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Paradigm Dependency in
Academia and Its Effect on
Peer Review

Our very belief that we have found out most of the answers ... could be considered a
superstilion as great as any hope cntertained by a simple tribesman that dancing will
bring rain in the dry season. Equally primitive is the idea that we are prepared to toler-
ate radically new ideas. (Brookesmith, 1984, p. 6)

How dare you question me? Who are you to question me? Just who do you think you
are to question me?

'The ideas expressed in the second item partly summarize the title of this chapter. The
first item, from Thinking the Unthinkable: Ideas Which Have Upset Corventional
Thought, is a reflection on the phenomenon described as paradigm dependency.

The “How dare you...” item approximates the exact words of former Yale
President A.Whitney Griswold, in three separate replies to a student who ques-
tioned him three times. The setting was the dining rcom of Calhoun College on the
Yale campus. Griswold had called a special meeting of Calhoun students in the
wake of a campus disturbance that had marred Yale’s reputation somewhat (in the
wake of some negative media coverage), and that had strained relations with some
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elements of the New Haven community (so-called “town-gown” relations, which
have historically been a cause of some friction). Griswold blamed the students and
scolded them verbally. On three separate occasions, a student questioned Griswold.
Rather than engage in dialogue, Griswold stated that the student should not be ask-
ing any of these questions in the first place. The student walked out of the room.
(The student’s identity is unknown to the author. It is not even certain if the student
was a resident of Calhoun.)

At first glance, Griswold’s replies should have been a revelation and a stark warn-
ing that the erudite, open discussions of the Fellows of Pierson College (described at
the beginning of this book) in 1956-1957 were not necessarily the rule at Yale, nor
throughout academia.However, because Griswold was not speaking as a scholar, but
rather as a high administrative official involved in a sensitive administrative problem,
his reaction was more or less written off as a ploy of a powerful official pulling rank
on a hapless student.

Looking back, however, and reflecting on the situation many years later,
Griswold’s behavior might well be seen as a characteristic academic action within a
bigger academic picture. Griswold most likely did not speak off the cuff. Given the
sensitive nature of the situation, he most likely had given careful consideration to what
he would say, and believed that what he decided to say was appropriate, right, and cor-
rect—so much so that he would not allow alternative thoughts or questioning of his
position. His reaction was essentially a reaction of power to suppress unwanted ideas.
On a larger scale, this situation essentially resembles that involving peer-review
authorities when they are presented with intellectual ideas, hypotheses, and evidence
that question academic paradigms.

PARADIGMS IN ACADEMIA

Various scholars have discussed, in different contexts, the nature of paradigms and
the difficulty involved in changing the paradigms when evidence shows they are
false. Kuhn’s (1970) The Structure of Scientific Revolutions has come to be regard-
ed as a classic. He observed that academics are educated and trained within the con-
fines of paradigms of a specific discipline. This training might begin in secondary
school or undergraduate years in college, and might solidify during study for a grad-
uate degree, with continued reinforcement as academic careers progress. As schol-
ars attain tenure, and as they confinue career enhancement, they become part of a
group of peers who have been trained in a paradigm and who collectively teach the
paradigm to their own students,

The process of being introduced to a paradigm, being brought up—academically
speaking—within it, and then repeating (teaching) it to others, has similarities to the
Big Lie technique, in the sense that something is repeated often enough, without ques-
tion or rebuttal, until it is believed to be true. Once it becomes engrained as truth, evi-
dence that comes forth indicating it is false is not easily accepted. In this sense,
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academic rhetoric—or at least part of it—has attained what amounts to paradigm sta-
tus, based on Nissani’s (1995) observation, “We have all been raised with the stereo-
type of the scientist as ‘the open-minded man’ ... and we tend to view any allegation
or evidence to the contrary with incredutity” (p. 177).

The histories of science, medicine, and other academic disciplines are filled with
examples of revoluiions; that is, situations in which paradigms turned out to be false
and were eventually overturned and replaced with new ones. In many of these cases—
if not the vast majority of them—there was long-term, fierce resistance 0 the new pat-
ndigm, and bitter controversy before the false paradigm was abandoned. In this case,
how can anyone really have been raised with the stereotype of the scientist as an open-
minded person?

Kuhn (1970) provided what appears to be at least a partial answer. First of all, he
ohserved that textbooks have to be “rewritten in the aftermath of each scientific revo-
lution” {p. 137). (The same would be true for reference works and classroom lec-
lntes.) Then Kuhn stated that the revised texts do not tell the full story:

Textbooks ... once rewritten ... inevitably disguise not only the role but the very exis-
{ence of the revolutions that produced them. ... Textbooks then begin by truncating the
kcientist’s sense of his discipline’s history and then proceed to supply a substitute for
what they have eliminated. ... The depreciation of historical fact is deeply, and proba-
bly functionally, engrained in the ideology of the scientific profession. (pp. 137-138)

Iersons who read textbooks that “disguise not only the role but the very exis-
{ence of the revolutions that produced them” might well develop a sense of the
wlercotype of scientists as being open minded. This stereotype might be further rein-
turced by hearing or reading other ideas such as the following: “It is extremely rare
Fap iy scientist to publish an epoch-making discovery and have it ignoted. As a
1nle, the knowledge of the discovery spreads rapidly and the scientist is honored
piomptly and copiously” (Nissani, 1995, p. 166). Or, in a similar vein, “Scientists

Hre sensitive to history. Their reaction has been o become exceedingly receptive
I iew ideas” (p. 166).

Would a person who reads the revised textbooks get the same impression, as far as
alontists being open minded is concerned, as a person who reads the actual source
minterint? It is a rather widely known fact that William Harvey is regarded as having
i an important discovery relating to the circulation of blood, and as a resuit he is
isgariled as a hero and a gigantic figure in the history of medicine and science. This
weeny 10 be something of a revised textbook version of events, rather than a descrip-
fion of what actually took place. One account states that “William Harvey ‘was sub-
Jo ted 1o clerision and abuse and his practice suffered badly. Only after a struggle of
iver twenty years did the circulation of the blood become generally accepted”™
(Niswiid, 1995, p. 173). Harvey himse!f seemed to have been quite aware that his dis-
povery would meet strong disapproval and resistance from his fellow scientist peets,
ax svidenced by his own alleged premonitions:
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But what remains to be said about the quantity and source of the blood which thus pass-
es, is of s0 novel and unheard-of character that I not only fear injury to myself from the
envy of a few, but | tremble lest I have mankind at large for my enemies, so much doth
wont and custom, that become as another nature, and doctrine once sown and that hath
siruck deep root, and respect for antiquity, influence all men. (Nissani, 1895, p. 168)

PARADIGMS AND PEER-REVIEW REFEREES

Campanario published studies involving resistance to new ideas, one of which is
“Have Referees Rejected Some of the Most-Cited Papers of All Times?” (1996b). He
listed many examples, including about a dozen cases where new findings that received
harsh peer-review rejection were later honored with Nobel prizes. Excerpts from this
article include:
' The scientific community often finds it difficult to accept new ideas. ... The greatest and
most harmful source of resistance from scientists to scientific discovery comes precise-
ly from those peers whose mission is to preserve the quality of scientific work. ... Some
papers were rejected because the referees felt the findings ... clashed with existing ideas
or metheds ... article on alpha and beta receptors was initially resisted and ignored
because the concepts developed in that paper did not fit with ideas developed since 1980.
{pp. 302, 306)

In another article, Campanario (1995) wrote that, “in other instances referees’ al
editors’ negative evaluations demonstrate that they did fail to appreciate the impor
tance of a potentially influential manuscript. Sometimes authors are ‘guilty’ of chal
lenging in their papers the current views or paradigms of a given discipline” (p. 320)

Horrobin (1990), in “The Philosophical Basis of Peer Review and the Suppression
of Innovation,” lists 18 cases of exclusion of innovative ideas from journals, scholur
ly conferences, and grants. He stated that this is “by no means a complete list"
{p. 1441). Horrobin added that:

Examples of the total suppression of an innovation ... are by definition nonexisient.
How can one know about them if they have been suppressed? ... Editors must be con-
scious that, despite public protestations to the contrary, many scientists-reviewers ar
against innovation unless it is feir innovation. Innovation from others may be a threat
beeause it diminishes the importance of the scientist’s own work. (pp. 1440-1441)

Cude (1987a), who discussed the themes of “by definition nonexistent” and “Henw
can one know about them if they have been suppressed?,” observed that the tendency
toward suppression of innovation (by default, so to speak) is part of graduate stucdcenty’
experiences: “Representative of many other topics requiring originality that are avohl
ed like the plague by doctoral candidates. ... Collegiality and tenure have combined
to ensure a conspiracy of silence among our academics on the delicate topic of var
ant methodologies™ (pp. 89, 124). Thus, in order to get their PhID degrees, accordig
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to Cude, students must pretty much restrict their research to subject matter and con-
clusions within accepted paradigms.

Catt (1978) also believed it is possible to cite many instances in which scientific
Institutions have suppressed innovative ideas. He asseried that referees are censors
who operate within “a system of censorship, the censor having no training in how to
differentiate between ‘wrong’ and ‘heretical™ (p. 138). And, in line with Kuhn’s
ikeas, Catt added, “What is not permissible is to write or say something which con-
irnclicts the shared paradigm, and expect it to be tolerated by the accepted journals,
vonferences and faculties” (pp. 138-139).

HOW MANY GENERATIONS OF SCHOLARS DOES IT TAKE TO
CHANGE A PARADIGM?

'I'ie suppression of new ideas has also been seen in terms of refusing to admit errors
tlint are embatrassing to those who enjoy academic fame and power. Along this line,
Ruesch (1978/1991) described some studies of Vesalius that contested a paradigm that
Il been followed and adhered to since the time of Galen, and Ruesch observed that
in this case “the university teachers would not admit that they had perpetuated a mil-
Isnrlan error” (p. 154). According to Ruesch (1993), after Vesalius showed that
Cnlen hiad been badly mistaken, it took another two centuries “before the textbooks
weio corrected” (p. 1).

I'rom the standpoint of silencing scholars within the framework of resistance to
Jimdllgm changes, an interesting situation has developed recently in the Guido Riccio
wltoversy. In this case, it seems that a rather subtle use of, or appeal to, Kuhn’s
idwapvations has been made as a reason, excuse, or justification for not doing further
smapirch on the Guido Riccio problem. It sometimes take generations after paradigms
e ilkcovered to be false before these false paradigms are replaced by true ones. Why
ml Iet another generation resolve the Guido Riccio problem?

1 [nct, Falcone (1991) wrote an honors thesis, Is Knowledge Constituted by
Mnver? The Politics of Knowledge in the Art History Community; A Case Study of
“the tintdoriccio Controversy.” He placed this specific academic confroversy within
Kuhit'w idens of paradigms:

| will uthlize Themas S. Kuhn’s book The Structure of Scientific Revolutions ... in this
Hiewln, drawing similarities. ... The Guidoriccio debate serves as my case study, illus-
ltaling how the nermative model for the art history community limits the art historians
Hi 1, winl when their modes of debate fail to resolve a dispute, political power ultimate-
ly mpimls knowledge. (p. 3)

g Al vl points in his thesis, Falcone quoted and cited Kuhn and related his ideas to
it wituntions in the Guido Riccio controversy.

A pait of lnlcone’s work is based on a taped interview with Professor Samuel
fhhmun (Willimng Collepe, Gradunte Program in the listory of Art), a famous
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scholar of Italian Renaissance art, particularly on the relation of science o art. Perhaps
due to his strong interest in science, Edgerton suggested that Falcone write his thesis
from the standpoint of Kuhn. As Falcone (1991) himself stated, “In fact, it was
Professor Edgerton who first gave me the idea to put Kuhn’s conception of the para-
digm, as it pertains to anomaly in the normative science community, together with the
idea that the Guidoriccio case represents a parallel, as an anomaly being resisted by
‘normal’ art historians” (p. 47).

More specificaily, regarding the importance of the traditional view about the Guido
Riccio painting for art history specialists, Edgerton is quoted as follows: “This issuc
is central to their scholarship. ... All these art historians have their intellectual life. It
has been based on accepting this and working in it ... they would have to sit and writc
something else to get themselves out of their holes” (Falcone, 1991, p. 48).

Having placed the Guido Riccio problem within a paradigm setting, Edgerton then
related how he would approach the problem: “Like I would do with it; shrug my
shoulders and say, 0.K., let someone else handle it in another generation. Let’s put il
aside...” (Falcone, 1991, p. 49). Later Edgerton (personal communication, January
30, 1992) asserted that “the ruth about Guido Riccio will be revealed” but he repeat-
ed the “another generation™ aspect, claiming that the Guido Riccio problem is “au
issue which may well need a couple of generations to finally work itself out. ... Other
advocates ... need time to salve their own egos. It’s my opinion that things mighi
move faster if you would just—pardon my bluntness-—-shut up.”

At this point, this question might be asked: On what grounds, or on what basis,
should a scholar let scholars of a future generation handle a paradigm-busting issue,
rather than tackle the issue head on (perhaps with an intensive graduate program
seminar, or more than one seminar, devoted to it)? It would seem that there migh
be two possible answers. Either the present generation of scholars lacks the neces
sary critical ability (in the case of art historians this would mean connoisseurship,
stylistic analysis, critical analysis, historical analysis, etc.), or else there is a specit
ic volition not to allow the new evidence to be discussed and published during tli
present generation.

Having a scholar shut up is one of the most effective ways of silencing a schol
If in the near future Edgerton were to be chosen as an anonymous referee for a pajni
on Guido Riccio that contained additional paradigm-busting evidence, would he sup
gest to the editor that discussion should be put off until a future generation can louk
into it? If he were chosen as a referee for an article that tried to shore up the traditiomal
establishment view, would he suggest the topic should be left for discussion by «
future generation? What would editors think of such a recommendation?

FALSE PARADIGMS CAN BE HARMFUL AND DANGEROUS

Duesberg (1996b) wrote that during 1914 the pellagra epidemic “reached the two
hundred thousand-victim mark” (p. 51). During the ¢pidemic, official rescarch wan
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conducted along the lines that the disease was infectious, based on the so-called germ
theory. At one point, Joseph Goldberger was named by the Public Health Service to
head the government’s pellagra research effort. He discovered that the disease was not
infectious and that it was caused by a nutritional deficiency. His ideas contrasted
sharply with the official establishment hypothesis of an infectious agent. In fact,
research relating to infectious agents had become a paradigm in pellagra studies. As
a result, Goldberger “stirred up intense anger and controversy,” and he was harshly
dealt with in medical joumals and newspapers. (Duesberg, 1996b, pp. 51-52)
Goldberger was right, but there was much suffering and and death taking place dur-
ing the time he was being mistreated in the newspapets and medical journals.

Philip Semmelweis confronted a similar situation when he found the cause of
childbirth fever and proposed the precautions to prevent it. In the midst of the anger,
embarrassment, and controversy that Goldberger and Semmelweis (and who knows
how many other medical researchers like them throughout the history of medicine)
[rovoked, should they and their colleagues and adversaries have let another genera-
lion try to solve the scholarly problems involved?

In the case of pellagra, and of childbirth fever, to mention just two documented
examples, clinging to a false paradigm in the face of evidence that the paradigm is
wrong led to much death and suffering. Sometimes the harm to health as a result of
wholars perpetuating false paradigms can last for centuries, as in the case of research
Into the cause of scurvy, for instance.

If scholars involved in the Guido Riccio case “need fime to salve their own egos,”
(1 would seem that scholars who were clamorously wrong in the pellagra and child-
bisth fever cases would also have needed time to salve their egos. It is true that
iwenrch relating to disease, with all of the suffering, death, and grief that are involved
i the subject matter, has a greater urgency than vexing problems of attribution in art
hintory. However, if search for the truth is part of the academic mission and the acad-
rinie rhetoric, there is no reason why the truth should be purposely delayed and, thus,
witlilield from a generation or two of fellow scholars, from students whose families
juy {uition, from tourists who pay admission fees to museums, buy guidebooks, and
jmy tor audio-video explanations, and so on.

{ e of the most extraordinary cases of challenge to academic paradigms in recent
{imex involves the studies of Immanuel Velikovsky. This case is exceptional both for
il Dicndth of the nature of his studies and the number of paradigms that were simul-
eously challenged, and for the intensity and viciousness of the reactions of schal-
un who were angered by his ideas. The fotality of Velikovsky’s interdisciplinary
alindivs “ravages established doctrines in disciplines from astronomy to psychology™
(s Uhnzin, 1978, p. 19). In The Velikovsky Affair, which gives a vivid account of the
i Lons ngaingt Velikovsky, de Grazia (1978) wrote that “the uproar against
Welikovsky resulted from his trying to retate ... historical memories and documents
W nwteonenical snd physical research” (de Grazia, 1978, p. 158). From groups rang-
{n lona weholars af Harvard and editors at the American Philosophical Society (APS)
o ultietuly nl the AAAS, Velikovsky fneed censorship and verbal atiacks. Velikovsky
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(1978) himseif was well aware that his startling ideas would not be accepted by the
contemporary academic establishment, when he wrote, “it is almost impossible to
change views acquired in the course of decades of reading, writing, and teaching”
(p. 6), and also when he observed that scholars “will express their disbelief that a truth
could have remained undiscovered so long” (pp. 6-7).

THE HIV-AIDS PARADIGM

Some paradigms have been around for centuries, whereas others are relatively new.
There are also nearly instant paradigms. One example of the latter is the hypothesis
that a virus called HIV is the cause of what has variously (i.e., changing with time)
been defined as AIDS. If the Velikovsky case is an example of a widespread interdis-
ciplinary reaction of perhaps unprecedented fury in an attempt to prevent several par-
adigms from being proven false and overturned in one fell swoop, the HIV-AIDS
hypothesis, and the challenges to it, seem to represent an excellent case study of how
an increasingly monolithic institutionalization of research can make a challenge 10 o
paradigm very difficult and problematic (Lang, 1994, 1995).

The HIV-AIDS hypothesis gained virtually instant paradigm status in the wake ol
a 1984 press conference. Apparently about 100,000 articles have been written on (e
subject since then, all of them based on this paradigm. Many scholars have doubli
about the HIV-AIDS hypothesis, however, despite the fact that it is official establish
ment dogma. One of the most outspaken and persistent of them is Duesberg, who haw
worked and written extensively on the subject. If Duesberg is right, his book Inventiny
the AIDS Virus (Duesberg, 1996b) might well become one of the all-time classics in
the history of medicine and science.

In a review of Duesberg’s work, Horton (1996) asked, “How could so many sci
entists have gotten it all so badly wrong?” (p. 15). Such a question might be called an
appeal to the paradigm. However, the fact is that history shows that many establisl
ment scientists have been “so badly wrong” on many occasions in the past on muiy
subjects, and for various reasons. Horton’s question in this case might have been fo
mulated better by not asking “How could they...?” but by asking, instead, “Have (lcy
done it again?”

In fact, Duesberg (1996b) traced several cases, from centuries ago to the presen!
century, in which so many scientists did, in effect, get it all so badly wrong in Uiy
ing to establish an infectious cause for diseases such as scurvy, beriberi, pellag,
SMON, and kuru. If Duesberg is right, the fact that scientists might have gotien it
all so badly wrong in this case would not be as much of a very exceptional eveit i
it would be just one more example that constitutes part of a centuries-old pattein
Along this line, Di Trocchio {1997) described many cases in which the scientill
establishment was not able to understand revolutionary ideas, much less aceepd
them. For example, in 1901, when Marconi attempted to send a transmission from
Great Britain to Canada, the invention of the radio was impossible in the establinh
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ment’s view. Likewise, at a meeting of the Royal Society of London in 1878, it was
declared that Edison’s idea of electric illumination was idiotic (“idiota™) and that
the problems Edison faced were impossible to resolve from a technical standpoint.
shortly before the Wright Brothers made their brief historic first airplane flight, the
reientific establishment believed that it was mathematically impossible for an air-
Muane to fly. Di Trocchio also related how, from about 1917 to 1937, leaders of the
physics establishment were on record, at the British Association for the
Advancement of Science and elsewhere, with their beliefs that the atom could not
bo split and that nuclear energy could not be harnessed.
Thus, the establishment has been very wrong in the past. In the case of the cur-
rent HIV-AIDS hypothesis, even persons without training in biomedicine who have
Iwen following the controversy even casually might end up with some doubts about
tho official (or orthodox) view that HIV is the cause of what has been defined at var-
lou times as AIDS. Decades before AIDS was known or given an official name, a
young man in Manchester, England, died from what was considered a strange mal-
nely. The case seemed so unusual that it was reported in Lancet, a leading medical
[ournal (of which Richard Horton is editor). When AIDS was defined and given a
unine, another item appeared in Lancet, suggesting that the Manchester patient was
nn eurly AIDS victim, if not the first known victim. Later, it was claimed that HIV
wiN [ound in his body (which had been preserved, in part, for future medical
tearnrch). The announcement of this claim made a big hit in the medical research
salnblishment, because it would nullify the theory that HIV jumped the species gap
fiom monkeys to humans as a result of the polio vaccine experiments in Africa in
the [950s. (The Manchester patient would have been infected before those experi-
manis took place.)
Al that point, two scientists who specialized in the mutations of the HIV virus
i iieated samples of the batch of virus found in the Manchester patient, as they did
i liwve nny samples of HIV from that early date. When they received the samples,
fhey determined that the HIV was from the early 1990s and not from the 1950s. It
weiiind nbvious that either the HIV had been contaminated with later samples, or else
HIV from the 1990s had been used. The specialists then sought samples directly from
W pexcrved tissues of the Manchester patient. They received the tissue sarnples, but
Mt n trnee of HIV was found (events were reported in this manner in various news-
@per atlicles; Connor, 1995, p. 1).
JF 41 I true that the Manchester patient did not have HIV, it is obvious that some-
fhing other than HIV was the cause of AIDS in this case. In other words, HIV would
M e necessary to cause the weakening of the immune system to the extent that one
- ¥ mune ul'1ho 29 or so AIDS-defining opportunistic diseases took hold in the patient.

LFIHINCNH, in his review of Duesberg’s published AIDS research, Horton (1996)
ie, "[1IV has been shown to be a necessary factor for the occutrence of AIDS”
18} llven though the journal of which he is editor, Lancet, was a protagonist in
svanin that allegedly show that HIV is not necessary to cause AIDS, Horton con-
{10 Inko the official view on this topic, Tis attitude would seem to be a further
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reflection of how deeply the HIV--AIDS paradigm has taken hold in just a dozen
years or so. In fact, now many in the mass media often refer to HIV as the virus thal
causes AIDS.

Some paradigms consolidate, survive, and become entrenched for long periods of
time partly, if not entirely, because of a lack of serious intellectual challenge.
Duesberg (1996b) attempted to demonstrate how the recent HIV-AIDS paradigm
quickly became entrenched as a result of a monolithic government-controlled peer-
review grant system that does not tolerate challenges. In this case, it does not seem 0
be the accumulation of evidence that consolidates the paradigm as much as the
bureaucratic, administrative, and commercial interests that have been built up around
the paradigm, and, in some cases, have become dependent on it. Excerpts from
Duesberg’s observations include:

No medical scientist could even hope to make a career without a research grant from the
NIH. Grant allocation selects and rewards conformism with the establishment view,
Non-conformists are eliminated. ... The growing number of researchers creates a herd
effect, drowning out the voice of the lone scientist who questions official wisdom. ...
Through peer review the federal govemment has attained a near-monopoly on science.
... By declaring the virus the cause of AIDS al a press conference sponsored by the
Department of Health and Human Services, NTH researcher Robert Gallo swung the
entire medical establishment, and even the rest of the world, behind his hypothesis. Once
such a definitive statement is made, the difficulty of retracting it only increases wilh
time. (pp. 452—-454)

(In these passages, words like “eliminated” and “drowning out” are direct refercnien
to silencing of scholars and their ideas.)

DIFFICULTIES IN DISLODGING FALSE PARADIGMS

A common theme of discussion of paradigms involves the difficulty in overturning
them and dislodging them in the face of evidence that they are false. Why should thin
be so in academia, where the mission includes the correction of error in the pursuit ol
truth? Some scholars try to explain this difficulty in terms of psychology or nnuan
nature. Nissani (1989) defined one psychological aspect as “conceptual conui
vatism,” whether it includes child development or history of science: “Although we
are ali indisputably capable of changing our beliefs, everyday experience sugpesiy
that such changes are hard to make: we often cling to old and familiar conceptions 1l
reality, disregarding or explaining away contradictory evidence” (p. 19).

Experimental psychology provides evidence for conceptual conservatism, tccon)
ing to Nissani (1994): “Experimental psychology strongly supports the notion of cun
ceptual conservatism~—the human tendency to cling to strongly-held beliefs long, ntivy
these beliefs have been decisively discredited” (p. 307).

Margolis (1993) discussed the issue in tenms of mental habits, in Paradigmy and
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Barriers: How Habits of Mind Govern Scientific Beliefs: “It is the robustness of the
habits of mind that block the path to the new idea” (p. 31). In other words, mental
habits affect thinking in a manner similar to the effects of physical habits on behav-
lor. Just as persons, including scholars, are subject to physical chemical dependencies
(¢.g., tobacco, alcohol, recreational drugs, and pharmaceuticals), it would appear that
scholars are subject to paradigm dependencies (mentally and intellectually). Such par-
ndigm dependency might be seen as a reflexive, “knee-jerk,” negative reaction to ideas
that challenge academic paradigms.

If a paradigm that was believed to be true turns out to be false, the situation
would be a case of what is commonly called konest error. (No matter how clam-
orous the error, if it was made unwittingly it would be considered honest error.) In
Auch cases, scholars sincerely believed they were adhering to the truth. This honest
error concept would also extend to the reflexive action (or knee-jerk reaction) of
assuming that specific evidence to the contrary is not sufficient to invalidate the par-
acligm that is being challenged. In such cases, scholars were brought up, intellectu-
nlly, to believe the false paradigm fo be true (in which case the paradigm might be
vonsidered an unwitting Big Lie).

PARADIGM DEPENDENCY AND PARADIGM PROTECTION

Within academia, particularly in light of recent research fraud investigations, there
lnve been attempts to distinguish among honest error, misconduct, and fraud. These
(hiee terms are elastic in the sense that they can be interpreted in different ways,
menning different things to different persons and institutions. Besides, what might
neen to some scholars to be a case of obvious intellectual fraud might not be regard-
wl s such by administrators in government agencies and universities, and it might not
vimstitute fraud in the sense of legal terminology and the courts.

One common way to judge the difference between honest error and cheating (e.g.,
misconduct and fraud) is to view the situation from the standpoint of intent. As long
uw weholars seek the truth and strive for accuracy, the errors they commit are consid-
eredl honest errors. Only when there is deliberate intent to deceive does the situation
Invelve fraud or misconduct, according to one point of view. Of course, only the spe-
vlife scholars themselves knew at the outset if there was intent to deceive, and if there
wam such intent, there might be a strong tendency not to admit it.

'I'ne notion of intent to deceive is important for the discussion of academic para-
digms and the silencing of scholars. Obviously, if scholars teach their students false
patudigins they believe to be true, there is no infent to deceive, even though students
a1l up being deceived. Even when contrary evidence that contests the validity of the
psundigm is presented for the first time, the initial knee-jerk incredulity concerning the
new evidence can be understood in terms of sincere belief, based on an inherent par-

nitlgn dependency,
At certain points, however, in the Jace of persistent paradigm challenges that are
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marked by increasing evidence that shows the paradigm to be false, peer-revicw
authorities begin to suspect, fear, or even realize that the paradigm might be false. Al
this point, if there is further resistance to critical inquiry, paradigm dependency is no
longer entirely based on honest error, conceptual conservatism, or mental habits, but
rather on vested interests of one type or another. It would seem that at certain points,
adhering to a false paradigm becomes more a case of deliberate paradigm protection
instead of inherent, basic paradigm dependency. Peer review and academic rhetoriv
are then put to severe lests and scholars, their ideas, and the truth are all silenced ti
the extent that critical analysis and debate are not allowed in regular academic forunw
(e.g., scholarly publications, conferences, and workshops) to test whether the purn
digm is true or not. At a certain point, suppression of evidence for the purpose of pul
adigm protection amounts to an intent to deceive.

Aside from the fact that, in general, no one likes to be proven clamorously wrony:,
there is a basic vested interest that scholars have in terms of reputation, expertise, an!
authority. Schneider (1989) alluded to this vested interest when he wrote, “If 1l
knowledge expounded by recognized scholars fo their students should prave to be ol
dubious reliability, then their authority is open to question. Thus, scientific progre
and changing theories are natural enemies of authoritarian tradition” (p. 137). As
result of this basic intellectual vested interest, paradigm protection might be seen o u
predictabie follow-up to, or extenston of, paradigm dependency. Sehneider furlhc
observed that during the controversy that Lavoisier’s ideas provoked in the field ol
chemistry, “Those who were not only involved in research, but who also taught chem
istty and needed to instruct their students and answer questions, were put into a dilil
cult position” (pp. 141-142). At a certain point during a persistent challenge to a fubu
paradigm, paradigm dependency and paradigm-protection are no longer identical. As
embarrassing as it may be, authoritative scholars and experts can admit error aml
inform their students that a major breakthrough in the advancement of knowledpe Lun
possibly been made. In fact, Lavoisier’s startling discovery about combustion is now
taught in high school chemistry classes without the paradigm-related problems thul
the academic chemistry establishment faced in the 18th century.

Although Schneider’s observations were made in relation to Lavoisier and stuclics
in chemistry of the 18th century, vested interests in academia relating to authorlly
were strong from well before the 18th century, and continue to the present tinw
Meanwhile, vested interests of a commerciai, industrial, and financial nature huve
increased greatly since the era of Lavoisier’s research in chemistry. Horton (1990
referred to the “gravy train that has become AIDS, Inc” (p. 19). From their beginninys
less than two decades ago, vested interests in the HIV-AIDS hypothesis have il
roomed into a muitibillion-dollar affair on an international level, involving diagnosii
tests, research, expensive treatments, mass media advertising campaigns, and cdion
tional programs in schools. It almost seems as if the momentum of the totality ol ull
this activity on behalf of the HIV-AIDS hypothesis does not even allow enonili
widespread attention to, or consideration of, the possibility (backed by considerulil
evidence, as Duesberg and others have shown) that the hypothesis might nmount 1o s
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[nise paradigm. It would seem that the larger the vested interests become, the greater
{lie tendency to brush aside, ignore, or suppress and censor evidence that would
tndanger the vested interests that are based on the HIV-AIDS hypothesis. Under such
vircumstances, it is easy to imagine how peer-review authorities might be tempted to
ninke decisions that are evasive or deceptive in nature.

According to Strohman (1995), Duesberg’s doubts about the HIV-AIDS theory
were a follow-through and logical extension of Duesberg’s research into retroviruses
ik & possible cause of cancer. Strohman related that the cancer establishment was
"vommitted to a virus hypothesis” {p. ix), but that Duesberg found serious flaws in the
eninblishment view, and also that Duesberg’s “case was a strong one” (p. ix).
Strohman added: “I remember discussing it with some of my own friends at the NIH
who were quite surprised that someone of Peter’s stature would basically declare
uhmolete one of the mainstream approaches to such an important disease” (p. ix).

The element of being surprised in this specific instance is important from the
sandpoint of paradigm dependency, paradigm protection, paradigm changes, and
jomsible intent to deceive, If Duesberg’s case was in fact a strong one, were the NIH
sholars surprised because inherent patadigm dependency obstructed them from
mnking the same paradigm leap that Duesberg made? Or, were they surprised
Iwenuse they really thought Duesberg was wrong and they wondered how so bril-
llnnt a scholar could go so far off the track? Or did they realize, or suspect, on the
uther hand, that Duesberg might be right, based on the merits of his “strong™ case?
Il this were the case, were they surprised because Duesberg engaged in a form of
ioncollegiality, a form of betrayal of his colleagues by exposing a clamorous error
sy their part? There seems to be another possibility. Perhaps they were surprised
hocnuse they felt Duesberg should have been aware of the retaliation that he would
tiwee from the establishment. If they, in fact, suspected that Duesberg was right, their
st nlse—instead of their support and praise—would represent an obstacle to.cor-
tectlon of error, if the surprise was motivated by collegiality with the establishment
scliolney, or by fear of retaliation.

H these friends of Strohman at NIH were chosen to be peer-review referees for
mnnseripts that included research results that “surprised” them in a similar manner,
liw could they be expected to react? Whether or not such surprise would lead to
1e)eullon or acceptance recommendations on the part of these colleagues of Strohman
al Ni1l, it seems obvious that challenges to paradigms pose serious problems for peer-
ieviow nuthorities, and it seems possible that such problems can lead to double sian-
tanshs in the evaluation of manuscripts.



