
A debate about scientific journal prices continues to stimulate let- 
ter writers, who discuss how publishers should make comparisons 
among journals and arrive at  subscription prices. A so-called 
"heifer" is not one. Intellectual property officers express concern 
about fair competition in the plant biotechnology community, say- 
ing, "the holders of ...p roprietary 'upstream' technologies have ef- 
fective veto power over whom universities can and cannot ap- 
proach with their technologies for commercial development." The 
disappearance of ancient forests is lamented. And how to measure 
hominid brain sizes is debated. 

Journal Economics 
In a recent letter (Science's Compass, 27 
Nov., p. 1643), Peter T. Shepherd of Elsevi- 
er comments on the article "New journals 
launched to fight rising prices" by David 
Malakoff (News of the Week, 30 Oct., p. 
853), in which I was quoted as a represen- 
tative of the Scholarly Publishing and Aca- 
demic Resources Coalition (SPARC). Al- 
though I disagree about substance, Shep- 
herd is right that "the debate on the future 
of journal publishing is both necessary and 
timely." And I think that his invitation to 
"compare like with like" is an excellent 
idea. Such comparison clearly demon- 
strates the value of the alternative journals 
offered by SPARC7s partners. Comparative 
data do not, however, support Shepherd's 
suggestion that the debate lacks facts or re- 
flects prejudice (presumably against pub- 
lishers whose pursuit of excessive profit 
has gravely damaged scientific communi- 
cation). 

Let's look at the facts: The cost of a sub- 
scription to the Royal Society of Chem- 
istry's PhvsChemComm, which has been 

other metrics addresses Shepherd's call for 
a discussion based on statistics that en- 
lighten. I'm for that. 

Richard Johnson 
Enterprise Director, SPARC, 21 Dupont Circle, NW, 
Suite 800, Washington, DC 20036, USA. E-mail: 
rick@arl.org 

Elsevier's Peter Shepherd describes Tetrahe- 
dron Letters as an "excellent value for mon- 
ey," ignoring a comparison with the Journal 
of Organic Chemistry, which is available to 
library subscribers at less than $1 per article. 
If Elsevier were able to publish a $1-per-arti- 
cle "economy edition7' of Tetrahedron Let- 
ters (by instituting reasonable page or article 
charges to authors, chargmg more equitable 
subscription rates for personal and student 
subscriptions, and setting a more realistic 
profit margin), they could probably reduce 
the library cost of Tetrahedron Letters to 
about $2800, which would make it much 
more competitive with Organic Letters. 

Dana L. Roth 
California Institute of Technology, 1-32,1200 East 
California Boulevard, Pasadena, CA 91 125, USA. E- 
mail: dzrlib@library.caltech.edu 

Chemical Society are among the lowest- 
cost chemistry journals available. They al- 
so are very heavily cited. 

If Elsevier wants to get the facts on the 
table, why don't they and other publishers 
make data readily available on price per 

2 article for their journals. Granted, this is 
2 an incomplete view of a journal's value, 

but combining this with information on 
features, local demand, impact factors, and 

Cressy, the nonheifer, whose milk contains 
hepatitis B surface antigen 

Miracle Heifer? 
The article "Improving gene transfer into 
livestock" by Anne Simon Moffat (News of 
the Week, 27 Nov., p. 1619) updates us on an 
impressive advance in gene transfer proce- 
dure from the lab of Robert Bremel and col- 

leagues. However, I believe that the most in- 
triguing bit of news in this article was men- 
tioned only cursorily in the caption of the ac- 
companying photograph. 1t read, "This 
heifer, Cressy, produces hepatitis B surface 
antigen in her milk." As an undergraduate 
with limited training, I am still scratching 
my head and trying to figure out how those 
guys got a heifer to produce milk. Will we 
be reading more on this topic in the future? 

John Ebeler 
Sacramento Ci ty College. Sacramento, CA 
95616, USA. E-mail: seebeler@ucdavis.edu 

Editors'note 
A heifer is a young cow that has not had a 
calf. Clearly, Cressy has had a calf. We re- 
gret the error. 

What's in a "Midden"? 
Perhaps the mixed agricultural/hunter- 
gatherer culture (Special Section, Archae- 
ology, 20 Nov., p. 1441-1458) would be 
less surprising if the scope of our own cul- 
ture were better known. A future archaeol- 
ogist digging into my grandparents' North 
Louisiana kitchen midden (they had one!) 
might conclude from the mixture of squir- 
rel, wild duck, domestic chicken, and pig 
bones that they hadn't quite made the tran- 
sition to agriculture. If the archaeologist 
found the fossilized remains of a pig killed 
in the fall, he or she might wonder if the 
pig was domesticated; the stomach would 
have been full of acorns. Pigs were fat- 
tened by releasing them into the creek bot- 
toms in the early fall. The first freeze 
("Hog-killing weather!") was the occasion 
to hunt them down for slaughter. 

When I was a small boy in the 1940s, 
about half of my protein, perhaps more dur- 
ing World War 11, came from wild game and 
fish when meat was rationed. We also ate 
wild blackberries, plums, muscadine grapes, 
mayhaws, pears, persimmons, and hickory 
nuts. The farm grew cotton for a cash crop, 
and corn to feed the sows, milk cows (two), 
and the mule. With small-scale cotton farm- 
ing no longer profitable after World War 11, 
my grandfather brought in the small amount 
of cash needed for subsistence by trapping 
mink and raccoons for their fur. 

Would an archaeologist be able to fig- 
ure out that the family produced three 
physicists? 

Jerry L. Modisette 
Licenergy, Inc., 13831 Northwest Freeway, Suite 
235, Houston. TX 77040. USA. E-mail: jlmodis- 
ette@licenergy.com 

From Mice to Maize 
The recent exchange of letters between 
David S. Block and Daniel J. Curran and 
Rebecca S. Eisenberg and Michael Heller 
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(Science's Compass, 20 Nov., p. 1420) 
about the use of Cre-loxP mouse technolo- 
gy for biomedical research reveals many 
analogies with plant biotechnology. Propri- 
etary research tools such as promoters and 
transformation systems have found popu- 
lar use among the global plant biotechnol- 
ogy community in the last decade or more, 
and many research projects that used these 
tools are now in a position for commercial 
exploitation. Academic institutions such as 
Michigan State University are now explor- 
ing the options open to us and approaching 
the patent holders of some of these tech- 
nologies to determine how we can proceed 
to commercialization. To our surprise and 
dismay, the initial response has been very 
different from the  re-lox~ agreement de- 
scribed by Block and Curran and has re- 
sulted in a scenario where transgenic 
plants developed with obvious commercial 
value are effectively vetoed by the patent 
holders of these "upstream" technologies. 

This is an undesirable situation for 
agricultural biotechnology (in particular, 
of transgenic plants), in that the holders 
of these proprietary "upstream" technolo- 
gies have effective veto power over whom 
universities can and cannot approach with 
their technologies for commercial devel- 
opment. 

By inhibiting fair competition and inno- 
vation, the development of this sector may 
well be stifled by a select number of com- 
panies holding key basic research tool 
patents. So while Block and Curran present 
a favorable picture for the mouse in the 
laboratory, the situation for maize in the 
field looks very different to us at present. 

Colm Lawler 
Licensing Assistant, Office of Intellectual Property, 
Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michigan 
48824, USA. 

Fred Erbisch 
Director, Office of lntekectual Property, Michigan 
State University 

Replacing Ancient Forests 
Anne Simon Moffat's article "Temperate 
forests gain ground" (News Focus, 13 
Nov., p. 1253) might more accurately 
have been titled "Industrial forests gain, 
ancient forests and biodiversity continue 
to lose." Conservationists welcome refor- 
estation in North America, but the work- 
ing forests of industry or the mongrel 
successional forests of the suburbs and 
abandoned farms are not everywhere a 
fair  t rade for our native old-growth 
forests. The continued ecological losses 
that attend the destruction of bottom-land 
hardwood forests of the Southeast (I), the 
native oak woodlands of California (2), or 
the ancient temperate rain forests of the 
Pacific Northwest (3) are hardly rectified 

by the proliferation of genetically altered 
loblolly pine, exotic eucalyptus, or plan- 
tation Douglas-fir. The silvacultural 
trends described by Wernick et al. (4) are 
welcome not only if they can provide tim- 
ber and fiber or sequester carbon but also 
if they can help stop the bleeding in our 
final few ancient forests. 

David W. Stahle 
Tree-Ring Laboratory, University of Arkansas, 
Fayetteville, AR 72701, USA. E-mail: dstahlep 
comp.uark.edu 
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Hominid Brain Volume 
Having calculated the brain volumes of 
several australopithecine and early Homo 
fossil hominid brain endocasts (1-3), I 
read with considerable interest the report 
by Glen C. Conroy e t  a l .  (12 June, p. 
1730) and the commentary by Dean Falk 
(Perspectives, Science's Compass, 12 June, 
p. 17 14). Reexamination of these older 
specimens by other scientists is a welcome 
enterprise an4 needless to say, I hope that 
my early attempts will be validated. How- 
ever, it is important to note that my earlier 
volume estimations were, in fact, signifi- 
cantly smaller than those previously pub- 
lished. The Sts 71 specimen, for which I 
obtained a value of 428 cubic centimeters 
(cm3), had been estimated as somewhere 
between 480 and 520 cm3. My estimate of 
the Taung child was 404 cm3 (4), a drop 
from Raymond Dart's earlier value of 525 
to 562 cm3. 

The following facts should be noted by 
readers. First, Conroy et al.'s citation of 
my 1983 article (5) is rather late. The orig- 
inal volumes were published in 1970 (l), 
again in 1972 (2), with specific discussion 
of Sts 71, and again in 1973 (3). Second, 
as I pointed out in the 1972 article in par- 
ticular (2), the Sts 71 cranium was distort- 
ed in the occipital region, and the volume I 
determined was based on correcting the 
original endocast. I also graded my at- 
tempts according to methods used and 
found Sts 71 to have the lowest rating (C2- 
3). Neither Conroy et al. nor Falk men- 
tions the plastic deformation that causes 
the planum occipitale to be at right angles 
to the endoclast, where the mastoid pro- 
cess is practically at the same plane as the 
occipital planum, a condition I have seen 
only on this cranium. Third, pouring one- 
half of 370 cm3 of water into a cast of Sts 
7 1 without correcting for the distortions 

Cranium o f  S t w  505, showing "virtual endo- 
cast" 

and shrinkage is, mildly put, without sci- 
entific rigor. In 1970 (4), I wrote, "The 
standard deviation and coefficient of varia- 
tion I calculated for the gracile forms are 
possibly too low, and can be attributed to 
the small sample size and bias created by 
using certain gracile values and dimen- 
sions to reconstruct less complete speci- 
mens." Fourth, those who have access to 
the casts of Sts 5 and Sts 71 will find that 
the facial measurements (undistorted) of 
the two crania are nearly identical, while 
Sts 5 has a cranial volume of 480 cm3; I 
know of no evidence disputing that figure. 
It seems highly unlikely that its cranial 
volume will be some 110 cm3 more than 
that for Sts 7 1. 

I look forward to the use of better tech- 
nology to pursue these difficult re- 
constructions, but hope that the attempts to 
do so will be truly scientific. 

Ralph L. Holloway 
Department of Anthropology, Columbia Universi- 
ty, New York, NY 10027. USA. E-Mail: 
lh2@columbia.edu 
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Holloway has made many important con- 
tributions to paleoneurology, and we are $ 
therefore pleased that his comment finds 
our work to be of "considerable interest." ?i 
He correctly reminds readers that he was 2 
one of the first to realize that many of the 2 
early endocranial estimates were overesti- 
mates, a situation he corrected in a series 
of important studies, many of which he 
cites in his comment. Because Holloway 
reserves his more specific comments for 2 
Sts 71, a specimen not particularly ger- 2 
mane to the main focus of our report, 
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