne Zihlman and Mary Ellen Morbeck
were concerned.

Women scientists have certainly played a
major role in the development of naturalistic
studies of primate behavior and ecology, a
subset of “primatology” in which I suspect
the ratio of females to males is at least 50:50
(as a graduate student I was once introduced
to a class of Harvard undergrads in order to
demonstrate that there are some men in the
field). However, the issue is not really
whether the conference was a biased sample
of the field, as much as whether such a bias
represents discrimination. My own opinion
is that as a onc-time event, which essentially
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was testing an hvpothesis (that women can
get more done without men around), the
answer is no. Only if such conferences be-
come regular, and the attendants start dis-
cussing jobs and grants (vou know, an “old
bov network™), do we XY tvpes need to cry
“foul.”

Meantime, the test of the hvpothesis will
be in the publications that result, which all
will have access to. The burden of proof is
now on the organizers.

JiM MOORE
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The Future of Universities

I would like to call attention to errors and
inadequacics in a recent, widely distributed
report, “Science and technology in the aca-
demic enterprise: Status, trends and issues”
(1). The appearance of this discussion paper
is timely; onc might hope for suggestions
for improving the quality of research and
ceducation at universities. Instead, the em-
phasis is burcaucratic. The report suggests
that all the “historic decisions” were made
by federal “policy makers.” After World War
II, it states, “the federal government as-
sumed primary responsibility for the quan-
tity and quality of basic research in the
United States,” which “meant that U.S.
basic research and graduate cducation
would be carried out as joint university
activities.” No mention is made of the pos-
sibility that the idea of combining rescarch
and teaching at universities might have
come from Germany and might have been
developed in the United States before
World War I at such universities as Johns
Hopkins, Harvard, and Chicago.

The report calls for “appropriate output
measures” for “productivity per investiga-
tor.” Does this mean time and motion stud-
ics for labs? The report states, with no
supportive evidence, that maintaining the
preeminence of the academic rescarch enter-
prise will necessitate reconsidering the major
premises of the enterprise, but it does not
specify those premises.

The second part of the report presents a
mass of data provided by the Division of
Policy Research and Analysis of the Nation-
al Science Foundation. The emphasis is on
dollar inputs rather than quality outputs. All
doctoral institutions are listed together, as
may be appropriate for government purpos-
es, but such listing is hardly informative
about the role of research universities. Some
of the carefully described changes in expen-
ditures over time may be substantially mis-

leading because of the limitations of the
data.

For thesc and many other reasons, this
document is not an adequate basis for a seri-
ous discussion of the future of universities.

SAUNDERS MAC LANE
Department of Mathematics,
University of Chicago,
Chicago, 1L 60637
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Transmutation of
High-Level Nuclear Waste

The Policy Forum “High-level nuclear
waste: Is it possible?™ (14 Sept., p. 1231) by
Konrod B. Krauskopt must have been writ-
ten with a deep sense of frustration, as this
“nonproblem” has turned out to be the
nemesis of the nuclear industry. Krauskopt™s
solution—"indefinite  postponement™  of
long-term burial of radioactive nuclear waste
with the hope of finding a burial place some
time in the future—is, in a sense, the policy
that the Department of Energy (DOE) fol-
lows today by continually moving up the
date of burial and spending hundreds of
millions of dollars annually secking such a
place.

Another approach would be to burn up
the nuclear waste by transmutation. The
physics of this concept have been known
since the carly 1960s, when there was little
concern about waste on the part of the
nuclear establishment. Now that the prob-
lem is so acute, a number of laboratories
have been making proposals to investigate
this alternative method.

Concerning the argument that partition-
ing, which is chemical reprocessing, is diffi-
cult and expensive, one must remember that
it the country was able to produce plu-
tonium for weapons within a short period of
time during World War II, there is little
doubt that separation of transuranics and
fission products could be readily developed.

The Japanese have two projects under
way in this area: one involves burning the
long-lived actinides in a fast reactor, and
another uses accelerator-driven neutrons in a
target assembly. Hanford National Labora-
tory has proposed to separate the long-lived
fission products and transmute them into
shorter-lived and stable isotopes in the Fast
Flux Test Facility. Brookhaven National
Laboratory has several concepts of burning
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