Organization of Research Activity:
A Suicidal Lust for Grants*
Yu. I. Aleksandrov**
The system of grants is considered one of the major factors contributing to research standards in the West. Meanwhile, according to the author, grants can only be "a supplement (to basic funding) which should be encouraged in every way," the only way to promote genuine scientific creativity.
There is a widely held view that the system of grants promotes fair competition between scientists and that grants awarded to the best support young scientists and new scientific trends. Stage-by-stage adoption of this system as a principle of funding in our country, partic​ularly in the Russian Academy of Sciences, will upgrade the status of our science. What is meant by "grant" is any form of temporary competitive subsidy for some kind of specific research (regardless of the sources of funding), based on the evaluation and selec​tion of competing scientific projects.
The grant system makes sense in the context of developing market relations. Grants really seem to be an inevitable component of the market and, I am sure, much more will be said about their usefulness and desirability. Yet the search for the best way of assimi​lating this component into the Russian Academy calls our attention not only to the rosy picture painted above but also to the less glowing one I have formed in the course of my prolonged contacts with foreign col​leagues.
I have listened to their comments on science fund​ing, have cooperated with them in drafting detailed project statements, and have received grants for joint research both in this country and abroad. While recog​nizing that a grant considerably increases research opportunities, I was nevertheless fully aware of the advantages of our funding system. (What I mean is, of course, not the quantity and quality of the money but the principle of funding, that is, of supporting a scien​tist rather than a particular subject. In other words, our system provides a paid staff position, as a rule, a perma​nent one, though formally limited to a period between staff evaluation by academic councils or special exam​ination boards). These advantages were also recog​nized by my foreign colleagues.
The "pro-grant" views cited above are likely to be advocated mostly, if not solely, by two groups.1 The^ first group is anxious to promote the efficiency of sci​ence and to increase its own research opportunities. In their opinion, grants guarantee their prosperity, and

they consider themselves for some reason (for exam​ple, real or imaginary prestige, experience in drawing up plans, progress reports, etc.) most likely to receive them. The second group is anxious and able to take key positions in a competitive funding system, thereby increasing its control over a certain scientific disci​pline. (I imagine that everyone can easily visualize sev​eral such personalities in his own field.)
Different arguments are clearly required when dis​cussing the problem of transition to a competitive fund​ing system with members of these two groups. The former sets a higher value on the guarantee of a truly creative kind of research, while the latter attaches more importance to the very existence of the Academy as a guarantee of their stable position in the administrative hierarchy of science. I will therefore consider the prob​lem of grants in its two interrelated aspects. This may be done by answering the following questions.
1. Who has the best chance of receiving a grant? Are
those who work in new areas of science likely to get
them? Are those who evaluate projects fair-minded
judges, and is the "grant race" a fair competition won
by the best?
2. How will a stage-by-stage transition to a grant
system affect the structure of research in the Russian
Academy of Sciences and the Academy's very exist​
ence?
As a psychophysiologist, and not an expert on sci​ence funding, I cannot lay any claim to a comprehen​sive treatment of the problem. Instead, I will merely state my own views as one of the "users," supple​mented by some comments by my foreign colleagues.
As a representative example showing the attitude to the competitive funding system of scientists whose sur​vival fully depends on grants, and characterizing the manner of work determined by the system, I will sum up my conversations with psychophysiologist Doctpr X, the recipient of a prestigious international award.2 X has the chance of receiving funds for the next two or three years if, every two or three months, he publishes an article in a sufficiently prestigious journal while
*Profcssor T. Jarvilehto (Finland) made a useful contribution in discussing the material used in the article. ** Aleksandrov, Yu.I., Dr. Sc. (Psychology), a Leading Researcher of the Institute of Psychology, Russian Academy of Sciences. There is still another group which includes those people whose jobs (i.e., positions and salaries) depend on the establishment of founda​tions. They have a vested interest in promoting the system of grants and expanding its application. But this problem is purely adminis​trative and therefore will not be discussed here.
In these examples I will not reveal my colleagues' names. They are all well-known experts on psychophysiology and related disciplines. If the views of rank-and-file colleagues differ from X"s, it is not because they are more optimistic.
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completing the project being financed. This is a very tight schedule for an experimenter. X has no time for trial and error. The best thing to do is to ask simple questions calling for an experiment which is sure to produce the predicted result very soon. The question and the answer should be perfectly clear to the scien​tific community which will evaluate his work. It is very simple and convenient (within the experimental model developed) to change some stimulation parameters and obtain data making it possible to modify a widely held view. Unfortunately, X*s intellect exceeds the level required for this style of work which leads a researcher too far from really interesting problems. Yet he consid​ers it too risky to depart from this style for he has a fam​ily to support by doing research.
What are X and other scientists dependent on grants dreaming of? Of a permanent position even with peri​odic assessments of their activity but without a rigidly determined research program being necessary to obtain a grant. Of the possibility of not wasting about 30 per​cent of their time chasing grants [1], of the opportunity of writing an article when they really have something important to say, of free and undirected thinking [1], of making mistakes, changing their subject, carrying out experiments whose results are not known beforehand, and so on.
Suppose X sent another article to a prestigious jour​nal after spending much time and effort preparing, say, 50 pages of his current project and entering into a pre​sumably fair competition. What will really happen?
To begin with, although there are many foundations awarding grants, the number of applicants is much greater. No wonder the number of "good" projects selected (the criteria of such evaluation will be dis​cussed below) exceeds the number of those that can be supported. Additional criteria, specific to the country where the applicant lives, or to some part of it; to the foundation, the decision-makers, etc., are used for the final selection. (I shall let the reader use his own imag​ination.) It looks from the outset as though the selection of the worthiest were made not only on purely scientific grounds. In other words, in order to be selected it is not sufficient simply to draw up a good project.
What are the motives of the experts' decision in selecting projects (apart from the principal motive which is self-explanatory - concern for science as such)? Both specific individual factors and the trends underlying the development of science and relations between scientific communities may be relevant. Let us begin with the individual factors.
The prominent scientist Y developed his own ap​proach to a cross-cultural study of a certain characteris​tic. He holds a key position in a foundation financing projects submitted by scientists from a number of coun​tries. It would seem that if you have decent publications in a certain field and have submitted a good project, you would have a good chance of obtaining a grant. Yet it is not necessarily so. Another small detail is desirable: the project should be implemented within the framework

of the approach proposed by Y. Otherwise your chances are, to put it mildly, small.
Here is another example. A team inspecting a research laboratory headed by an esteemed scientist has successfully completed its work. The team leader is an equally esteemed expert. The head of the laboratory explains to those Russian colleagues present: "He is inspecting me, and I am inspecting him." Meanwhile, the results of the inspection largely determine who gets the next award. In other words if you can not only sub​mit good proposals but can also influence the allocation of grants in one way or another, your own chances of getting grants grow immeasurably.
As a rule, the applicant does not know the names of the people who award grants. Therefore rank-and-file applicants who have no such information are not able to go from the foundation to the person but from the per​son to the foundation. They will submit their proposal to the foundation, perhaps the only one, where they know someone they can ask the following: "Look, if I send you my project, what chance do I have?"
Now let us consider this paradox. You are not an eminent scientist with some influence on the allocation of grants. You do not consider it interesting to develop Ts idea. Moreover, you are trying to develop a new direction, essentially different from "normal science" at the present stage. I am sure that your chances of obtaining a grant are minimal. To bear out this state​ment let us define in detail the term "normal science"; so brilliantly analyzed by T. Kun who applied this term to research firmly grounded on one or several earlier scientific achievements, and recognized for some time by the scientific community as a basis for the develop​ment of its practical activities [2, p. 27]. Achievements that divert scientists for a long time from alternative models and, at the same time, attract them by unre​solved problems, are called "paradigms." They imply the following: a law, a theory, their application, and the necessary equipment. Scientists whose work is based on the same paradigm are guided by the same rules and standards of scientific practice. An individual scientist can accept a paradigm without any proof. He does not have to start with basic principles in his work.
The scientific community encourages the skilful observance of paradigmatic rules by informal and for​mal means (respect, publication, funding, etc.),and likewise punishes those who disobey them (disrespect, rejection of articles and conference papers, denial of funds, etc.). "Normal science" is oriented to a very small extent toward major discoveries. Scientists affili​ated with it do not set themselves the goal of creating new theories. In addition, they are intolerant towards new theories produced by others [2, p. 43]. "Normal science" seeks to increase the accuracy of measure​ments, to broaden the range of facts, similar to those already described. The existence of a set of rigid pre​scriptions enables Kun to describe such activity as "puzzle-solving." An average "normal scientist" avoids genuinely interesting problems and prefers the puzzles that he is encouraged to solve [1]. The remaining prob-
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lems are dismissed as metaphysical, dubious, poorly grounded, related to another discipline, etc. [2, pp. 27 -28, 59].
Is the true picture of "objective" evaluation proce​dures not coming to light? Needless to say, the experts who evaluate projects are "normal scientists" repre​senting the "reigning" paradigm.
But first let us examine a less dangerous situation: you are not trying to develop a new trend in science but merely represent another paradigm. Competing para​digms are incompatible models in the life of a scientific community. According to Kun, "each paradigm uses its own paradigm to defend the same paradigm." Such dis​putes cannot be resolved by arguments. The paradigm triumphs not because it succeeds in convincing its opponents but because sooner or later they die [2, pp. 125, 188, 191, 192]. Those who have partici​pated in genuine interparadigmatic debates will admit the bitter truth of Kun's remarks. They will also agree with Karl Popper who refuted the widespread idea that scientific debates may become fruitful if we agree on our vocabulary and "define our terms." Although he did question the view that interparadigmatic debates are utterly futile, he felt that participants belonging to dif​ferent paradigms could not achieve any results unless they spared no effort and showed mutual goodwill [3, pp. 559, 590].
We can probably imagine the specially created mini-atmosphere of a round-table discussion where the above conditions would for some reason or other be suddenly met. But an application for a grant involves bitter competition for financial support (with vital con​sequences now, not in a distant future) and the decision of experts who, like all of us, are subjective and who, by definition, view the outside world in a subjective manner, that is, in accordance with their individual experience and goals. Meanwhile, as we have noted, the project submitted follows the norms of a rival para​digm and implies, for instance, the solution of a prob​lem which is nonexistent for the experts. At the same time, many projects have been submitted by scientists belonging to the same community as the experts. I doubt that in this situation "efforts and goodwill" would be mutual.
Now it is easy to imagine what your chances would be if you asked for a grant for the development of a new trend in science or, in other words, hoped to lay the foundation of another competing paradigm. What would happen, for instance, if the young Darwin or Einstein tried to get a grant? In all probability, they would have as much chance as a snowball in Hell [1, p. 125].
And finally, one more example. A distinguished sci​entist Z heads a group supported by grants and effec-

tively operates within traditional science. He discusses with genuine interest various research trends which fundamentally differ from traditional ones. His conclu​sion: "This is all, of course, very interesting and tempt​ing, but I won't be able to get a grant for such studies." The puzzle-solving continues.
To conclude our discussion of the factors determin​ing "the objectivity of evaluation, the selection of the fittest, and the support for new trends in science," let us answer this question: who has the best chances of obtaining a grant? If you belong to "normal science," do not get diverted, take no risks, solve puzzles without violating the norms of the "reigning" paradigm and without budging an inch from the stages and proce​dures stipulated in the project,3 are willing to spend a third of your time chasing grants, and wish to and are able to use the above-mentioned and other "minor human" factors, your chances are sufficiently good. It does not mean that the chances of others are zero. They are simply not very high.
Summing up the adverse effect of the administrative aspects of science and, last but not least, of the compet​itive funding of projects, C. Loehle exclaims: "Scien​tists of the world, throw off your chains! You have nothing to lose but your "normal science" [1, p. 123]. Considering the well-known aspects of our post-total​itarian society, our own grant system may be still more rigorous than the one in the West.
"How come the standards of western science are so high in spite of all the horrors of the grant system you have described?" the reader may ask. The answer is: "Because there exist permanent positions financed, as a rule, by universities, and intended not for a study of some strictly defined problem but only for high-quality research in a certain area of science." It is the universi​ties (more often than other institutions) that attract large groups of the lucky ones who have the right and the opportunity to enjoy "free thinking," to formulate strange goals, to err, to make experiments not intended for immediate and obvious results, to develop concepts contrary to traditional "normal science," etc.4 It is the lucky ones who do things which are inaccessible or dangerous to grant-funded puzzle-solvers, and are paid to perform specific phases of a specific job. Nor do uni​versity scientists scorn grants. They consider them a useful supplement which increases research opportuni​ties. By describing (or disguising) one of the subprob-lems being solved within a genuine problem as a normal puzzle one may, for instance, obtain money for new equipment, sets of chemicals, etc.
If that is the case, the major breakthroughs in west​ern science5 must be made by university scientists. Indeed, the Nobel prizes, awarded primarily for basic
³Sometimes control determines the grant-user's activities so rigidly and is so meticulous that it may appear amusing or terrible, depending on the observer's temperament or position.
4The sad contrast between the benefits of a permanent position in this country and in the West does not call for special comment.
5Thesh breakthroughs are expressed both in the development of new trends and in the solution of fundamental, complex, and "science-intensive" problems of "normal science." They are extraordinary and unpredictable in terms of time, intellectual effort, stages of research, etc. It is somewhat risky to come to grips with such "super-puzzles" if you are entirely dependent on grants.
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research, are usually awarded to university scientists [4, p. 34].
The above seems to lead to the following conclu​sion. Stage-by-stage transition to a system of competi​tive funding would essentially be directed against the development of basic research in the Russian Academy, that is, directed ultimately against its very existence. (I leave out of consideration the structural and adminis​trative consequences of transition to the grant system, which are likely to produce the same result). This method of destroying the Academy is all the more effective since it is most unlikely that within the next few years the number of foundations in our country will approach the enormous number in the West. This is the most relevant argument that I want to drive home to those of my colleagues who are anxious to take key positions in the competitive funding system: "Be care​ful. If you introduce a competitive funding system into the Academy, you may lose a considerable part of your patrimony."
Moreover, stage-by-stage suppression of science in the Academy will not, as some people may think, lead to westernization; i.e., to the relocation of top-grade basic research into universities. It will form a void, and even though this void may some day be filled we will not live to see it.
Of course we can take the path of westernization if there is a strong desire to do so. We will be pushed in that direction by the generalization of an idea, which is so typical of neophytes. In this case it is the idea of mar​ket relations. So it will not be necessary to exert particular efforts to bring the glorious future of science closer. But I hope I have managed to prove that part​icipation in its creation is suicidal for institute employ​ees and members of the Russian Academy of Sciences, while a retained and upgraded basic funding system will, unlike the system of grants, make genuine scien​tific creativity possible.
It should also be remembered that an academy whose employees, paid in one form or another by the state, conduct basic research has been a traditional structure of Russian science for about three hundred years. Its advantages have been highly appreciated not only by Russians but also by foreign scientists. For instance, J. Bernoulli was well aware of the advantages of the Russian Academy's stable funding by the state as compared, say, with the situation at the Berlin Academy which is compelled to support itself by publishing cal​endars, running lotteries, etc. He wrote: "It is better to

put up with the severe climate of an ice-cold country where muses are welcome, than to starve to death in a country with a moderate climate where muses are scorned..." [5, p. 28]. The above-mentioned tradition provided for a parallel and interrelated existence of uni​versities ("which teach young people lofty sciences") and the Russian Academy ("an assembly of learned men who not only know these sciences but also endeavor to practise and promote them") [5, p. 19].
The basic state funding system should be regarded in this case as principal, not temporary ("until the stage-by-stage transition... is completed") and as a per​manent method of science funding in the Academy. The system has its own shortcomings. For instance, it sup​ports not only talented and efficient scientists but also those whose aptitudes and abilities to carry out research are limited. I hope that when market relations are estab​lished, some of them will find more profitable occupa​tions, of which there are many. I am afraid, however, that the presence of such people is the inevitable price to be paid by the Russian Academy for the opportunity for its scientists to engage in truly creative work. It is somewhat similar to unemployment under capitalism which can only be reduced or somewhat offset, but which is the price to be paid for humane conditions in society as a whole.
Of course, the grant system should and will be intro- * duced, but only as a supplement, which should be encouraged in every way, to the permanent basic fund​ing of the Russian Academy of Sciences. Among other things, it will enable the Academy to purchase better equipment. Hopefully the introduction of such a grant system will be useful to basic research.
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