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aircraft penetrations (Hobbs and Rangno, 1982).

This discovery was made by me while analyzing the data from our
cumulus cloud work. Aircraft data were obviously involved, but the
possibility of aircraft contamination of the clouds was not covered in the
proposals. This paper was presented at the Cloud Physics Conference in
Chicago.

A reversal of authorships (and my appearance at the conference to
present it) would have enhanced my standing. Later, for JCAM, the
authorship was reversed. Why was it otherwise in the beginning?

Also a reversal of the authorship on the Ice paper would have gone a
long way toward rectifying these earlier questionable cases.

In fairness, there is a plus side that should be mentioned. Your
extensive work reorganizing and editing my first, own-time paper, "A
Reanalysis of the Wolf Creek Pass Cloud Seeding Experiment”, was
essential in getting this paper published, as were Owen Rhea's
contributions. And you did not insist on being a coauthor. | will always be
grateful to you both for your contributions and without question | grew
because this paper was published.

Finally, you have offered me first authorship on the second portion
of the Ice paper that reviews the findings of other workers with those in
that paper. The substance of this review is that which | wrote when it
comprised the latter portion of the ice paper (you have contributed a
different and perhaps better way of comparing other workers data by
suggesting droplet growth calculations).

In the context of the present situation, | feel, however, that | should
decline your offer of first authorship on this second portion of the original
paper. The reason for this is that if the second portion of this paper
appears with my name first, it would be a signal, in my view, that | had
less to do with the findings in the first paper than | really did.




Attachment D

The Acknowledgement in the AMS Monograph

The acknowledgement that | wrote in the monograph paper (1 will
probably alter it some in the “final” final version) will no doubt disappoint
you, and it might even be seen as an affront since it only mentions
editorial help. However, you are unaware of how the paper got written so
I will explain that with the thought that it may help explain the
acknowledgement.

When you gave this paper back to me in late November 1984 after
having it (a second version) for about a month, it seemed to be in several
segments (tatters?) and you went on to recommend that | not submit it.
This left me with quite a dilemma as | had only a couple of weeks earlier
indicated to Professor Braham that it would be forthcoming.

| called Professor Braham and told him of your advice. He advised
me that, based on his inspection of my first draft, the same first one as |
had given to you in October, that | should submit it, that it had worthwhile -
content. (Professor Braham, however, was careful not to suggest that |
bypass your advice and that | would have to decide on my own.)

Since | did not want to start from scratch, which is what | would've
had to have done with the material that you gave me, and | still had my
version on a Macintosh file, | put your segments away (I've never looked at
them) and began rewriting this second version. This version had been
lightly edited overnight by you after | gave it to you in October 1984.
(Ironically, at that time, you said it was one of the better papers | had
given you.)

Following acceptance of the paper for the monograph, | rewrote it,
answering as best | could the many comments of the reviewers. | also
recognized that it had many defects. At your request, | once again gave
you a copy of the version that | was prepared to mail off along with my
response to the reviewer's comments. You once again reviewed it
overnight and made many wise editorial comments that helped sharpen the
focus of the paper as well as its presentation. | sincerely appreciated
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these.

But then | had difficulty expanding the acknowledgement to you
beyond editorial help although | also knew that you would have a different
perception of your contribution because of your work last November. | also
knew that limiting your contribution to "editorial help™ could be seen as
provocative or parsimonious, even if accurate. This dilemma, concerning
the issue of credit in a subtler way, in turn provided the trigger to write
up my view of the authorship question on the Ice-in-Clouds paper.
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