
Letters Letters 

Personnel Selection 

in Academic Institutions 

The process of selecting and appoint- 
ing individuals for important profes- 
sional positions in the United States is 
difficult to describe and even more 
difficult to defend. The usual mecha- 
nism is the designation by a dean and 
his advisers of a "search" committee, 
which arrives at a slate of names on 
the basis of discussions among its mem- 
bers and contacts with their friends or 
with persons who presumably know the 
personnel market in the field. Into this 
pot are often thrown names of indi- 
viduals who are backed by influential 
administrative or faculty members and 
who are known to be interested through 
informal conversations or perhaps by 
simple osmosis. 

Only seldom does the availability of 
a post become generally known. It may 
become an open secret when some can- 
didates, having been offered the post 
after the ceremony of obtaining per- 
mission from their employers (in order 
to avoid the criticism of personnel raid- 
ing), have turned it down. But rarely 
do all qualified individuals have the 
information and the opportunity to 
make known that they would be in- 
terested in being considered. Open an- 
nouncement of vacancies is thought to 
be beneath the dignity of the institu- 
tion, and to limit in some way its in- 
dependence and freedom of choice. Di- 
rect application by candidates appears 
to be a mark of unseemly aggressive- 
ness, not worthy of a person of high, 
self-evident merit. 

Some professional organizations have 
established placing services, often re- 
ferred to as "slave marts." The pro- 
spective employer examines records of 
the prospective employees, and contact 
is made by means of mail-drops. Out- 
standing names are seldom to be found 
on the lists because of the sub rosa 
implications and the lack of any real 
confidentiality. Commercial placement 
services have even a lower status. 

It is obvious that the present mecha- 
nisms are inefficient and undemocratic, 
14 FEBRUARY 1964 

Personnel Selection 

in Academic Institutions 

The process of selecting and appoint- 
ing individuals for important profes- 
sional positions in the United States is 
difficult to describe and even more 
difficult to defend. The usual mecha- 
nism is the designation by a dean and 
his advisers of a "search" committee, 
which arrives at a slate of names on 
the basis of discussions among its mem- 
bers and contacts with their friends or 
with persons who presumably know the 
personnel market in the field. Into this 
pot are often thrown names of indi- 
viduals who are backed by influential 
administrative or faculty members and 
who are known to be interested through 
informal conversations or perhaps by 
simple osmosis. 

Only seldom does the availability of 
a post become generally known. It may 
become an open secret when some can- 
didates, having been offered the post 
after the ceremony of obtaining per- 
mission from their employers (in order 
to avoid the criticism of personnel raid- 
ing), have turned it down. But rarely 
do all qualified individuals have the 
information and the opportunity to 
make known that they would be in- 
terested in being considered. Open an- 
nouncement of vacancies is thought to 
be beneath the dignity of the institu- 
tion, and to limit in some way its in- 
dependence and freedom of choice. Di- 
rect application by candidates appears 
to be a mark of unseemly aggressive- 
ness, not worthy of a person of high, 
self-evident merit. 

Some professional organizations have 
established placing services, often re- 
ferred to as "slave marts." The pro- 
spective employer examines records of 
the prospective employees, and contact 
is made by means of mail-drops. Out- 
standing names are seldom to be found 
on the lists because of the sub rosa 
implications and the lack of any real 
confidentiality. Commercial placement 
services have even a lower status. 

It is obvious that the present mecha- 
nisms are inefficient and undemocratic, 
14 FEBRUARY 1964 

from the standpoint of both the em- 
ployer and the employee. The system 
operates with limited information and 
invites favoritism. Would it not be more 
effective for educational and research 
institutions to announce their vacancies 
openly and freely, and to invite appli- 
cations on the basis of stated qualifi- 
cations? What traditional freedom of 
choice or confidentiality would be 
threatened by dignified announcements 
of vacancies in the appropriate profes- 
sional journals, such as the Journal of 
the American Medical Association or 
Science? This is a common practice in 
Great Britain and several other Euro- 
pean countries, and is used by many 
American industrial and business con- 
cerns of undoubted integrity. 

With the acceptance of a more di- 
rect, open approach to personnel se- 
lection in the biomedical and clinical 
sciences, a fuller picture of availability 
would be achieved, the search commit- 
tees would encounter some promising 
and unsuspected prospects, and the 
process of selection might even be 
made more objective. I would like to 
recommend the examination of our pro- 
fessional employment practices to the 
Association of American Colleges, to 
the American Association of Univer. 
sity Professors, and to other organiza- 
tions which have an important stake in 
the problem. 

MICHAEL B. SHIMKIN 
Fels Research Institute, Temple 
University School of Medicine, 
Philadelphia 40, Pennsylvania 

Statistics Section 

I have followed the discussion by 
Neyman [Science 138, 1801 (1962)], 
Hoffmann [ibid. 141, 1132 (1963)], 
and Bancroft [ibid. 142, 1424 (1963)] 
regarding the proper role of Section U 
(Statistics). In Bancroft's words: "[Ney- 
man] calls for joint attacks on scientific 
problems in various substantive fields 
by statisticians and the substantive sci- 
entists . . . [Hoffmann] is calling for 
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the same thing in his suggestion that 
Section U should perform a statistical- 
service function for the AAAS . . . if 
the statistical-service function suggested 
by Hoffmann were to include sessions 
by Section U on creative contributions 
by the statistician as well as the sub- 
stantive scientist in a joint attack on 
some substantive problem, these should 
be of great interest to all." 

I hope it will constitute a construc- 
tive contribution to this discussion to 
call attention to the Design Confer- 
ences in Army Research Development 
and Testing conceived by S. S. Wilks 
of Princeton, and guided by F. G. 
Dressel of Duke University. Next year 
the conferences will have completed 
a decade of "service." They seek to 
perform, admittedly in a restricted en- 
vironment, precisely the function 
sought by Hoffmann. The results of 
the conferences are published and avail- 
able through the Office of Technical 
Services [see Maloney, Am. Statistician 
16, 13 (1962)]. 

CLIFFORD J. MALONEY 
U.S. Public Health Service, 
Division of Biologic Standards, 
Bethesda 14, Maryland 

I would like to propose two functions 
for Section U which are of basic im- 
portance and which have a good chance 
of being successfully performed. 

1) Standards for technical communi- 
cation: Section U should appoint a 
committee to write a set of standards 
for statistical results which appear in 
Science articles. For example, to what 
extent should the nature of experimen- 
tal designs be reported? To what ex- 
tent should raw data be reported? 
Should some estimate of the reliability 
of each parameter estimate be reported? 
Should "eyeball" curve-fits be reported 
as such? Should distributional assump- 
tions (or lack of them) be reported? 
What information should accompany 
an estimate of an LD0o? Section U 
should perhaps actually participate in 
reviewing those papers which contain 
large or controversial sections relating 
to statistical inference. There are cer- 
tainly articles which might have bene- 
fited from review by a professional 
statistician as part of the editorial proc- 
ess. 

2) Statistics curricula of graduate 
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2) Statistics curricula of graduate 
science students: Section U should pur- 
sue a joint program with the American 
Statistical Association to explore the 
quality of the education in statistical 
methodology received by graduate stu- 
dents in the physical and social sci- 

637 

science students: Section U should pur- 
sue a joint program with the American 
Statistical Association to explore the 
quality of the education in statistical 
methodology received by graduate stu- 
dents in the physical and social sci- 

637 



ences. If it is found that this educa- 
tion is indeed not generally satisfac- 
tory, the study group might then exam- 
ine various formal and informal reme- 
dies. 

D. ROTHMAN 
Rocketdyne, 6633 Canoga Avenue, 
Canoga Park, California 

Scientists in Public Affairs 

In your "News and Comment" for 
4 October 1963 (Science 142, 34), 
Dan Greenberg reviews with his usual 

felicity the reaction to Snow regarding 
the scientists' role in public affairs. It 

prompted me to reflect once again, 
however, how badly this important 
issue has fared in the public debate, 
at least that portion of it which has 
received the most notice. 

Snow must bear some of the respon- 
sibility for the present state of the dis- 
cussion. He maintains that the scientist 
must play a larger and more decisive 
role in public affairs because the scien- 
tist is by ability and especially by 
training better suited to make major 
decisions and better equipped with 

foresight. He also has expressed de- 

spair at the present situation in which 
administrators with little or no knowl- 

edge of modern science make decisions 

involving science-a dangerous situa- 
tion which he believes will not be 

righted until we have administrators 
who have received a first-rate scientific 
education. This is a fairly naive analy- 
sis of the situation, but it has unfor- 

tunately established the basis of the 
debate and determined the direction of 
the responses. So we have Leavis's in- 

temperate attack on Snow which really 
starts off from a low opinion of Snow's 
novels but extends this judgment to 

imply disapproval of his failings in 
other respects; Hutchins, rousing his 
wit once more to fight again the old 
battles with his faculty at the Univer- 

sity of Chicago; and Lilienthal counter- 

ing with the observation that scientists 
tend to transfer improperly to other 
fields the confidence they cultivate 

through their success in their labora- 
tories. This line of argument follows, 
of course, from Snow's notion that the 
scientist is specially gifted for admin- 
istration of public affairs in today's 
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great significance which have involved 
science in recent years, the real diffi- 
culty was not that the administrator 
did not know enough science or failed 
to listen to the best scientists or that 
he lacked foresight. The decision was 
rendered difficult either because of a 
lack of adequate scientific or techno- 
logical knowledge required for the 
decision, or-the more common and 
significant situation---because disagree- 
ment developed among scientists con- 

cerning the conclusions to be drawn 
from the scientific knowledge avail- 
able. A good scientific background 
would not have been much help to 
President Truman in deciding between 
those who sided with Teller and those 
who sided with Oppenheimer, and he 

probably would have had a hard time 

finding an equally eminent scientist 
who would have been above the battle 
and able to resolve his dilemma. 

What renders particularly complex 
the decisions in the public domain that 
involve science is that, in the final 

analysis, they are not scientific in na- 
ture. Is the risk of some increase in 
leukemia in the next generation too 

big a price to pay for scientific prog- 
ress and the national security? Eminent 
scientists have argued inconclusively 
over this question, but is it basically a 
scientific question? Whether we can 
land a man on the moon within this 
decade is a question for scientists and 

engineers to decide, but whether we 
should is no more their special prov- 
ince than that of lawyers or doctors or 
toolmakers. How much of the national 
income should be devoted to scientific 

research, and what possible areas of 
research should be favored? Scientists 
are very much interested in this ques- 
tion, but so much more is involved 
than science that all of the related fac- 
tors do not lie within the range of the 

special competence of scientists. There 

exists, moreover, the subtle danger 
that, although scientists must of ne- 

cessity play a major role in providing 
the basis for sound judgment in such 

matters, the scientist as an individual 
is subject to a serious conflict of inter- 
est which may color his view of the 

political and social implications of his 
conclusions. 

These considerations are not meant 
to imply that public administrators 

today are better off if they are ignorant 
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