
DR. FREEMAN:  Okay.  We are going to -- in the interest of time now we are going to shift to another broad discussion point and it has to do with discussion 3, which is who makes decisions about what will be studied.  What mechanisms act as filters in evaluating scientific ideas?  Who gets to conduct studies and why?  And does institutional affiliation affect grant success?  A broad category of questions having to do with sort of institutional issues.  


Who makes decisions about what should be studied?  We had a speaker at the President's Cancer Panel named Sandra Harding from University of Southern California who is a philosopher, who really raised these questions very, very succinctly.  She indicated that race matters about what gets studied, racism gets into the picture, how subjects are chosen to be studied in the first place, and who gets to study them.  
This question is around institutional attitudes about scientific studies.  


I am going to ask Dr. Peter Underhill, who is going to be shocked to get called on here, but I would just like to get your point of view. 


DR. UNDERHILL:  Well, from my limited perspective in terms of being a research scientist who makes decisions about what gets studied, it is kind of like to a certain extent we have to follow our own personal curiosity but then that has to be tempered with the reality of what is fashionable at the granting agencies to a certain extent so there is some tailoring that gets done into putting together packaging of a proposal that, hopefully, encompasses most of your intellectual ambitions, desires and interests, and also meeting the criteria of peer review and who has their hands on the levers of power at that one time. 


So, I think, you know, those are the realities that are from my limited perspective about who makes decisions and who gets the studies.


To a certain extent I decide but I do not have the final say.  And what -- and I think who gets -- how decisions are made is someone says, okay, we have got to have -- a blue ribbon panel gets together and says we are going to have to set up an initiative to study this and usually, hopefully, it is debated why this topic needs to be studied.  It hopefully has some merit and it has some tangible destination or -- so you might have to say we are here, give me the money, I will take you there, and that is where we need to be.  That is the sales pitch that needs to be made to the people who have the resources or allocate the resources.  


And how good you have performed in the past often has a big significant factor on, you know, whether you get an opportunity to continue playing the game.  So I think, you know, this is -- you know, I think not -- this is common sense, I guess.  This is the way the world is in the framework of meritocracy in terms of both science -- science is self correcting if it is done well and I think, you know, one has to have milestones and accountability to rate performance and success, and that is usually done in the concept of, you know, peer review, I guess.


DR. FREEMAN:  Let me just go a little deeper.  I think you have framed kind of an ideal situation in a way but in the history of the science that I know, that is say coming from the National Institutes of Health, there has always been a great debate about how much money was being placed in certain areas of discovery research and it began to percolate a little bit and then Congress came in and said we have to spend X amount of percentage of the money on prevention, for an example.  The people who were making the decisions were not thinking about prevention at a certain time.


More recently there has been more of an emphasis on what we call cancer control research and whereas there is a point where the people who are in laboratory discovery type of research, which I support of course, were the ones making the decisions.  And then there were the peer review groups who were constituted in such a way that sometimes certain kinds of research did not get what the people submitting the research felt was a fair hearing.  So these are the kind of questions.


Maybe I should go to Dr. Bonilla-Silva to comment on that. 


DR. BONILLA-SILVA:  I guess my job today is to raise hell so let me raise hell.  Let me talk about something that I think is a disturbing pattern that I see emerging in the scientific community at large so this is not just among natural sciences but also among social scientists.  This is what I have been calling the plantation economy of scientific production. 
I say that plantations in the past we had the masters and they are still mostly White men.  The overseers who -- I can give you a personal experience.  


My brother, who died six months ago, he was a microbiologist trained in Michigan, did a post-doc in Pennsylvania, from there he moved to Baylor College of Medicine, and after 10 years doing the plantation work he just quit and decided to move -- actually to work in the hospital doing research on cancer and HIV.  And the story he told me, which I have seen in my own field in sociology, is the following: 


So he was telling me, you know, you have mostly White men, occasionally White women being the masters, and they are sort of the big thinkers, grant getters, yes, so you have to be doing always a review of the lit and come up with new angles to satisfy the needs, not of the scientific community but of the folks who are going to fund your research, yes.  


Then the overseers, which need to be qualified people, well-trained, et cetera, et cetera, some of them can be minorities, my brother, Puerto Rican, and then literally an army of mostly Chinese, Asian Indians, and increasingly people from the former Soviet Union, who are hired as post-docs making what, $25-30,000, so money that we know that none of us would accept after getting a Ph.D.  And there is cautions (sic) on the commentary he heard -- that was in the conversation with some of the folks out there, seems to be normal -- the comment he heard was things such as those people work so hard and they are willing to work during Christmas.  Whereas the Americans, if you tell them you need to be in the lab on December 25th they maybe will tell you heck no, yes.  


So I think this is increasingly a problem and although your point about, you know, is well taken about depression research, yes.  Sometimes the process that leads to discovery is flawed but I still think it is important for us to understand how that process is structured and what then gets researched, what does not, who does what.  Are we reproducing in our own communities racial hierarchies?  


So that is increasingly a concern.  I constantly fight with my colleagues in sociology about this.  I hear all kinds of justifications based on efficiency, yes.  It is more efficient for us to hire the Chinese person because he or she will work for this money and will pull the 12 hours.  So as in a plantation, you know, you have an element of exploitation that is being not acknowledged, yes.  So if you were going to pay what they should receive, no one will work for $25,000 a year but, you know, if you live in a city like Pennsylvania, Harvard, you know, Cambridge, et cetera.  


So that is an issue that is of extreme concern to me.  I have been seeing a lot of work on sort of the demography of science, how is it science is produced, and I think it is an important subject that is usually hidden from the public and although the outcome may be this great discovery may lead to a Nobel Prize, if the process of discovery has these elements, I do not think people should be getting nominated for the Nobel Prize. 


DR. FREEMAN:  Dr. Hirschfeld?


DR. HIRSCHFELD:  There is one trend that has always disturbed me.  I am working on race as I was telling Dr. Feldman at lunch.  I did not intend to do research on race.  I did not think that there was a way to do science on something that I felt was politically important and on which I did invest political time but it just by accident turned out that I was wrong about that, and I could do work on race.  But it opened up my opportunity to go to a lot of places and do a lot of stuff obviously on minority -- that are relevant to minorities.  And it differs by field but there is a disturbing division of labor between -- among researchers in which people working on problems of people of color are people of color and it is a double way of undermining, perhaps even demeaning these topics in the Academy.  


And I have graduate students, you know, who come and they are X and they say, "I am going to study X," and I ask, "Why?" And they say they are X.  And if they want to -- I mean, there is no reason to get them not to but there is such a force of this in the Academy that divides up topics that have to do with minorities, to minority researchers, that excuses majority researchers from paying attention.  


DR. FELDMAN:  Can I ask you a question about that? 


DR. HIRSCHFELD:  Yes. 


DR. FELDMAN:  Have you tried to figure out what the reasons are?  Is it possible that the establishment in charge of minority research is preventing the people of other origins from going into that research?


DR. HIRSCHFELD:  There are lots of different factors.  Some of them good and some of them bad.  I mean, very -- I mean, it has a momentum itself so that you get senior researchers who are doing work in these areas who are people of color and they are going to attract very often students of color who feel comfortable with them and look upon, you know, faculty as important models.  


There are structural problems which have always disturbed me but just seem so patent and I am not sure what to do.  You know, it places -- a lot of places -- all of our graduate students come from what, maybe five or ten universities pretty much.  And then you get some people who did not for one reason or another.  And the absence of certain cultural capital typically shows up most dramatically in the first year and in the first semester's proseminar.  


And when -- and this is not always the minority students but it is -- this is more a class thing but it often includes and obviously embraces minority students.  So what you get is you have the big White guys you are talking about are teaching the proseminar, a group of students who do not do as well who are uncomfortable and awkward because they lack some degree of cultural capital that is an important part of succeeding in the Academy.


And then they go out and they say, "Well, what I can do is work in an area that this guy is not working in."  This guy does not want them working in his area anyway so they go off and they go to places where they feel that they are not lacking cultural capital. 


And this is one of these things where nobody is evil but there are structural constraints that continue the kinds of problems that you describe.  I mean, you can have the greatest of intentions and you can still continue to reproduce systems which are regrettable and I think very often, you know, the best of intentions put -- make money and other things available to minority scholars to study minority issues and it has the effect of doing anything in which you have largely minority people involved.  
It loses value in the broader American society.


That I find very sad and disturbing.


DR. FELDMAN:  At my university we have a very active campaign to try to recruit minorities at every level and any person who is admitted to a PhD program at Stanford who is minority will automatically be fully funded.  


Now, if you look at the disciplines of computer science, engineering, mathematics and physics, almost all of the graduate students in those disciplines in most departments around the country are foreign students now.  Why is that?


You said that it has to do with a demeaning of these students. 


DR. HIRSCHFELD:  Well, it depends on the minority and it depends on the --


DR. FELDMAN:  What happens is that we are not getting any American applicants.  The point is that at the level of undergraduate decisions are being made to go into professional schools that end up leading to very few of what were classically 20 or 30 years ago the pool of graduate students going into the basic sciences and not going into those subjects.  So people are actively recruiting now from areas that 30 years ago they did not recruit from.  


Now, I would argue with you as to whether the best of them -- those students are not getting faculty jobs.  I think the best of them are actually getting faculty jobs in the same way that the best Americans get faculty jobs.  I know that our last two hires in my department, the last three hires were two people who were born in China and one who is Hispanic.  


So I think it is a complicated issue about what is happening in the economy as to what people regard as desirable.  It is not necessarily a question of discriminating against post-doctoral fellows.


DR. HIRSCHFELD:  I am sorry if I -- I am clearly talking about the disciplines which are -- you know, typically the social sciences and the humanities.  But also you are right about jobs.  That is not -- it is typically not a problem in terms of jobs.  It is more -- I think that one of the constraints on the kinds of work that gets done with the subtopics that is in the social sciences and behavioral sciences that have to do with race and ethnicity is that the core very often of the discipline said we have taken care of that.  We have taken care of that.  We have a group of scholars who take care of it.  
And those -- that group of scholars is disproportionately minority. 


That is all I meant.  Not that they suffer racism in the sense of being disenfranchised.  It is the topic because disenfranchised in a sense. 


DR. BONILLA-SILVA:  And paid less. 


DR. HIRSCHFELD:  Not necessarily.


DR. BONILLA-SILVA:  Well, I can show you the data for sociologists.  People who specialize in methodology or who specialize in statistics, mathematical sociology, et cetera, even sociological theory, generally speaking make more money than those of us who specialize in race and ethnicity.  So that is one comment.


The other one is the issue of, you know, why is it that many of us minority folks end up choosing the topics of race and ethnicity as our endeavors.  Here you have the interaction between self-selection, many of us are obviously concerned about the well-being of our communities and ourselves, but then we have the interaction with steering.  


I can give you my personal stories anecdotally.  We do not have systematic data on this but I have talked to so many folks who give me more or less the same story suggesting that you do not have to be a statistician to know that if you have a lot of anecdotes that seem to have a pattern there may be a pattern.  
And the pattern is this:


I will give you my story and then other folks in the audience may narrate their own personal stories.  I went to Wisconsin to study sociological theory.  From day one when I was talking to people about my interest in theory they really looked at me like what are you talking about.  Theory was, and still is in sociology, the domain of White men.  Okay.  So I was looked upon as, you know, you are crazy.  You have got to do something else.  


Second of all -- and by the way, in sociology you also racialize areas, yes, so we minorities do race and ethnicity.  Asians do what?  Statistics.  And then other fields are open to -- Whites can do all fields but then also concentrate in the sort of high plain sociology.  There you have one element. 


Second, steering.  Now I know around the nation as a so-called expert on race and ethnicity, let me give you some sobering information.  Do you know how many courses I took on race and ethnicity in Wisconsin?  Zero.  
How can that be that I became an expert on race and ethnicity even though I was not trained in that.  My two areas of expertise were sociological  development, so the sociology of the Third World, and political sociology.  
That is what I was  trained for but because I was a minority when I asked to TA a class guess what class I was offered?  


We were asked to rank all the -- you know, which classes do you want to TA?  Number one choice for me as a Black Puerto Rican, statistics.  They said, "You, statistics?  That is for a Chinese."  Second rank, introduction to sociology, and, boy, was I trained.  I had TA'd for three different professors so I had a variety of experiences and a variety of possibilities, too.  I am not talking TA.  I am talking about being a lecturer, yes.  So I had all the experiences. 


Guess what course I got?  Introduction to race and ethnic relations in America, which meant that the summer before I taught that class I had to read like an animal to make sense of the history of groups that I had no idea about.  I knew a lot about Puerto Ricans but, you know, this is not by osmosis, yes.  You have got to read.  You have got read academic stuff.  


So to make the story short I ended up getting a job -- and talk about now self-selection and how we are read by the academic market -- although my training was in development and political sociology -- and I was telling you yesterday my dissertation had nothing to do with race.  It was a dissertation about poor peoples movements in Puerto Rican history.  And guess what?  Almost all the interviews I had were for jobs in race and ethnicity.  I was not trained for that but because I looked the part and I had taught a class in that I was immediately assumed as this guy can do race and ethnicity.  It is not by osmosis.  It is by training.


I am suggesting that you may have the self-selection element that you pointed out but you also have the interaction with this process of steering that are producing the outcome.  So the element of -- I mean, I would not want to remove this issue how the institutions are partly responsible in shaping the outcomes.

