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Books for Schools 

In the GC August 1975 issue. John Rau 
who is Chairman of the Education 
Committee of GAC, has written a 
penetrating review of geological 
educat~on in the secondary schools in 
Canada. He points out that the large 
numbers of students will get the 
maximum benefit 11 the teacher can 
provlde a stlmulatlng course, not as a 
r~gld and orderly approach but as a 
sctence oriented ~nvestlgation. 
However. many of the teachers have a 
lim~ted background in the sublect and 
although their enthusiasm and 
motlvat~on is commendable, their 
capab~lities are hampering the 
presentation. What is the solution? The 
professionals in every area should be 
taklng the initiative to contact the 
teachers who w~l l  welcome any 
assistance Some teachers need 
assistance but do not know how toget it' 
One day I was talking to a teacher in 
another city. He said "What 1s 
bostonlte7" I said "I don't know - why 
don't you call up ---"(a professor at a 
university In his city). The teacher had 
not thought of that. But I know if hedoes, 
a contact will be made and many more 
questions will be answered As Jon Rau 
writes "These teachers may not ask for 
our help but they need it". The 
profess~onal who takes the initiatlve to 
contact a teacher could make a 
substantial contribut~on. 

Jon Rau made a significant 
contribut~on - a list of act~vlties which 
any professional can inltiate. wlth 
benef~ts which could have a profound 
effect. The list contains 44 dtflerent 
actlons -and if every professional were 
to act upon just one, the teachers of 
earth sc~ence/geology in Canada would 
know they have the support to present a 
more effective course. Will the 

profesvonalsrespond? Well I decided to 
act upon just one - # I 2  -make a 
collection 01 books. I askedthelaculty in 
the Department at Western The 
response was eighty books - yes 80 - 
many elementary texts In physical and 
historical geology. But In addition, books 
on crystallography, ore suites. 
paleontology, air photos, petroleum 
geology, h~story of the geolog~cal 
sclence, etc 1 A book plate IS pasted on 
the lnslde of the front cover Including an 
invltatlon for students to telephone with 
the~r questions. The books were dlvlded 
into three lots and dlstrtbuted to schools 
where the subject 1s part of the 
curriculum We antlclpate satisfacton 
for everyone -the taculty, the teachers 
and the students -by just donatingafew 
books which were only gathering dust 

So I say to John Rau, thank you for 
taklng thts tnltlatlve - and let us hope that 
all members of the profession wllt 
respond n some large or small way. 

C Gordon Winder 
Deparlmenl olGeology 
Universrly of Weslern Onlano 
London, Ontar10 

- - p~ 

Current Research by Compuler? 

For many years Geolog~cal Survey of 
Canada staff have compiled a useful 
listing of research projects under way 
across the country (Current Research In 
the Geolog~cal Sciences), relying on the 
voluntary cooperation of individual 
research leaders who prov~ded detalls 
on a s~mply-des~gned form 

This year the form has been 
redes~gned and our splrtt of cooperatIOn 
has plummeted lo zero Why7 

The new form 1s now too long for any 
typewriter. Slnce we must therefore 
resort to hand-writing we are required to 
put every letter in one of a serles of 
boxes. strung out in groups of 80. that 
maglc number of the new technology 
altogether there IS space for 11 20 
alphanurnerlc charactersper form, most 
of wh~ch wouid be neededtoadequately 
charactertse any one research project 
Snce a director plus two or three 
graduate students m~ght well be 
~nvolved In SIX projects, something llke 
5000-7000 hand-wr~tten characters 
would be needed, taking perhaps a full 
day of someone's time. So much lor the 
labour-~ntensive aspects. 

The shortcomings of the codlng 
requ~red confirm our worst susplclonSOf 
creeplng bureaucracy Our prlnclpal 
complaint concerns the discipline 
names whlch may be used todescribea 
research project: we find no descriptor 
lor non-engmeermg soil science heal- 
ilowgeophysics, speleology. lunar 
geology rneleorrtrcs, impacl 
phenomena: we find that a geochemist 
must descr~be hls work as elther 
explorahon or lheorelical. we find that 
although geotechn~que has f ~ v e  
subd~visions permitted, none areglven 
lo niarine science or to geomorphoiogy 
But also there IS ~nsuff~c~ent space lor 
adequate reference to publlcatlons, the 
geograph~c area cod~ng Includes all 
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extra-Canadian areas under olher and 
the descriptors prescribed lor funding 
designation will reapa rich harvest Of 
confusion lrom mlstakes. Finally, the 
lorm appears designed for use in 
English only. 

Instead of using such forms. evidently 
designed so as to be convenient Only to 
key-punch operators, we are submitting 
the inlormation requested on the old 
forms which were infinitely more 
convenient to the researcher. 

As conslructive suggestions, we also 
propose (1 ) that two typewriter-s~zed 
forms be devised, onecontaining the 
essential coded information, and one to 
allow lor "1ree"typlngoftheabstract and 
references. Even better. (2) why not 
dispense with the computer 
bureaucracy and devise one form that 
can be typed and then directly photo- 
offset, much like the G.S.A. abstract 
form We admit that these could not be 
cross-referenced so elegantly, but who 
rel~eson (not just "would preler") this 
cross-referencing? The photo-offset 
volume could be subdivided into major 
topics (Geophysics. Geochemistry. 
Sedimentology, etc.), and it would be up 
to the user to scan the volume and 
extract the information. 

Finally, can we (the users, and pawns 
in thecomputer game) afford this 
computerlsed volume? Wtth 30 
universities, averagtng 15 faculty each, 
with four projects per faculty member 
(Including h s  graduate students), and 
14 punched cards per project (new 
form), we are looking at punching over 
25.000 cards before any government 
projects are included. The only benefit 
we can see  sth hat cutting down the trees 
to make paper for the punch cards w~ll 
create more outcrop on the shield 

Denis M Shaw 
Robert H McNutt 
Roger G Walker 
Depnrirnenl of Geology 
McMasler Unrversily 
Harn~ilon Onlnno L8S 4Ml 

. . . glve it a chance 

As Layout Editor lor Geoscience 
Canada. the above letter from 
Professors Shaw. McNutt, and Walker 
came to my attention at press lime and I 
was invited to respond. I am sure that 
many geoscientists sharetheir views, so 
some background information is 
perhaps worthwhile. 

Few individuals will likely dispute the 
need for periodic objective inventoriesof 
research activity in the geosciences. 
These are essential as reference 
sources within the science and also lor 
use by those who wish to argue lor a 
larger slice of the scientilic pie for earth 
sciences (see Neale and Wynne- 
Edwards. Geoscience Canada, 
February. 1976). The Canadian 
Geoscience Council has been 
attempting to document current 
research activity First, Nealeelal (GSC 
Paper 75-6) provided a status report 
based on almost 70 discipline- 
subdiscipline reviews. Second, the 1975 
CGC Report (Barnes el a/., GSC Paper 
76-6) reviews other aspects of current 
research emphasizing research related 
to one sector - Canadian petroleum 
exploration geology Third, an attempt to 
provide a more objective status report 
similar to the Neale ef a/. (1975) volume 
IS currently in progress. 

The Canadian Geosctence Council 
recently assumed sponsorshipof the 
Current Research in the Geological 
Sciences publication. The CGC Editorial 
Committee (C. R. Barnes. Chairman. 
G D. Garland, Vtce-Chairman, 
T E. Bolton. G W. Mannard. 
N. Morgenstern. E R. Parker, 
G Perrault) attempted to use the 
Current Research volume as part of a 
crltlcal analysis of the level and 
organtzatlon of geoscient~lic research in 
Canada. It was found to be unsu~table 
because few prolects were reported 
from the industry sector. In an attempt to 
make the volume more complete, to 
allow cross-referencing. to produce llsts 
of current theses, to provide up-to-date 
prtnt-outs of current research tothose 
involved in producing subdisc~pline 
reviews or with other needs, etc.. it was 
declded to revlse the form and employ 
computer-processable methods. 

To answer the specific comments 
ra~sed in the above letter: 

a) there were unfortunate delays in 
designing and printing the actual form 
prior l o  its mailing. These will be 
corrected for next year. The intent was 
for an 1 1  x 14 in. lorm (for ready copying) 
with the boxes spaced at regular 
typewriter-letter intervals 

b) having completed my own set of 
forms manually I can assure the writers 
that it does not take a'day to complete. 
but rather a couple of hours (depending 
on the number and detail of the reports). 

C) In any such lirst attempt, some 
future modilication of the coding may be 
necessary. The writers criticize the list of 
discipline categories. Attempts were 
made to reduce and standardize the list 
rather than to perpetuate the eternal 
subdivision 01 earth sciences; no 
classification will adequately package a 
continuum of activities. One important 
point was to provide a similar list to that 
used in the next (and hopefully future) 
CGC status reports. Thus. long-term 
trends can be identified and some 
information can be quantified with 
assurance. The list of categories was 
approved by the Committee and then by 
CGC Council (with two representatives 
from each of the twelve geoscience 
societies): thus input from many 
specialists was provided. 

d) adequate space is available for the 
most Important reference on each 
project published during the past year. 

e) the great majority of research 
reported in Current Research is from 
wtthln Canada: lo code all extra- 
Canadian areas would be cumbersome 
and is not warranted by the relatively few 
projects concerned. 

f )  estimating the funding should be 
relat~vely simple, but less so for those in 
Industry and perhaps certain sectors of 
government, the experiment seemed 
worth altempttng 

g) the ever-efficient Tom Bolton knew 
that the wrlters preferred the English 
form: a French version was mailed to 
francophone geoscient~sts. 

h) most of the constructive alternative 
suggestions were constdered earlier by 
the Committee. We simply feel that the 
present system oflersmoreadvantages. 
Annual updat~ng of previously reported 
projects wtll be easier and the entire 
volume can be printed (photo-reduced) 
dlrectly from the final computer print-out 
(ct new GAC membership booklet). 


