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This whole business of devaluating someone’s (or some organization’s) work because of whom he or 

she receives funding from really irritates me. I have seen good scientists attacked in this fashion for supposedly 
having ties to the oil industry or elsewhere. In some cases the ties exist. For instance, CJ Campbell and Jean 
LaHerrère are retired petroleum geologists. But this fact does not necessarily belie their scientific integrity. The 
two aforementioned scientists are very open about their scientific methods, and their long range conclusions are 
not in the best interest of the oil industry.

Others, such as Dr. David Pimentel, are falsely accused. Dr. Pimentel has assured me that he has never been 
an employee of the oil industry. While it is possible (though not assured) that the oil industry might benefit from 
the results of his ethanol studies, his greater work on food, energy and population is very critical of hydrocarbon 
based agriculture, and suggests organic agriculture as a partial alternative.

For myself, I have been accused of being an oil industry employee or a retired petroleum geologist. So let 
me state right here that I have never been in the employ of the oil industry, except for one month at age 27 when I 
worked in a Clark gas station. My area of research as a geologist was PreCambrian structure, focusing on the rather 
academic exploration of how ancient landforms came to be. This could not be of less interest to the oil industry.

At this point I must ask, who could we expect to be knowledgeable about the world hydrocarbon 
endowment but a petroleum geologist with access to the industry database? Scientists require funding for their 
work; and in our society, that means they must seek governmental funds, military contracts, or corporate support. 
It is either that or limit their enquiry to backyard experiments with whatever is available.

What is of more importance than the source of funding is scientific integrity. Certainly, there are too many 
scientists out there who will prostitute their PhD to whomever pays them. But the only way to determine whether 
a scientist has compromised his or her principles is to review the body of her or his work, looking for clear bias, 
tampered results or unreported conclusions that would have been detrimental to the source of his or her funding.

And then we come to the mother of all poisoned source accusations: the case of the Gate-Keeper Left. The 
supposition makes wonderful sense, doesn’t it? The CIA and other government agencies were fearful of growing 
domestic opposition in the 1960s and 1970s, so they simply bought off the alternative media. Investigative 
journalist Bob Feldman has done a masterful job of sniffing out alternative media funding by groups such as 
the Ford Foundation. His weighty series, Alternative Media Censorship: Sponsored by the CIA’s Ford 
Foundation? seems to present a very conclusive case against all the major alternative media outlets in the USA. 
He argues that because the Ford Foundation has had ties to the CIA, any organization or individual who has ever 
received funding from the Ford Foundation is at the service of the CIA. (Just for the record, I have never received 
funding from the Ford Foundation. My wife, Elizabeth, received some help from them before we met, when she 
was establishing a domestic violence task force. The Ford Foundation donated booklets discussing the statistics 
of domestic violence. She says the donation didn’t result in any favoritism on her part.)

I must say that Bob Feldman does point out how alternative media and vocal activists need to be very 
transparent about the source of their funding. But I doubt that I will stop reading Mother Jones or Z Magazine, 
listening to Democracy Now or patronizing South End Press simply because they received some funds from the 
Ford Foundation. Nor will I stop reading The Wall Street Journal or The New York Times despite the rather more 
substantial evidence (and overt intention on the part of the WSJ) of media bias on their part. To be informed in 
this world today means that you must take in information from multiple sources, but you should review all of this 
information critically, judging it by its possible bias.

The concept of an unbiased media is a fallacy, necessitated by media consolidation. In the days when 
every town had at least two or three different newspapers, each news outlet would clearly announce its bias and 
then would battle it out with the other outlets. But now that all the remaining news outlets are owned by only a 
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few corporations, they must maintain this myth of unbiased reporting in order to have any validity. It is the job of 
the reader or viewer to be aware of this bias and to judge the reporting in light of it.

Certainly, if you chase down any successful media outlet’s finances, you will find either corporate ownership 
or funding from an established organization. That is the nature of this beast we live in. We all have to work for 
somebody, unless we are the elite. I can tell you that if The Ford Foundation offered me a grant to set up an alternative 
media outlet, I would not turn it down so long as there were no conditions on what I should publish. If you wish to 
accuse others of bias, then you should first disclose your own bias and the sources of your funding.

Pointing out how media outlets and scientists are funded is suggestive, but before you can bring your 
accusations home, you have to demonstrate that the source of funding does impinge on professional integrity. 
This requires a great deal of research. You have to survey the work of this individual or organization and look for 
a clear bias that can be traced back to the source of funding. Without this important investigative work, you are 
simply name-calling.

The internet has made it very easy to launch these sort of personal attacks. It seems that one of the 
drawbacks of the internet is that anyone with a desire to do so can take the most unsupportable opinion and make 
it into a widely held belief. And anyone can question the research of another, on whatever grounds they want. 
Don’t get me wrong, though; I think that without the internet, I’d probably be in an internment camp right now 
(along with many of you) while anyone who was left would be goose stepping to George Bush.

So before you go making accusations, let us hear about your own background. What are your reasons for 
making this attack? What are your own biases? How do you receive your funding? Are you vindictive because 
your own work was rejected or refuted? Does the work you are challenging contradict basic premises that are 
important to you? Do you have a sugar daddy to protect? Or are you trying to undermine someone’s integrity and 
cast doubt onto his or her work for some more nefarious reason?

Personal attacks are cheap and easy, and they work no matter how dubious the allegations. To engage in 
constructive debate, you must work at providing a professional criticism of your target’s work. And you need 
to provide an alternative. For myself, whenever I witness a personal attack without the support of professional 
criticism and an alternative, my immediate reaction is to discredit the accusations and question the source.
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