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SCIENCE'S COMPASS

Scientific literacy, it is suggested, should be a criterion for choosing
candidates for high political office. A few of the political figures
who support the teaching of evolution are listed. “[E]liminating
teaching about evolution and cosmology will not further the cause
of evangelical Christianity, or of any faith,” writes a scientist with
religious convictions. The issue of intellectual property rights of
postdocs and graduate students is discussed. What causes the visu-
al artifacts phosphenes is clarified. The question is posed, "What
has happened to the supply of talented U.S.-born scientists...?"” And
three examples of documented speciation in the wild are given.

Science and Scripture

In their Editorial about the purging of evo-
lution and cosmology from Kansas® public
school curriculum requirements (Science’s
Compass, 17 Sept., p. 1847), R. Brooks
Hanson and Floyd E. Bloom rightly criti-
cize the lack of political leadership from
those who might otherwise be expected to
be science’s most ardent advocates. Their
observation that the Kansas decision “is not
an isolated action” and is only “the tip of an
iceberg of ignorance™ takes on added force
when one surveys the current political
scene. When asked about the decision of
Kansas’ State Board of Education, Vice
President Al Gore is reported to have said,
“Localities should be free to teach creation-
ism.” My first thought was that the vice
president’s statement was intentionally cal-
culated not to offend a potent constituency
in his bid to become president. But Hanson
and Bloom’s analysis suggests a more trou-
bling possibility for the vice president’s re-
sponse: He simply may not understand the
issues. Scientific literacy may be the most
important criterion for culling acceptable
candidates for high office. Politicians who
would sit still for the dumbing down of ed-
ucational standards will not be successful
as we approach the next millennium.

John W. Moore
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Regarding the Editorial by Hanson and
Bloom, there is one point of clarification
that is important: Numerous political fig-
ures have come out in opposition to the
depletion of science education standards,
including those relevant to the teaching of
evolution. Kansas governor Bill Graves, a
moderate Republican, immediately sup-
ported the teaching of evolution. State leg-
islators have been vocal too; one senator is
advancing the idea of legislation requiring
that all students admitted to the state uni-
versities know the concepts of evolution.
There is already one announced candidate

for the Kansas State Board of Education
who opposes the current direction of that
board. Many in Kansas are embarrassed
that this has happened to us, but to be fair,
many political figures have in fact been
supportive of good science standards.

Fred Whitehead
Department of Family Medicine, University of Kansas
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As a scientist who holds strong religious con-
victions and teaches in a Christian university,
1 would like to comment on what I see as the
unfortunate approach to evolution that the
Kansas State Board of Education has taken.

It is my opinion that eliminating teach-
ing about evolution and cosmology will
not further the cause of evangelical Chris-
tianity, or of any faith. In fact, as I tell my
students, I don’t care whether you believe
it or not, if you are going to be taken seri-
ously in the world, you'd better understand
it completely. Hanson and Bloom refer to
“certain biblical literalists [who] would
prefer that their young listeners not con-
front scripture with overwhelming scien-
tific evidence.” It is too bad that there is
such misunderstanding between scientists
who embrace evolution completely and
those of us who believe in the authority of
the scriptures. We have confronted scrip-
tures with overwhelming scientific evi-
dence and have come away with an un-
shaken faith in those scriptures, while un-
derstanding how some could see evolution
as part of what happened during the birth
of the planet. Scripture and science do not
represent a dichotomy.

Any faith worth holding can stand
scrutiny, whether it is a faith in scripture
or a faith in evolution. Dialogue is not
something to be feared. Sometimes the
scientific community seems to be as afraid
of creationists—and to misunderstand
them as much—as the creationists are of

the scientists.
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Postdoc Servitude in the
Academic-Industrial Alliance

Postdocs and graduate students generally
do not accrue any of the wealth their work
can generate through the intellectual prop-
erty of patents and copyrights. This topic,
although not covered in the special issue
“Postdocs working for respect” (3 Sept., p.
1513), is one to be aware of, considering
the great riches being created from the al-
liance between industry and academia. In-
tellectual property policies of educational
institution seldom accommodate students
of any kind (/, 2). Most policies are regu-
lated by a written agreement that is based
on the employer-employee relationship.
But unlike faculty, postdocs and graduate
students are not usually classified as em-
ployees in the allocation of intellectual
property rights. Most graduate and post-
graduate program materials do not discuss
intellectual property policies (2); rather,
postdocs and students discover them
while conducting research,
especially if they
have participated
in a potentially
patentable in-
vention. So de-
spite their sub-
stantial contri-
bution, postdocs
and graduate stu-
dents usually do
not fare well in the af-
fluence of the industry-
academia alliance (3). There are many le-
gal and ethical arguments that can be
raised in support of participation of this
group in the wealth that their work helps
to create (/). Even if they are required, as
are most faculty, to assign their inventions
to their university, such agreements can be
legally challenged (2), and a host of other
legal precedents and ethical guidelines can
be used to bolster their case (/, 2).
Postdocs and graduate students may of-
ten seem like pawns in many of the academ-
ic games they must play. Although one can
lament the growing dominance of industry’s
goal of creating wealth to academia’s goal of
creating knowledge, postdocs and graduate
students should also get their just rewards
and not merely be exploited as cheap labor.
There are, of course, complex legal criteria
for establishing sufficient participation to ac-
quire rights in intellectual property (2). Be-
cause of the complexities involved in all as-
pects of this issue, educational institutions
should provide legal and ethical counseling
to their postdocs, students, and faculty for
the equitable management of intellectual
property rights (/), and postdoc and gradu-
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