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Prologue

My invitation to participate in this volume, gratifying though it is, reflects not only decades of hard, thoroughly enjoyable work, but also more than a little good fortune.  I became interested in animal social learning long before appreciation of the importance of social acquired information in the development of animal’s behavioral repertoires became widespread. Social learning could as easily have remained of interest to few students of animal behavior.  If so, someone other than I would have been invited to write this autobiographical sketch.

Early years

 I was born in midtown Manhattan and, until I was 17 years old, lived in a 12th-floor apartment just off Park Avenue in the heart of New York City and about as far from the biological world that as one can get and remain on this planet.  My privileged early years owed much to my paternal grandfather, who as a child in the late 1880s, came to the United States from Russia.  At age 15, he left school and took a job as a janitor in a sporting-goods firm that he was to own by the time he was 23.  At its height, the family business had offices in New York, Berlin and Paris, and earned my grandfather a truly extraordinary amount of money in the late 1920s and early 1930s.  
My father was raised in luxury: a 10-room Park Avenue apartment, a 90-acre, 20-room, beach- and river-front summer estate on the New Jersey coast with more than a dozen in help, a racing yacht, string of polo ponies and other accessories of the very wealthy. The summer property even had a private train stop where my father and grandfather began and ended their 45-minute, weekday commute to and from work in New York each summer.  
My father was a man of many interests and accomplishments: a prize-winning sculptor and photographer, one of the first recreational downhill skiers in North America and an explorer in South America. A patron of the arts and author of an unpublished novel with a Master’s degree in psychology earned at night, he worked all of his too-short adult life (he died at 48) as an unhappy second fiddle in the business my grandfather controlled.  My mother was a very attractive, possibly beautiful socialite, descended on her mother’s side from the less successful branches of two very prominent Jewish families whose names are familiar to everyone.

By the time I was old enough to understand such things, my parents had divorced and the family fortune was in decline.  The Second World War had seriously undermined a business that depended largely on imports, and although the summer home was to remain until I was 7 or 8 years old, the polo ponies were gone, the help was reduced by half, and the racing yacht leaked badly.  

Despite my family’s somewhat reduced circumstances, my mother, my younger brother Jack and I were always more than comfortable.  Still, I understood from an early age that, sooner or later, I would have to make my own way in the world.  
Like my father before me, I was under considerable pressure to join the family business.  However, to jump ahead a decade, following my graduation from college and a few months working at buying and selling things in my grandfather’s firm, I became convinced that such was not the life for me, though I had no idea what was.

The greatest benefit that I received as a result of my paternal grandfather’s financial success was a first-rate education, first for 9 years at the Riverdale School in the Bronx, and then for 4 years, at Princeton. At Riverdale, I was one of a class of about 50 that contained some of the brightest, most highly motivated people that I have encountered in a life in academia.  Eight of us were National Merit Scholarship Finalists, an honor that, if I remember correctly, was awarded to fewer than 1 in 1000 of those who took the qualifying examination.  

The Riverdale faculty was excellent and the material presented to us in the last couple of years of high school was, as I later learned, generally at university level.  Several of my classmates went on to become successful academics at Yale, MIT, Stanford, University College London, Georgetown, and Tufts.  Others were to be doctors, lawyers, architects and journalists.  

Perhaps the most lasting effect of my years at Riverdale came from writing a senior paper on the battle of Gettysburg for Mr. Gartner’s American history class.  I chose a civil war battle as my subject because Mr. Gartner despised military history, and because the more military history I wrote, the more military history Mr. Gartner would have to read, I wrote a very long paper indeed. Such was rebellion in the 1950s.
The project, completed over spring vacation, was based on primary-source material held in the great collections of the New York public libraries.  Although the resulting manuscript was surely no great contribution to Civil War scholarship, it did introduce me to the pleasures of historical research.  To this day, I spend what time I can reading about the history of the life sciences, particularly biographies of Victorian naturalists, though I have published work on only one historical figure, Edward Thorndike, the first Ph.D. in animal psychology in North America (Galef, 1998).  

Throughout my high-school years, I was underweight and undersized for my age, and because I had entered first grade when 5 rather than 6 years of age, I was also 12 to 18 months younger than most of my classmates.  Always one of the last to be chosen for any sports team, assigned to spend my time on the baseball diamond languishing in right field, massacred in dodge ball, etc., I found many of my larger, more mature classmates totally intimidating.  However, in my sophomore year of high school, Riverdale hired a philosophy teacher and wrestling coach, Bill Williams.  Under his tutelage, I went on to enjoy great success on the high-school wrestling circuit: captain of Riverdale team as a senior, winner of each of the four or five city-wide tournaments that I entered that year, nationally ranked and named “athlete of the year” at my high school.  After experiencing success at wrestling, I rarely felt intimidated by anybody or anything.

Part of the Riverdale campus was a heavily wooded hillside that lay between the main classroom building and an athletic field a hundred or more feet below. I spent many happy hours wandering the paths through that hillside looking for birds’ nests, insect cocoons and anything else of interest.  Although, I greatly enjoyed the time I spent clambering about the undeveloped parts of the Riverdale campus, I had no intellectual interest in natural history.  Indeed, in tenth grade, when I had to choose between courses in Latin and Biology, my greater interest in literature and art than in science, led me to choose to study Latin.  The unanticipated, and as it turned out, unfortunate consequence of this decision was that I was never to take a formal Biology course in high school, college or graduate school.

Although Riverdale offered a fine education, the greater influence on my intellectual development was the amazing city in which I was fortunate enough to live. New York in the 1950s was a wonderful place.  The city was safe to roam day and night. Weekends could be filled doing endless things for next to nothing: museums and art galleries beyond counting, numerous bookstores where I could sit and read the afternoons away. There were second acts of Broadway shows and philharmonic concerts to be snuck into in the evenings, all kinds of food to eat and all kinds of people to enjoy. I spent half my weekends uptown with my schoolmates from Riverdale, most the children of successful professionals,  and their friends and half in Greenwich Village amongst the less conventional of my age mates.  My social life was the center of my existence, and partying until all hours of the night was my favorite occupation.

Summers of my school years were spent mostly just lying on the beach in southern Connecticut or in camps in Maine chasing snakes and frogs and fishing.   For two summers I labored on a working horse ranch at the edge of the Bob Marshall Wilderness Area in western Montana.  Although I enjoyed the outdoors, 6 months spent working horses and without much access to either running water or electricity convinced me that I was a city boy at heart.  
Summers of my sophomore and senior years, I travelled with my family to Europe.  These trips, first to France and Italy, then to England and Scandinavia introduced me to the larger world and were the origin of a life-long passion for travel.

College years

After a childhood spent in Manhattan, Princeton University was a shock.  In 1958, Princeton was a school for men; a place where, on weekends, women were imported by the busload from Vassar, Bryn Mawr and like places in what my fellow Princetonians liked to call “cattle drives.”  Attendance at Sunday chapel services was compulsory and monitored.  The University was often caricatured, with some justice, as the northern-most southern school in the United States.  In my freshman year, the fellow living across the dormitory hall from me claimed, with considerable pride, to be a member of the Knights of the White Camellia, apparently an upper-class version of the Klu Klux Klan.  
After a life spent in the Big Apple, the social side of the University seemed more than a little childish.  A not-so-subtle anti-Semitism and political and religious conservatism made full participation in the life of the University difficult for an agnostic, liberal, Jewish-born New Yorker.  Still, there were many who shared my reluctance to participate fully in the accepted undergraduate culture.  Lectures were generally excellent and the opportunity to interact with outstanding professors in small preceptorials was truly exciting.  

My original plan was to major in chemistry and minor in art history with a view to becoming a forensic art historian.  Freshman year I took physics, chemistry and calculus.  However, the courses I loved were cultural anthropology and philosophy of science.  Melvin Tumin taught one of the most engaging courses I have ever taken, and Carl Hempel’s exposition of logical positivism was a revelation that has shaped my entire career in research.  Sadly, in the midst of my first year in University, my father died in the crash of a commercial airliner.  

The chemistry courses that I took sophomore year convinced me that I was not the least interested in chemistry.  Also, that year I was diagnosed with a possibly terminal kidney disease that has left me short on stamina throughout my life.  The near simultaneous loss of father, career goals, and sense of immortality left me without much of a life plan.
For reasons I can no longer recall, I decided to major in psychology.  Surely, my choice did not reflect some deep-seated interest in the study of the human mind.  During my first 2 years in University, I had taken only a single, half-year psychology course, and had neither much liked nor done particularly well in it.  I expect I was influenced by the perception, then as now, that psychology is an easy major.   I worked hard in college.  However, I was basically lazy, and would do whatever was necessary to maintain my social life in New York, just over an hour by train from Princeton, while completing my undergraduate degree.  

Except for a course in comparative psychology based on Maier and Schneirla’s (1935) Principles of Animal Psychology taught by Glen Weaver and a brilliantly organized course on animal learning taught by Mymon Goldstein, I remember little of my 2 years as an undergraduate psychology major other than the senior thesis on human concept formation that I completed in Mymon’s laboratory.  
Elijah Lovejoy, a fellow undergraduate, and I devised a method that allowed us to provide immediate feedback to groups of subjects taking multiple-choice tests.  We modified an old printing press to overprint the right answers to multiple-choice questions with an invisible phenolphthalein solution.  We then gave our test takers pens filled with yellow ink that had a high ph.  The ink turned the otherwise invisible phenolphthalein marks bright pink when applied to a correct answer. Lige and I then used the method in our thesis work.   Solving the technical problems was exhilarating. However, I did not take the research on concept formation that followed very seriously.   

I graduated Princeton magna cum laude, in the top 7 or 8 percent of my class, and with a handful of prizes (I mention these things because little of what follows would make much sense if I did not), but without the slightest idea of what I wanted to do with my life.  I had fallen hopelessly in love with a Swedish girl that I had met at the University of Bordeaux and Toulouse where I had spent a month of the summer of my junior year improving my French.  We agreed to attend Trinity College Dublin together starting in the fall, after we had both finished University.  She was to work on a Ph.D. in languages, and I was to study psychology.  We both applied to TCD, and were duly admitted.  However, in matters of the heart a few months apart can be forever.  Four months later, she was engaged to a previous boy friend, and I was heartbroken.  Neither of us ever got to Ireland.

A wasted year well spent
As my college years drew to a close, I was adrift.  I wrote the law boards, and was admitted to Harvard Law School.  However, when Harvard refused to allow me to delay matriculating for a year, I decided not to go.  I took the Graduate Record Examinations and did extremely well, but did not apply to graduate schools.  Instead, I spent 4 months working as a laboratory technician at Princeton, four more working for my grandfather in the family firm and four on the road in France, Italy, Switzerland and Spain. 
I had rather enjoyed the months spent as a research assistant, so while working in the family firm doing rather little I found of any interest, I applied to a handful of graduate programs in psychology.  I was admitted to most, and chose to go to the University of Pennsylvania, where I had been accepted to study concept formation with Frank Irwin.  The financial offer was good, my friend Lije from Princeton was at Penn and making encouraging noises, and Penn had sent notification of my acceptance by telegram rather than by post.  I had no idea that, at the time, Pennsylvania had one of the world’s foremost programs in experimental psychology, although Frank Irwin was one of its lesser lights. He was to prove an extremely challenging, if equally austere, mentor.  
Graduate school

I was a terrible, awful, vile first- second- and most-of-third-year graduate student.  I spent much of my first year improving my skills at poker, chess, and hearts, and most of my second either playing bridge under the tutelage of Marty Seligman or engaged in a kind of blind chess called kriegspeil.  I did well enough in my courses, especially the first half of the first-year course when Dick Solomon taught animal learning and Phil Teitelbaum physiological psychology.  However, I can remember little from the first four semesters of lectures other than that I shall never really understand the moment generating function.  I certainly had no interest in experimental psychology.  

I completed an uninspired Master’s thesis investigating why humans bet more rationally when offered a single opportunity to wager than when offered a series of identical wagers. I had to write draft after draft before Dr. Irwin finally found the 14th acceptable, and this in the days before computers and word processing.  
At the time I failed to realize how generous Dr. Irwin was in reading and correcting 14 drafts of a useless manuscript. Ten years later, when I returned to Philadelphia on business, I made a point of thanking him for teaching me to write academic prose and making my career possible.   My Master’s degree oral examination was an embarrassing debacle best forgotten. I was awarded the degree anyway.  

During my third year as a graduate student, I had to study for my Ph.D. comprehensive examination in human learning and discovered that I had absolutely no interest in the field that I had to master.  Along the way, I happened to read Wittgenstein’s work on concepts and came to the realization that, if Wittgenstein were right, not only was everything that I and everyone else studying concept formation doing meaningless, but also that I had no insight as to how to do things any better.  I began, admittedly somewhat belatedly, to think seriously about leaving graduate school and doing something more compatible with my talents, whatever they might be.

I had audited an undergraduate course that Paul Rozin taught in comparative psychology.  Like the course that I had taken with Glen Weaver at Princeton, Rozin’s course seemed pretty interesting, so I asked Paul if he might accept me as a graduate student.  
Paul had some wild rats that an exterminator had captured for him on the wharves of Philadelphia and was looking for someone to work with them, but had had no takers.  I suspect that my more knowledgeable peers were too clever to take on such unpromising animals as subjects for their thesis research.  However, I decided to give the wild rats a try, and Paul agreed to serve as my supervisor. 
Paul turned out to be the near-perfect research supervisor for me.  He was supportive, but not particularly directive, with a strong background in both biology and psychology, very, very bright, and with great enthusiasm for most everything from good food to the fluctuations of the stock market.  He was also a superb experimentalist and remarkably integrative thinker.

In his undergraduate course, Paul had mentioned in passing some early work suggesting that wild rats raised appropriately might become as tame and easy to handle as domesticated rats (Rasmussen, 1938).  Aggression and domestication were hot topics in the 1960s, as was the role of the environment in shaping development.  So I had a thesis topic as well as a thesis supervisor.

My early attempts to work with wild rats were laughable.  I had essentially no experience handling even a nice, gentle domesticated rat, and here I was trying to study behavioral development in an animal generally considered to be both completely unmanageable and dangerous.  At first, the only way I could move a rat from one place to another was to turn it loose on the floor, corner it, throw a lab coat over it, and then put it where I wanted it to go.  Still, in time, I learned to breed and work with wild rats. 

I found animal behavior generally interesting, and volunteered to work for W. John Smith, then the sole ethologist in the Biology Department at Pennsylvania.  I became an informal teaching assistant in John’s undergraduate ethology course and collected some data for him on the behavior of members of a colony of prairie dogs residing in an enclosure at the Philadelphia zoo.  
At the time, I did not realize how generous John was in accepting me as a volunteer participant in both his teaching and research.  However, the opportunity to work closely with a committed biologist and naturalist were to have lasting consequences as was my enrolling in a graduate-level laboratory course in comparative psychology that John, Paul Rozin, and the late Allen Epstein organized.  Students in the course formed small teams, designed an experiment, built any necessary apparatus and collected some data.  Although the project that Chuck Snowdon and I conducted on aggression in Siamese fighting fish was a flop, I admired the approach of the course to animal behavior treating it as a field to which anyone who wanted to contribute could.  
I also started to read in ethology and animal behavior, albeit unsystematically. I particularly remember Tinbergen’s inspirational Curious Naturalists and Herring Gull’s World, textbooks by both Hinde (1966), and Marler and Hamilton (1966), and a wonderful book, Readings in Animal Behavior edited by Tom McGill (1965).  However, my disorganized and sporadic reading was not nearly sufficient to prepare me for my doctoral comprehensive examinations, now in comparative and physiological psychology. I failed them cold.  It wasn’t even close.

By early 1968, research for my thesis on the role of stimulus novelty in the expression of aggressive behavior in wild rats was complete. I had no publications, and I had failed my comprehensives.  I had also, to the great approval of my family, married Elizabeth Sarnoff, grandniece of the founder of RCA.  Getting married was not one of my better decisions. At 25, I was still far too immature to marry anyone.

Getting a job

I applied to work as a post-doctoral student with Niko Tinbergen at Oxford.  However, Tinbergen was accepting only graduate students, not post-docs, and my attempt to get further training went nowhere. 
If I had understood a bit more about academic life, I would have realized that I had little reason to hope for a university appointment.  However, in my ignorance, I applied for jobs at Tennessee, Princeton, Toronto, Purdue and Stony Brook.  All had advertised positions that seemed suitable for a budding comparative psychologist, although by 1968, I had already started to label myself an animal behaviorist in response to  comparative psychologists’ hesitancy to embrace ethology.  
Ed Stricker, a post-doctoral fellow in Biology at Pennsylvania, whose work in regulatory physiology I greatly admired, had the previous year, accepted a job at McMaster University.  McMaster was then a small school of which I had never heard, home to a Psychology Department with only 15 faculty members.  However, McMaster had an opening for an assistant professor in comparative psychology, so I applied there too.  Perhaps, more realistically, I started looking into alternative careers with various think tanks and intelligence organizations.  

I interviewed at Purdue, Stony Brook and McMaster.  After a visit to Purdue, where I was offered a sort of post-doctoral fellowship to work with Victor Denenberg, I was pretty sure that I would rather live as a shoe salesman in New York City than as a professor in West Lafayette, Indiana.  I never received a firm job offer from Stony Brook.  However, an hour after I finished my job talk at McMaster, I was offered a truly unbelievable opportunity.  There was to be no teaching my first term and a light teaching load thereafter, good start-up money, guaranteed grant support and travel funds, a new building within 2 or 3 years, no income tax for 5 years, and Mcmaster was only 45 minutes from Toronto and a major international airport. As icing on the cake, the faculty was exceptionally strong in experimental animal psychology.  I knew that I was not ready for an academic position.  However, I wasn’t crazy either.  I accepted the sole real job offer that I had.  In July of 1968, I shipped a couple of crates of wild rats from Philadelphia to Hamilton, Ontario and my wife and I moved into a downtown apartment and started looking for a house.  
Although I had failed my comprehensive examinations, I had a job and was married. I suspect, as much out of pity for my predicament as anything else, I was awarded a Ph.D. in psychology from the University of Pennsylvania.  There were some mutterings about requiring me to return at some unspecified future date to make up for the comprehensive examinations that I had failed, but there was never any real follow-up.

A new Assistant Professor

Unexpectedly, shortly after arriving in Hamilton, I became fascinated with animal behavior.  Every evening and weekend for the next several years I spent hours reading books and papers in the area.  I was particularly fortunate that my introduction to evolutionary theory was G. C. Williams’s (1966) Adaptation and Natural Selection.  I was completely sold on the single-allele substitution model, though, of course, I knew no other.  At least with regard to evolutionary theory, I was ahead of the curve.
I am not sure why I finally became serious about academics.  I do remember that shortly after arriving in Hamilton, I came to the realization that this was it.  This was my career and my life.  Unless I did something pretty drastic, I was going to spend it as a third rate professor at a second rate University living in a town generally considered, albeit unfairly, to be one of the least livable in Canada.  
Although I soon came to realize, that the McMaster job was, in many ways, one of the best first jobs in North American academics, I had no intention of spending the rest of my life in Hamilton, Ontario. I decided that if I did not get moving, my life would be a disaster.  
I had also become enamored of experiments.  I filled all dozen sinks in the University Faculty Club washroom and let them drain to see if the Coriolis force really worked in the way that people said it did.  It did not. When I went up to Princeton to give a colloquium, Donna Howell and I got a bat to hover in a bottle placed on a scale to see if the apparent weight of the bottle and its contents changed when the bat was in flight.  It did, if the bottle was open.  
More relevant to animal behavior, I bought a stuffed owl at an antique store and put it on a pole at the edge of the campus to observe mobbing at first hand.  I tried experiments on prey selection in frogs, schooling in minnows, taxis in sow bugs.  I caught a few sticklebacks and tried to repeat some of Tinbergen’s classic experiments.  None of this was work. I was just having fun of a sort that would be nearly impossible today.  In the late 1960s, there were no institutional ethics committees.  Consequently, work with animals could have a spontaneity that the present generation of researchers will never experience.
Shortly after arriving at McMaster, I submitted my thesis for publication to Danny Lehrman, then editor of the Journal of Comparative and Physiological Psychology.  I had no idea how a typescript became a journal article, so I just sent Danny a copy of my thesis assuming that he would somehow turn it into one of those professional-looking publications I had been reading in the journals.  Danny patiently led me through the process of preparing a manuscript for publication (Galef, 1970), for which I shall be eternally grateful. 
After the debacle of my first manuscript submission, I resolved to be completely professional in all future interactions with the world outside McMaster.  I would do whatever I was asked to do, whether I wanted to or not, as well as I could and on time, a set of resolutions to which I managed to remain faithful for 30 years or more.  I hoped that with a little luck, one thing would lead to another, and I could move on.

I was soon blessed with two great graduate students: Jeff Alberts stayed on after his B.Sc. to work on his Master’s thesis, and Mertice Clark, another McMaster undergraduate, to pursue her Ph.D.  The three of us were desperately short of space.  My laboratory was two rooms in a tumbledown, ‘temporary’ building erected during the Second World War.  The laboratory was so tiny that after classes were over for the day, Alberts would sneak into an adjacent classroom, turn some of the tables there upside down, tape cardboard around their legs to make arenas for testing rats, run an experiment and then put everything back before classes started the next morning (Alberts and Galef 1971, 1973).  I have never had more fun or been more productive.

The chair of the department at the time was a little too fond of drink, and fulfilled many of his administrative obligations by assigning me, as the youngest faculty member, to chair most departmental committees.  With Ed Stricker, I redesigned the Ph.D. comprehensive examination system in the department.  With Michael Leon, I changed forever the way that introductory psychology course was taught to our first-year undergraduates. 

One of my responsibilities, along with space, the shop, the graduate program, the undergraduate program, animal care, etc., was to organize the departmental colloquia. Over the next few years, I abused the position to invite everyone in whose work I was interested to speak at McMaster.  The invitees addressed the department one day and spent the next talking with me and my students about animal behavior. 
 I remember particularly visits of Niko Tinbergen, Ken Roeder, Vince Dethier, Phil Teitelbaum and Danny Lehrman. They could not have been more helpful: Tinbergen invited me to spend time with his group at Oxford, and both he and Lehrman wrote letters on my behalf requesting that I be invited to the International Ethology Congress which, at that time, was a closed meeting. Ken Roeder provided an invitation to attend a demonstration he had organized at the planetarium of the America Museum of Natural History illustrating the celestial cues available to migrating birds.  I had the rather naïve notion that I should completely solve a problem before attempting publication. Phil Teitelbaum convinced me that it might be wise, if I wished to remain in academics, to publish parts of a solution as I discovered them.

And the research was going well.  At first, I had extended my thesis work on the role of novelty in eliciting aggression in wild rats.  However, problems with dependent variables soon caused me to question the value of the work.  Compared to Ed Sticker’s experiments investigating the physiological control of sodium and water intake, aggression seemed a very difficult topic on which to get a handle.  With water or salt, you knew exactly what to measure: water or sodium intake and excretion.  With aggression, there seemed no equally valid dependent measures.  Gaining proper control of independent variables was hard enough without having to worry about the validity of dependent variables.  It felt like time for a change.
In the late 1960s, John Garcia’s research program on taste-aversion learning in rats was the most exciting and controversial in experimental animal psychology.  The McMaster Psychology Department, then exceptionally strong in animal learning, hosted a workshop concerned in part with Garcia’s work and attended by many of the day’s most respected experimental psychologists.  I went to many of the presentations, and because I have never been able to focus long on oral presentations of the minutia of experiments in animal learning, I began thinking about the possibility of studying taste-aversion learning in my wild rats.  
I faced a major problem. The then-standard, hanging, rat cage was useless for housing wild rats.  The moment that I opened such a cage, the rat it had contained would pop out of the cage and onto the floor.  I had designed cages to house wild rats individually.  However, it was taking time to have them built.  In the interim, my animals were living in mixed-sex groups of four or five in 1 x 2 m floor cages that filled one of the two rooms that were my laboratory.  

Coincidentally, I had arranged to have a paper by Fritz Steiniger, an applied ecologist who had worked on rodent control, translated from its original German, a language that I could not begin to read despite having passed a German-language requirement in graduate school.  Steiniger (1955) had made some field observations consistent with the view that adult rats could teach the young of their colony to avoid eating poison baits.  Although that seemed unlikely, it also seemed worth looking into.  

Social learning
At the time, a female in one of my cages of wild rats had given birth to a litter of six pups.  It was easy to put the colony of which she was a member on a feeding schedule so that all their food intake could be observed on closed-circuit television just then becoming available for laboratory use.  We gave adult members of the colony access to two food bowls each day; one bowl contained a safe but uninteresting food and the other a very tasty food that I had adulterated with a mild toxin.  The adults rapidly learned to avoid the good-tasting, poisoned food and to eat only the safe alternative, and, as John Garcia would have predicted, continued to avoid the good-tasting food even when subsequently offered uncontaminated samples of it. 

Christmas was approaching.  My wife and I had scheduled a week vacationing at a Club Med in Martinique, and the litter of wild rats was rapidly approaching weaning age.  I asked my technician to watch on television during the rat colony’s daily feeding periods and keep track of which food the young ate on each of the first few days they fed on solid food, and took off for a week in the sun.  When I returned, I learned, much to my surprise, that although the pups had eaten the relatively unpalatable food that the adults of their colony were eating on scores of occasions, they had never even touched the highly palatable food that the adults of their colony had learned to avoid (Galef and Clark 1971).  Thirty-seven years later, I am still investigating the “hows” and “whys” of such social transmission of food choice.  

For the first 10 of those 37 years, I worked on effects of relatively simple social stimuli on food choices of young rats: adult presence at a feeding site (Galef and Clark, 1972), residual cues that adults leave on or near foods they are eating (Galef and Heiber, 1976), flavors transferred from mother to young in mother’s milk (Galef and Henderson, 1972; Galef and Sherry, 1973), etc.  
The work went well, and I started to receive invitations to write reviews, first in 1974 from Mike Domjan to discuss my empirical work (Galef, 1977), and later the same year from Jay Rosenblatt to place my studies of wild rats’ social learning of food preferences in a broader context (Galef, 1976).  Jay’s invitation led to 9 months of hard work in the library searching out and organizing the then widely scattered literature on animal traditions.  Those months of library research formed the intellectual foundation of my career in social learning, forcing me to think about why I was interested in the phenomenon, and why others might share that interest.

Litter cannibalism
In those early days, almost all of the research in which I was involved concerned social learning or feeding behavior in Norway rats.   However, when I was growing up in New York, I had briefly a pair of pet golden hamsters (Mesocricetus auratus).  Shortly after the female delivered her first litter, she ate several of them, and my mother banished the hamsters from our apartment.  I subsequently read a bit about litter cannibalism in hamsters and learned that it was generally attributed to a mother hamster being ‘disturbed’ in some way.  However, I did not believe that disturbance was involved in the litter cannibalism I had observed.  I had not bothered my pets during the week before the unfortunate demise of the pups.  
Corinne Day joined the lab as a Master’s student and agreed to look into the causes of litter cannibalism in hamsters.  She discovered that female hamsters almost invariably gave birth to more young than they are prepared to rear and cull their litters to some predetermined size.  If you added pups to a litter, the dam would cull pups, and not selectively the ones you added, to maintain her litter at the size that she preferred.  If you removed pups from a litter at birth, cannibalism was proportionally reduced (Day and Galef, 1977).  I thought the work was terrific. However, the paper was published before there was much interest in litter cannibalism, and it never attracted the attention that I thought that it deserved. 
Life outside the laboratory
Important events occurring outside the laboratory during my first decade at McMaster included the end of my first marriage in 1971, a sabbatical year spent in Panama in 1974-1975, and the founding of the Winter Animal Behavior Conferences in 1978.  I have nothing much to report about my personal experience of divorce other than that it was emotionally wrenching and resulted in a year-long hiatus in research.  Both the time spent in Panama and the founding of the Winter Animal Behavior Conferences were both to have positive and lasting effects on my professional life.

It seemed to me pretty clear, even in 1968 that much of the future of animal behavior lay in fieldwork, of which I had absolutely no experience.  I spoke with W. John Smith, at Pennsylvania about the possibility of my learning something about behavioral research outside the laboratory, and he made arrangements for me to spend my first sabbatical year at the Smithsonian Tropical Research Station on Barro Colorado Island, a few square kilometers of tropical forest sitting in the middle of Lake Gatun, which forms a major part of the Panama Canal.  

My then graduate student, now wife, Mertice Clark and I moved onto Barro Colorado Island in May of 1974 for seven of the most intellectually valuable months of my life.  I worked every morning and many evenings as a pair of free hands for any researcher on the island who wanted some help, and in the afternoons on Mertice’s and my research on maternal behavior in agouti (Dasyprocta punctata), a large, diurnal rodent (Galef and Clark, 1976).  Mertice spent her mornings following agouti through the forest and her afternoons writing her Ph.D. thesis.  When not watching agouti, I caught poison-arrow frogs for Kathy Toft and baby alligators with Harry Greene, followed howler monkeys for Katie Milton and Julia Chase and army ants for Charlie Hogg.  As a result, I spent 8 hours each day for 9 months roaming one of the most exciting ecosystems on earth.  By the time I left Barro Colorado, I had a pretty good idea what fieldwork was like, though I was never again to do any.  More important, I had begun to see my own work on social learning as lying at an interface between biology and psychology. 

The WABC
In 1976, Jeff Alberts invited me to participate in a symposium he had organized for the week-long Winter Conference in Brain Research (WCBR).  I have never been much interested in the functioning of the brain and attended the 1976, 1977 and 1978 meetings of the WCBR mostly to enjoy the excellent skiing at Keystone, Colorado.  Indeed, all I remember of the dozens of presentations I attended at the WCBR was an evening of papers presented by several students from Seymour Benzer’s lab. I was absolutely blown away.  
To get invited to WCBR for a fourth year, it was necessary to engage in some sort of presentation, so Alberts and I proposed a symposium.  However, the executive committee of the WCBR turned us down.  We decided that any organization that would not accept the very exciting symposium we had proposed (if I remember correctly, we had planned to invite both Vincent Detheir and Ken Roeder to participate) was the wrong organization for us.  
One evening late in the 1978 WCBR, Alberts, Mertice Clark and I, along with three, like-minded folk, met for dinner to talk about organizing an alternative.  We six compiled a list of 28 people with whom we would like to spend a week; I made a phone call to reserve 28 rooms in Jackson, Wyoming for late in January of the following year, and the Winter Animal Behavior Conference (WABC) was born. 
There were a slew of intellectually acceptable rationales for creating the WABC that Alberts and I used to bludgeon all 28 invitees into attending.  However, in truth, I was interested in the WABC for largely selfish reasons.  McMaster University lay well outside the usual social network in animal behavior and related disciplines.  Consequently, I had found it difficult to get to know colleagues working in ethology, ecology and animal behavior 

The original intention was to hold a single meeting of the WABC.  However, 31 years later, the organization without an organization still flourishes.  Co-hosting for 10 years a meeting that eventually became very well known to those interested in animal behavior let me get to know and be known by many of the movers and shakers in my intellectual world.  I had got to know many of my early heroes: Paul Sherman, Jack Bradbury, Jim Simmons, Randy Thornhill, Steve Emlen, Steve Arnold, John Wingfield, and Mike Ryan, as well as innumerable other first-rate scientists.  
There were real benefits resulting from getting to know these people, rather than just reading their papers.  When I needed to know something in an area about which I was fundamentally ignorant, and that included most fields, I could just pick up the phone and call the relevant expert.  In the decades before Google, this mattered a great deal. More important, the WABC allowed me to feel part of an intellectual community.  Science is, obviously, very much a social undertaking, and although working in relative isolation has real advantages when pursuing original lines of research, social isolation is also limiting.  The WABC let me join the main stream.  And of course, it was great fun.  Take 30 bright people and put them in a beautiful place for a week and interesting things invariably happen.
A new beginning
Over the next several years, my career continued to develop nicely, I thought. I received many invitations to give talks, attend international conferences, write chapters, review books, serve on editorial boards etc., and accepted every one. However, my research, though solid, contained little that was really new or exciting.  That changed in 1982.
That winter, Barbara Strupp, then a graduate student at Cornell, came to visit.  Barbara was considering leaving Cornell and coming to McMaster to complete her Ph.D. She described for me a procedure that she and David Levitsky, her supervisor, had developed in their work on nutrition that seemed to me to have considerable potential for studies of social learning.  

When Barbara ultimately decided not to leave Cornell, I wrote to her and to David describing the research that I had in mind to ask whether they intended anything similar.  They did not, so I asked Steven Wigmore, a new Master’s student in my laboratory, to work on the experiments I had proposed to Barbara and David.  The work went spectacularly well, and in 1983, Steve and I published the first of what was to become a long series of articles on the role of olfactory cues in the social transmission of food preferences in Norway rats.  In brief, Steve and I found that after a Norway rat (an observer) interacts with a conspecific that has recently eaten a distinctively flavored food (a demonstrator), the observer will show a substantially enhanced preference for whatever food its demonstrator ate (Galef and Wigmore, 1983). More than 25 years later my laboratory is still working with the same paradigm.  

As the laboratory’s studies on social transmission of food preference became better known, I started to get invitations to participate in symposia on topics ranging from dentistry to psychiatry.  However, it was not until 1985 that anyone organized a symposium dedicated to animal social learning.  The talks that Tom Zentall arranged for a meeting of the Midwestern Psychological Association led to a book, Social Learning: Psychological and Biological Perspectives (Zentall and Galef, 1988), the first of five collections of readings in social learning that I was to co-edit.  

Editing books, organizing conferences
In the mid 1980s, it was still possible to bring together in a single volume, chapters by all of the major contributors to the field of animal social learning.  Zentall, who had taken the initiative in proposing the volume, edited the work of those taking a psychological approach to social learning, whilst I looked after those whose work was more in the biological tradition.  The inclusion of work from diverse perspectives was the book’s most unusual feature, and a similar interdisciplinary approach has been characteristic of all five of the collections in which I have participated as co-editor.  My own major contribution to the 1988 volume was an introductory chapter in which I discussed problems in the definition of behavioral processes supporting social learning (Galef, 1988), is probably still the most frequently cited of my publications. 

Zentall’s 1985 social-learning symposium was not the last.  In 1992, Paula Valsecchi, Marisa Mainardi and I organized a meeting with social learning in animals as one of its major themes at the marvelous conference center in Erice, Italy.  The conference led to a book entitled Behavioral Aspects of Feeding (Galef et al., 1994).  
In 1994, Celia Heyes and I convened a social-learning conference at Madingly Hall outside Cambridge, attended by 46 investigators, that resulted in publication of Social Learning in Animals: the Roots of Culture (Heyes and Galef, 1996). Further social-learning conferences that I played no role in organizing followed in London in 1996, Naples in 1998, and St. Andrews in 2005.  Clearly, social learning has become a coherent field of enquiry.  

At the invitation of Shepard Siegel, Celia Heyes and I also edited a special volume of the journal Learning and Behavior that introduced the work of a number of newcomers to the field, along with several papers by veterans (Galef and Heyes, 2004).  Last, but surely not least, Kevin Laland and I edited a book entitled the Question of Animal Culture due to appear in 2008. It is the most focused of the books I have worked on, and I believe, the most successful (Laland and Galef, in press).  
I am proud of the way in which the field of animal social learning has developed over the years, and of whatever role I played in that development.  My goal was always to be as inclusive as possible, welcoming researchers regardless of their theoretical perspective or academic discipline, but exclusive in restricting such welcome to work of quality.  Although it annoyed me at the time, in retrospect, I feel considerable satisfaction when reading the proceedings of a conference on mammalian social learning that I was expressly invited not to attend because I was “too critical.”  The organizers were quite right to have been concerned about my presence.  I would have given many of the contributors a hard time, while vigorously applauding others.  The result, I hope, is an area with scientific respectability and one that I know has attracted the interest of some of the brightest and most creative young people in academia.  
Laboratory personnel 

In 1986, I had the very good fortune to hire Elaine Whiskin, a recent McMaster honors graduate in Biology, to work as my research assistant.  In the 18 years that I had by then been at McMaster, I had employed many laboratory technicians, some part time and some full time.  However, after a year or two all had returned to school or had moved on to more lucrative jobs.  Elaine was to be with me until the end of my career, always careful, cheerful and accomplished.  An admittedly inadequate indication of the magnitude of her contribution to the work of the laboratory is her co-authorship of 38 published papers describing some of the work in which she participated.  

In 1986, Mertice Clark also started publishing her extraordinary series of papers on the effects of intrauterine position on the reproductive life histories of Mongolian gerbils (Clark et al., 1986).  That work, and related studies of effects on reproductive behaviors of naturally occurring variation in prenatal exposure to hormones (Clark and Galef, 1988), was to continue for 20 years (Clark et al. 1992; Clark et al. 1997).  Throughout that time I was of use to Mertice in helping her to prepare the results of her labors for publication. Her perseverance in the face of innumerable obstacles and considerable disbelief in the possibility of her doing what she set out to do was extraordinary.  
The patent
Results of our studies of social learning in rats had indicated that the olfactory information passing from a recently fed demonstrator rat to its observer had two components: first, an olfactory cue reflecting the flavor of the food that a demonstrator rat had eaten (a food-identifying cue), and second, an olfactory cue carried on the demonstrator’s breath (a contextual cue) that when experienced by naïve rats together with the diet-identifying cue caused them to develop an instant liking for a food.
I entered into collaboration with Russ Mason and George Preti at the Monell Chemical Senses Center in Philadelphia to identify the chemicals that constituted the contextual component in rat breath.  Russ and George carried out some mass spectrometry on rats’ breath that suggested that carbon disulfide (CS2) might be an important part of the contextual cue.  I ran the obvious experiment, adding a little CS2 to a distinctively scented food and presented the combination to rats that I then tested for their preference for the food experienced together with CS2.  Amazingly, exposure to a food together with CS2, like exposure to a food together with a demonstrator rat, markedly increased a rat’s preference for the food (Galef et al., 1988).  For the only time in 45 years in research, I experienced an emotional rush in response to data.  For a few minutes, I felt that I had accomplished all that could be hoped for in analysis of a social-learning phenomenon. And, on the horizon, was the possibility of becoming really rich.   

The interest of the people at Monell in my laboratory’s work on food preferences in rats was in part practical.  An observer rat’s enhanced liking for its demonstrator’s diet could be interpreted as indicating that naïve rats treat any food that they learn that other rats have eaten as safe to ingest.  If so, adding CS2 to poisoned baits might just induce rats to eat the baits without exhibiting their usual extreme caution when first encountering a potential food they encounter for the first time.  In fact, future work in collaboration with Russ Mason was to show that out in the real world, on pig farms and pheasant-breeding facilities, wild rats’ intake of a poison bait could be increased as much as four-fold by the presence of CS2 (Bean et al., 1988). 

 In 1988, the Monell Chemical Senses Center and I received a patent for use of CS2 as an additive to poisoned baits, and Monell’s lawyers opened negotiations with four chemical corporations for the rights to use the new method in their respective portions of the globe.  I shall never forget receiving a phone call from one of the lawyers involved in those negotiations who, after asking me what I was doing (I was writing a paper, of course), suggested that I should, instead, be in the south of France pricing villas.  It was very heady stuff.  In the end, problems with the shelf life of CS2 and the Environmental Protection Agency brought the project to an unhappy conclusion, leaving me considerably wiser about the ways of the world and more than $20,000 poorer. 

Three theoretical papers
Together with my students, I continued work on social learning about food by rats, extending our understanding of the robustness of the phenomenon and, with Mathew Beck, a Ph.D. student, exploring some of its potential functions (Beck and Galef, 1989).  However, my major contributions in the early 1990s were two theoretical papers, the first concerned with a central issue in regulatory physiology (Galef, 1991) and the second invited by Jeanne Altmann for Human Nature (Galef, 1992) that eventually led to my engagement in `the culture wars`. 

Most of the reviews that I have written over the years have been concerned with various aspects of social learning in animals. However, in 1979 I was invited by David Gubernick to contribute to a volume concerned with parental behavior in mammals that he and Peter Klopfer were editing.  I submitted a chapter in which I discussed the changing behavior of developing rat pups as reflecting changes in the ecological niche that they occupy as they mature, drawing analogies between various types of parasitism and the infant rat at different stages in its ontogeny (Galef, 1981).  Although the paper was a great deal of work, I learned that I really enjoyed exploring literatures outside my major field, and have been happy ever since to look into interesting or challenging subjects for reviews.  
In the early 1970s, I had attempted to replicate some of Curt Richter’s classic studies on cafeteria feeding in rats.  Although the data I collected were in some ways similar to those Richter had produced decades earlier, my data were also different in important respects from Richter’s, and they led me to an interpretation of the outcome of Richter’s experiments quite different from that which he had proposed.   

I consider, Curt Richter to be a major figure in the history of behavioral research.  At the time, Richter was in his late 80s, and had been very helpful to me in precisely replicating his procedures, even forwarding invoices for dietary ingredients that he had ordered in 1933.  Consequently, I felt that it inappropriate during Richter`s waning years to call into question one of his major contributions.  So I waited until Richter had passed away before submitting for publication “A contrarian view of the wisdom of the body as it relates to food selection,” a paper I consider my most important contribution to the literature (Galef, 1991).  I have always been a bit surprised it did not attract more attention than it did.  I suppose it concerned an issue whose time had passed. 

 
The “Question of Animal Culture” published a year later (Galef, 1992) was, I thought, a relatively minor piece of work.  However, it received considerable attention, and seems to have earned me the only enmities in the academic world of which I am aware.  It might be argued, and it was, that it was inappropriate for me to write a chapter calling into question some of the field work on animal traditions.  I had never engaged in field research and never worked with primates, the animals with which the paper was largely concerned. I knew work on traditions in animals only through the literature.  Indeed, when I first met Toshisada Nishida, he remarked that I wrote about sweet-potato washing in the Koshima-Island macaques as though I had been there.  I have never been quite sure whether he intended the remark as compliment or criticism. However, there is no question about how some others felt about the paper.  
Although most seemed to accept the manuscript as it was intended, as a challenge to provide more convincing field evidence of traditions in animals, there were a few who seemed bent on transforming what I felt was a legitimate intellectual question into a personal matter.  The only really good thing to have come out of the “Question of Animal Culture” (Galef, 1991) is the book with the same title that Kevin Laland and I edited (Laland and Galef, in press).
Work with Burmese Jungle fowl
 
At the same time that I was writing the two reviews, I initiated a series of studies of social learning about foods in Burmese jungle fowl (Gallus gallus), the wild progenitors of the domestic chicken.  The birds are very different from rats in that their feeding behavior is largely controlled by visual rather than by olfactory cues, and I expected there might be some interesting consequences of that difference for the type of social learning about foods that they would show.  
 
Jerry Hogan, at the University of Toronto, had a colony of Burmese fowl and was good enough to provide me with a few birds to start my own flock.  I purchased some commercial incubators, lots of chicken wire and some chicken batteries from a local farm-supply house, and 6 months later, had a full-fledged chicken farm set up on the second floor of the Psychology Building at McMaster.  A new graduate student, Laurel McQuoid, and I began to explore visually mediated social influences on foraging in fowl.  We had considerable success with the work, using video images to direct chickens’ feeding behavior to one type of food or another.  After “observer” chickens had seen conspecifics on television feeding from a food bowl marked red and ignoring a food bowl marked blue or vice versa, they preferred to feed from the food bowl they had seen conspecifics exploiting (McQuoid and Galef, 1992, 1993).
Another theoretical paper
The years passed rapidly, and unremarkably.  My only publication of particular note was the result of an invitation from Meredith West to contribute a review to Animal Behaviour (Galef, 1995).  I made a major mistake when I wrote that paper that resulted in a public disagreement with Kevin Laland, whose work in the field of social learning I greatly admire.  Indeed, the kind of sophisticated intellectual tools that Kevin and others of his generation bring to the study of animal social learning is the best indication of the tremendous progress of the field during the last 30 years. 
My mistake was that before submitting the manuscript for publication, I failed to send it to either Robert Boyd or Peter Richerson whose work I both criticized and, unfortunately, misinterpreted.  I am moderately mathematically challenged and did not realize that by changing the time scale in Boyd and Richerson’s models, my criticism of their work would be invalidated.  

As I often tell my students, the only way to be sure you never make a mistake is to not do anything.  Still, there is no excuse for not having checked with Boyd or Richerson before putting my foot in my mouth.  I knew better. In the end, Laland and I engaged in a published exchange in Animal Behaviour in which he made explicit the error in my interpretation of Boyd and Richerson’s work, and I pretended that it did not really matter.  I imagine we both feel that we got the better of the subsequent argument in print. I surely got a well-deserved comeuppance.

Working for the Animal Behavior Society

Executive Editor of Animal Behaviour. Through the mid-1990s I continued publishing reviews and empirical papers, editing books and contributing to meetings, but nothing much new happened until 1997, when I became American Executive Editor of Animal Behaviour, the joint publication of the Association for the Study of Animal Behaviour (ASAB) in the UK and the Animal Behavior Society (ABS) in the US.  The appointment was challenging in unexpected ways.
The financial arrangements between ABS and ASAB had resulted in ASAB, the owners of Animal Behaviour and Academic Press, its publisher, each keeping half of the surprisingly large profits resulting from library sales of the journal. ABS bore half the costs of production, but received no financial return from sales.  The result of this peculiar arrangement was wealth for ASAB and financial disaster for ABS. Indeed, the financial situation was so bleak at ABS that both the membership and executive committee had voted to start an independent journal, if ASAB refused to allow ABS to share in the profits from Animal Behaviour.  
Lee Drickamer negotiated a contract with Indiana University Press for a new journal, of which I was to be executive editor.  The contract lacked only the signature of Sue Reichert, then President of ABS, to take effect.   A tense transatlantic teleconference between the ABS and ASAB executive committees ensued.  In the event, ASAB agreed to share future profits from Animal Behaviour with ABS, the new ABS journal never saw the light of day, and I became the American Editor of Animal Behaviour.  Still, there were hard feelings on both sides of the Atlantic. The late Chris Barnard, then European Editor of Animal Behaviour, graciously agreed to come to Toronto to try to smooth things out.  
I made considerable efforts to facilitate our discussions, hiring a chauffeured car to carry Chris and me from the airport to Chris’s suite in the finest hotel in Toronto and arranging, though the good offices of Mart Gross, for an office at the University of Toronto where Chris and I could work in peace.  The first few hours of our discussions were not promising.  Accusations and recriminations flew.  However, the atmosphere improved through the day, and Chris and I eventually agreed to a list of 17 changes that we wanted to make in the journal.  These involved everything from the cover, page size and typeface to the addition of reviews and commentaries.  Over the next 3 years, while we were, respectively, European and American executive editors of the journal, we managed to implement 16 of the 17 changes, failing only to add paid advertisements to the journal. Working with Chris was a great pleasure. 
Financial Advisor to the ABS. My stepfather and maternal grandfather had both been stockbrokers, and I had been raised reading the financial pages of the New York Times.  Further, when my father died in 1959, I received a modest insurance payment that I had been investing ever since.  Consequently, I felt comfortable shepherding the financial resources of the ABS, certainly more so than a previous financial advisor to the Society who confided to me an unwillingness to talk with stock brokers because they were out to steal the Society’s money.  Although I could not disagree with his premise, it did not seem to me to provide a sufficient rationale for keeping substantial amounts of the Society’s assets in savings accounts.  

In 1997, I assumed the role of financial advisor to the ABS, and had the pleasure of investing the considerable surpluses that had started to flow from the journal.  The society’s investments have done well, and ABS now has both sufficient funds to survive almost any financial emergency as well as guidelines for investing that should enable anyone interested to look after the Society’s money in a responsible way without spending more than 60 minutes a year doing so. 

President of the ABS.  The year following the end of my 3-year editorship of Animal Behaviour, I ran for election as President of the ABS, expecting to win, and much to my chagrin, lost, ran again the following year, and won.  The four years spent in the ABS presidential succession were relatively uneventful.  Money was plentiful and ideas were easy to implement.  While President, the only major change I tried to make in the Society, other than keeping the annual Executive Committee meeting to a bearable length, was to move the annual meetings of the Society from college campuses to destination resorts.  My view is that if you hold meetings in interesting places, senior researchers will want to come.  They will both bring their students and attract other senior researchers to do likewise, enabling ABS to compete successfully with other societies for attendees.

Hosting the annual meeting. As one of the stronger proponents of the move to destination resorts as venues for the ABS annual meeting, I felt an obligation to host at least one of the Society’s annual meetings, and volunteered to host the 2006 meeting in Snowbird, Utah.  Jim Ha had hosted the ABS meeting at Snowbird in 2005, and he had done such a fine job that there was little left for me to do other than line up some plenary speakers and to reduce, in so far as possible, the costs to students of attending the meeting.  I was fortunate to recruit two very eminent plenary speakers, Tim Clutton-Brock and Robert Trivers.  Tim gave his keynote address on his 60th birthday, and after giving his talk, served birthday cake to students waiting in line for their morning coffee.  He was the perfect guest. 
The last 15 years of research 
Mate-choice copying. In the late 1990s administrative chores of one sort or another were becoming increasingly important in my life, though I still had at least one first-rate research program left in me.  In 1992, Lee Dugatkin had provided evidence that female guppies copy one another’s mate choices.  Although the phenomenon Lee described had been repeatedly demonstrated in his laboratory, others were struggling to replicate his findings, suggesting that mate-choice copying in guppies might not be a particularly robust phenomenon.  I had heard Elizabeth Regan from Cornell talk at the WABC about her research on sexual behavior in Japanese quail.  The birds sounded like ideal animals for studies of mate-choice copying, and quite by luck, there was a commercial quail farm, just 30 minutes from my lab where Japanese quail were reared in the thousands for the gourmet market.  

A new graduate student, David White, was interested in the project.  In short order, he produced convincing evidence of mate-choice copying in quail, and went on to explore the range of conditions under which it occurs (White and Galef, 1999, 2000).  After David left McMaster to accept a post-doctoral fellowship, Kamini Persaud and Alex Ophir took up the quail project.  Kamini worked brilliantly from a feminist perspective to ask questions about the causes of female preferences among males and extended the analysis of social effects on mate choice from affiliation to actual reproductive success (Persaud and Galef, 2003, 2005).  Alex developed some very clever video techniques that he used to look at the relationship between male aggression and female preference among males (Ophir and Galef, 2003a, 2003b). 

Taste aversion learning in vampire bats. Another research project from my later years of which I am particularly proud is a study conducted in collaboration with John Ratcliffe and Brock Fenton on poison-avoidance learning in vampire bats.  The idea is simple.  However, completing the experiment was a 26-year-long nightmare.  
It has often been argued that taste-aversion learning is an adaptively specialized cognitive process that allows animals to learn to avoid eating any toxic substances that they happen to encounter while foraging.  There is, however, little evidence that directly supports that hypothesis.  When I was on Barro Colorado in 1974, it struck me that vampire bats, obligate feeders on mammalian blood, were unlikely to encounter toxic foods, and should, therefore, have no need for a specialized cognitive mechanism supporting taste-aversion learning. I had tried twice, once in 1974 with Jeff Waage on Barro Colorado Island and again in the 1980s with Julia Chase at Columbia University, to carry out the relevant experiments.  However, at the last minute, Waage and I were denied the blood we had been promised to feed the vampire bats we had captured, and we had to release them.  Julia went into labor on the way to the airport to pick up a shipment of vampire bats for our work, and they perished before she could get to them. I received a shipment of vampire bats that had frozen to death on their way to the lab.
John Ratcliffe, who had completed his undergraduate honors thesis research in my laboratory and joined Brock Fenton’s laboratory at York University was looking for a research project for his Master`s thesis.  I mentioned the vampire-bat problem to John in 2000, and he completed the experiment brilliantly, travelling around the Americas to examine taste-aversion learning in four species of bat and finding that only one, the common vampire bat, did not learn flavor aversions (Ratcliffe et al., 2003).
 
Learning socially to love alcohol. I had always operated on a relatively small budget, partly because it was all I needed, and partly because I feel sorry for the average taxpayer some of whose money is being confiscated so that I, and others like me, can do whatever amuses us without much in the way of direct return or accountability to those footing the bill.  Still, I am a competitive soul, and as the size of one’s grants increasingly became the measure of research accomplishment at McMaster, I succumbed to temptation and sought some big bucks.  
Skip Spear at SUNY Binghamton and I applied to the National Institute for Drug Abuse for a grant to use Norway rats as a model system in which to explore the development of appetence for alcohol, and I signed on a new graduate student, Lynne Honey, with an interest in both alcoholism and animal research.  The result was a series of papers extending many of the laboratory’s earlier work on development of preference for flavors like cinnamon and cocoa to the development of a preference for alcohol (Honey and Galef, 2003).

Testing formal models of social learning. For the last few years my undergraduate students, Elaine Whiskin and I have been engaged in a series of experiments using social learning of food preferences in rats as an empirical system in which to test predictions from formal models as to the circumstances under which animals should increase their reliance on social information and the characteristics of individuals whose behavior should be copied (e.g. Galef et al. 2008; Galef and Whiskin, 2008).  Our data suggest that, at least in rats using socially acquired information to select foods,  predictions from formal theory as to when copying should occur hold up pretty well, whereas predictions as to who should be copied are next to useless.  The last paper I intend to publish will be a review of this work.  
Summary of Research
Both editors who reviewed an earlier version of this manuscript suggested that the draft they read did not provide sufficient information about the research that I had conducted to permit a naïve reader to understand why I might have been invited to participate in this volume.  I had decided not to discuss my research in detail because, over the last 40 years, I have already written a couple of hundred papers in which I did so.  All are available as pdfs on my web site at www.sociallearning.info.  Furthermore, telling you that my work is important simply isn’t my style.  In my view, you are the one best suited to decide whether my publications are important or run of the mill.  Still, the editors know better than I what they want, so here is my view of why my autobiography has been solicited for this volume.
 
First, as indicated in the first paragraph, I was fortunate to be the first both to see social learning as a distinct field of enquiry and to engage in sustained study of social learning phenomena. Why? For two reasons: first, I am a convinced reductionist, and second I like to watch animals behave.  I realized early on that the behavior of individuals allows reductionist analysis only of social interactions. Social learning fit my predispositions perfectly.  
Second, I had the good luck to discover two extremely robust instances of social learning: social learning of food preferences of Norway rats and social influences on mate choices of Japanese quail.  Work in both of these experimental systems provided convincing evidence that social interactions can play a major role in the development of behavioral repertoires.  
Third, my interest in both biological and psychological approaches to the study of behavior allowed me to formulate questions that were of interest to a broad range of investigators.  Consequently, I may well have published more negative findings than anyone else in the history of experimental psychology.  And although we are not supposed to count publications, we all do.
Fourth, I decided quite early that my job as a scientist was first to convince myself that something was true and only then to try to convince the rest of the scientific community.  
Fifth, I was fortunate to receive invitations at critical points in my career to write reviews of the literature that forced me to think critically about what I was doing.  I have already mentioned papers that I wrote at the invitation of Jay Rosenblatt, Mike Domjan, David Gubernick, and Merideth West.  There were numerous others that, similarly, required thinking conceptually about my areas of interest and my way of doing research (e.g. Galef, 1989, 1991, 2006; Galef & Beck, 1990).
Last, my editorial and administrative activities have made substantial contributions to my visibility. Co-editing the first three major volumes of contributed articles in social learning, serving on the editorial boards of a dozen journals in areas from feeding behavior to communication like involvement in the WABC helped to bring my work to the attention of the academic community.  In fact, twice during conversations that took place while I was interviewing for part-time jobs prior to my retirement in 2004 (see below), someone suggested that my major contribution to animal behavior was creating and sustaining the WABC.  

The end of the trail
When Lynne Honey left my laboratory in 2003, I was 62 years old and facing mandatory retirement at age 65.  Although the government of Ontario was about to put an end to compulsory retirement of its professorate, I was to be one of the last to be required to retire under the old rules. I had looked into the possibility of moving to schools in the United States where there would be no mandatory retirement, and although I got a couple of interviews, there were to be no offers of the kind of part-time position I was seeking.  

Being a contrary sort of person, and quite unhappy about being forced to retire, or forced to do anything else, for that matter, I negotiated a contract with McMaster that allowed me to keep all the important things -- my laboratory, office and parking privileges -- until my scheduled age of mandatory retirement, and retired.  Essentially, I had arranged to spend my last 3 years at McMaster on sabbatical leave.  
The Psychology Department and Dean of Science at McMaster were good enough to fund a “Galefest” to celebrate my retirement, Mertice Clark and David Sherry put in an inordinate amount of work to make the occasion the great success that it was, and on my 63rd birthday, colleagues from Paul Rozin, Morris Moscovitch and Jeff Alberts to David White and John Ratcliffe travelled to Hamilton for a day of talks, fellowship and fine dining at my favorite sushi restaurant.  I was officially retired.  

Since then, I have spent almost as much time at work as ever, except that now I take Saturday and Sunday afternoon’s off to pursue hobbies.  McMaster has permitted me to keep my laboratory and an office even after my negotiated deal concluded in 2006.  However, my position is tenuous, and 40 years in the business feels like about enough.  My days as an experimentalist will end by September of 2008.  
I have agreed to co-edit special issue of a journal with Rachel Kendal to introduce the work of the next generation of students of social learning, and I am currently editing a section on social learning for an encyclopedia of animal behavior for Elsevier, but the focus of my life will soon change.  
Life outside the laboratory
While at McMaster, I always worked 7-day weeks to compensate for the short work days my chronic kidney condition imposes on me.  However, I have had a rich and rewarding life outside the laboratory, enjoying a wonderful second marriage and engaging in activities that will surely occupy an increasing amount of my time in future years. 
My early interest in art has never waned, and for many years, I was a habitué of the McMaster Museum of Art, eventually serving on its Board of Directors. I also had the great pleasure of selecting works of art to decorate the five-story building that houses the McMaster Psychology Department.  I like to think that we have the only animal quarters in the world with reproductions of great art on its walls. 
 I have also managed to visit most of the great museums of Europe and Asia during my travels, and I have been fortunate to have been able to travel a great deal. 
Invitations to visit laboratories abroad have been regular occurrences: Australia twice (first for a month in 1975 as a guest of Justin Lynch at the University of New England, then for a month in 2005 with Chris Evans at Macquarie University), a month with Joseph Terkel at the University of Tel Aviv,  five sabbaticals at the University of Colorado at Boulder totaling 3 years, and short working trips to England, Scotland, France, Italy, Germany, Holland, Switzerland, Austria, Portugal, China, Japan, New Zealand, Spain, and Mexico. 
Mertice and I have also been travelling for pleasure for more than 20 years now: seven trips to Africa, five to Asia, six to central and South America, a dozen to Mexico and the Caribbean, at least a dozen more to Utah, Wyoming, Nevada, etc.  For most of my life, I have enjoyed fishing whether with dry fly or lure, and have snorkeled everywhere from the San Blas and Belize to the Great Barrier Reef and north shore of Bali.  Skiing a week or two a year in the Rockies remains a regular part of my schedule.
 
Ever since my first sabbatical leave in Panama in 1975, I have been interested in photography, and you are cordially invited to visit the gallery at my web site (www.sociallearning.info) to see a few of my photos.  When I retired, I took up Tai Chi, which I greatly enjoy.  I have also started to make time in my schedule to play chess on the web for an hour or two a week, watch a couple of movies each weekend, and read a book or two a month.

However, the hobbies that I pursue most vigorously involve food.  Mertice and I cook seriously most nights, and we have had the pleasure of eating in many of the great and near-great restaurants of the world.  For both of us, eating is more a reason for continued existence than a way of staying alive.  

Some last thoughts
So that is the upbeat version of my life.  No mention of the many sources of frustration and anxiety: hundreds of experiments that produced garbage as data, students who, after accepting offers to work in the lab, for one reason or another, never showed up; having to respond positively to reviewers’ comments on manuscripts even when the reviewers didn`t have a clue; worrying about placing students finishing their degrees; the constantly increasing cost in money, time and energy of complying with often meaningless regulatory requirements; 10 years of hassles with a University veterinarian one of whose major goals in life seemed to have been closing my lab. I could go on for a couple of paragraphs.  Still, on balance, life as an animal behaviorist has been terrific.  For at least the first 25 years, I would happily have done the research, teaching and administration without monetary reward. Both the freedom to spend my time as I saw fit and the opportunity to interact on an almost daily basis with interesting and interested people were beyond valuation.  
I am particularly lucky both to have worked with a seemingly endless stream of first-rate students and to have been active in research when the kind of “mom and pop” laboratory that I enjoy overseeing was, at least in Canada, both an accepted modus operandi and relatively easy to fund with a single grant at an almost satisfactory level.  
There is currently an emphasis, at least in my University, on participation in collaborative mega-grants, large laboratories, publication in a handful of journals with the highest citation indexes and pursuit of coverage by the popular press.  None of these things have been of particular interest to me.  Consequently, I wonder how I would have fared in today’s academic environment. I see the scientific method as a process of slow accretion of solid information, like the growth of a stalagmite. Not exactly the sort of approach likely to reap accolades today.
My preference has always been for a laboratory with one technician (preferably Elaine Whiskin), one or two graduate students and one or two undergraduates where I could review the data each day as they were collected and could be intimately involved in the design and fine-tuning of experiments, analysis of data and structuring of publications. Even a minimal crew of three could turn out more interesting data then I could hope to write up for publication, and I write pretty quickly.

As I have told my students, probably far too often, I see a life in science as a marathon, not a sprint.  Ask simple questions arising from clearly stated hypotheses. Use simple experimental designs, and transparent statistical analyses.  One step at a time, experiment after experiment, frequently replicating your main effect, until you understand what you set out to understand and can be quite sure that when others attempt to repeat your procedures they will get the same results that you did.  And if not, you will know why not.

So that’s it. By the time you read these lines, I shall have closed the door to my laboratory for the last time, and my career in academia will have ended.  Any research papers still in the publication pipeline are but a first look at issues that I would have pursued in greater depth, if as all things must, this phase of my life had not come to an end.  I shall miss it.
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