
Response: The letters by Varmus and Paul N e ~ t h e r  Wise nor anyone else h;ls References 
dnd hy Gal10 retlect hehinii-the-scenes 
competition anii conflicts well known to 
most U.S.-based researchers. I helleve that 
in hoth cases my description of events does 
not require correction. -Michael Balter 

Characterizing Scientific 
Knowledge 

llaviii Edge (Letters, 8 No\.., p. 904) agrees 
with me (tor which I thank him) about the 
; ~ p p ~ ~ p r i a t e  response o t  scientists to talse 
statements hy cre,ltionists. But he then in- 
timates, citing as evidence review hy hl. 
N. Wise, in lsis ( 1  ), of Higher Superstiti071 
(2) ,  that Norman Levitt ,inii I commit there 
high crimes ot scholarsh~p-ad hominen 
argument, failure to engage in "open, fair, 
honest, and sell-informed disput;~t~on"- 
mii asserts that we "dernean" and "will 
eventually destroy . . . science 2nd reason." 

Since we and Edge live on opposite 
siiles o t  the Atlantic, I ~ louht  that he h ~ s  
ohserveii 11s in disputation; I suspect that 
he cannot ha\re reail the hook to which he 
refers with such charm, since his accusa- 
tions reter only to a tendentious anii ile- 
fens~ve re\rie\v o t  it. 

shown that the arguments o t  Higher Super- 
st~tii171 'Ire ill-intormed or dishonest, anii it 
is not tor lack of trying. Ecige (and anyone 
else) has heen tree since 1994 to respond 
hy sho\ving how Lve are Lvrcmg, which they 
have not done. T o  date, among the scores 
of puhlisheil reviews, including a few hy 
p e r s ~ n ~ v h o  disliked the hook, not one 
has identitieii an oi~tright error or instance 
o t  dishonesty. The  criticisms are ahout 
"tone" and "ilanger" to science anti rea- 
son, meaning, in this case, iianger to the 
hrand o t  "science stuil~es" we addressed. 
Aci hominem ,lrguments come not from us, 
hut trom our science stuily cr~tics. 

One woniiers how scientist.;, and honest 
scholars generally, are supposeii to respond 
after more than a iiecade ot "scho1;trship" 
that ch,lracteri:es scientitic knowledge as ;i 

mere cultural construct, an oppressive, mas- 
culinlst, hegernonic tool of capitalis~n and 
the military, remote trom the neeiis ;]nil 
ivis~lom of i n ~ l i ~ e n o i ~ s  peoples. Are they 
supposeii to dissect cre;ltionist slanders hilt 
rem'tin decorously silent ;~hout  ; r l l  else.' 

Who is "demc~ni:ing" whom.' 
Paul R .  Gross 
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W .  Penn H;indwerker says (Letters, 2 2  Nov., 
p. 1286) that Norman Le\'itt ma& a logic,ll 
error in his ii~smlssal of postmoiiern~s~n 21s just 
so much uhirnsv anll classroom tluft. The 
m n e  charge coillii he m,lile ;lg;linst H;lnil- 
\verkerls critique. Assuming ~ t ' s  true that e\,- 
erYthlng culturally ileter~nineii is touniieil on 
human unilerstanding, it iloes not follow that 
everything t;)und on human ~rnLlerstanLling is 
cultur,1llY iietermined. A p;lr,~llel situ;ltion 
would he to say that hecause ill1  noth hers are 
women, it must he the c;lse that ;lII Lvomen 
are mothers. Why don't we he reasonable and 
compromise hy saying that sclme things are 
culturally iieternlineii and some are not! 

Floyd Centore 
D~./~urttne71t of I'hiioso\~h~, St Jcroini.'> Coili'ge, 

L'nizersir~ o j  LVaterioo, 
W~t~r l i J i I ,  on tu r i i~ ,  N2L ic;.?, Cu71idi 

Neurons and Reaction Times 

As noted in M;lrci;l Rar~naga's Research 
News article o t  18 October (p. 344), the 
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