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It is perhaps inevitable that those 
outside a university department have a 
different view from those within. 
Wolfle's comments about the educational 
constraints of a university's depart- 
mental organization are those often 
heard from certain university admin- 
istrators and others who have been too 
far removed from active participation 
in teaching and research to appreciate 
the values that are the target of their 
criticism. A department is the focal 
point of academic expertise in a given 
field. Besides being a convenient ad- 
ministrative device, it establishes the 
necessary environment for scholarly 
pursuits. A viable academic department 
continuously adjusts its goals, frontiers, 
and internal composition to the chang- 
ing requirements of the fields that it 
serves. The rigid and inflexible depart- 
ment, surrounded by unscalable walls 
that shield it from external influences, 
cannot survive and fortunately exists 
more in the minds of external critics 
than in reality. Perhaps the most telling 
proof of the validity of this assertion is 
provided by my colleague Dael Wolfle 
himself when he reminds us that one- 
fifth of American doctorates have 
moved out of their degree field 5 years 
after their doctorate and 30 percent 
after 15 years. Such interdisciplinary 
moves contribute to the vitality of 
science fields. Their high incidence is 
evidence of the flexibility of depart- 
mental boundaries. 

I doubt that Wolfle's desire for the 
ceremonial burial of university depart- 
ments will be realized. A university can- 
not function without administrative 
units; divisions tend to subdivide and 
old "walls" are replaced by new ones. 
Interdisciplinary collaboration already 
exists to a high degree, despite depart- 
ments, if not because of them. Most 
importantly, collaboration is a highly 
individualized undertaking that can be 
enhanced by sensitive and understand- 
ing university leaders, but cannot be en- 
forced by administrative measures. 
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About 2 years ago, I proposed that 
the Johns Hopkins Medical School sub- 
stitute for its present department struc- 
ture a new organization, with small 
groups of faculty joined together by 
common interest. This suggestion did 
not arise from lack of respect for the 
outstanding quality of our departments. 
My reasons were similar to Wolfle's, but 
extended beyond them because of the 
special and additional problems in med- 
ical schools. To a large extent these 
problems have to do with the ambiguity 
of clinical departments, which are, on 
the one hand, traditional university de- 
partments dedicated to teaching and 
research, and, on the other hand, hos- 
pital departments obligated (and dedi- 
cated) to providing clinical service. 
Under certain circumstances these two 
kinds of functions are complementary. 
The stimulus of taking care of patients 
can focus attention on important prob- 
lems, basic or applied, that require and 
invite investigation; experience in re- 
search and teaching can clarify and ex- 
pand ideas useful in patient care. But 
under many circumstances, particularly 
with respect to administration, faculty 
priorities, and division of effort, these 
two kinds of functions can be in con- 
flict, to the detriment of both. A by- 
product of the patient-care function of 
clinical departments was that, as pa- 
tient care became more specialized, the 
size of the full-time clinical faculty 
grew, until now many such a depart- 
ment is as large as some medical 
schools used to be. 

More importantly, the natural associ- 
ation of those who are interested in spe- 
cial areas is not with other members of 
their own department in outside areas, 
but with members of other departments 
with related special interests. Several 
voluntary associations in our institution 
were formed for the purpose of teach- 
ing medical students; these groups hold 
joint research seminars, train postdoc- 
toral fellows, and even consolidate labo- 
ratory studies, to the advantage of all. 
These natural associations of faculty 
have been more productive and far less 
wasteful of faculty time than artificial 
"integrated teaching" efforts that, in my 
experience, are invented by individuals 
with no understanding of the reality of 
the direction of faculty interests. Medi- 
cal schools need one kind of organiza- 
tion, hospitals another. We have gotten 
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research, raise the level of postdoctoral 
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teaching, produce natural integration, 
particularly vertically in the curriculum, 
of medical student teaching, and could 
improve patient care by providing op- 
portunities for earlier and more direct 
involvement of the basic science facul- 
ty with those engaged in patient care. 

KENNETH L. ZIERLER 
School of Medicine, 
Johns Hopkins University, 
Baltimore, Maryland 21205 

Radiation Protection 

Despite the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion's reported denials (News and 
Comment, 18 June, p. 1215) that its 
hand had been forced by critic-gener- 
ated pressures, its recent proposals to 
sharply reduce the limit on the amount 
of radiation exposure that the public 
may receive from light-water-cooled 
nuclear power reactors have little other 
apparent justification. By publicly air- 
ing sensational claims that the stan- 
dards-setting bodies have grossly un- 
derestimated the risk level of current 
public radiation standards, such critics 
as Gofman and Tamplin (see News 
and Comment, 28 Aug. 1970, p. 838) 
helped to bring about a climate of pub- 
lic and legislative opinion in which the 
AEC had little choice. 

If adopted, the AEC's proposals 
would occasion an unfortunate distor- 
tion of priorities in both radiation and 
environmental protection policies. The 
current rate at which the U.S. public 
is exposed to medical x-rays is in the 
order of 2X 107 rems per year, which 
is in addition to a comparable natural 
background rate. From a recent report 
by Gamertsfelder (1), it appears that 
in 1969 the average exposure per 
power reactor (designed to meet cur- 
rent standards) was about 40 rems. 
The extra design cost per reactor to 
meet the proposed more restrictive lim- 
its appears to be more than $1 million. 
J. G. Terrill, former director of the 
National Center of Radiological Health, 
has recently estimated (2) that if this 
money were applied to the reduction 
of x-ray exposure, the annual popula- 
tion dose could be reduced by 35 milli- 
rems per capita (a total of 7 X 106 
rems). 

The Committee on Pollution of the 
National Research Council has calcu- 
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20,000 deaths per year. No demonstra- 
ble environmental effect from nuclear 
power plant effluents has been found, 
and even in the Gofman-Tamplin risk 
estimates they produce less than one 
death per year. 

It therefore appears that the expendi- 
tures which would be forced on the 
utilities (and ultimately the public) by 
the proposed AEC limits would be woe- 
fully misdirected toward making what 
is already quite safe even safer, while 
neglecting other areas that cry out for 
attention from those who have a gen- 
uine concern for the public health and 
for the environment. 

ANDREW P. HULL 
P.O. Box 413, 
Upton, New York 11973 
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Two statements relating to radiation 
protection were issued during the an- 
nual meeting of the Health Physics 
Society (HPS) held in New York 

during the week of 11 July. The first is 
a motion adopted by the board of di- 
rectors of the HPS. 

Inasmuch as the major source of man- 
made radiation to the U.S. public is from 
medical x-ray units, the Board of Direc- 
tors and officers of the Health Physics 
Society urge each of the respective states 
to promulgate regulations and/or laws 
that require operators and medical supervi- 
sors of medical x-ray units to have train- 
ing in radiation protection to the patient. 

The second is a statement by the 
president and past presidents* of the 
HPS with regard to a paper presented 
at the 1971 annual meeting by E. J. 
Sternglass: 

On the third such occasion since 1968, 
Dr. Ernest J. Sternglass, at an annual 
meeting of the Health Physics Society, 
presented a paper in which he associates 

20,000 deaths per year. No demonstra- 
ble environmental effect from nuclear 
power plant effluents has been found, 
and even in the Gofman-Tamplin risk 
estimates they produce less than one 
death per year. 

It therefore appears that the expendi- 
tures which would be forced on the 
utilities (and ultimately the public) by 
the proposed AEC limits would be woe- 
fully misdirected toward making what 
is already quite safe even safer, while 
neglecting other areas that cry out for 
attention from those who have a gen- 
uine concern for the public health and 
for the environment. 

ANDREW P. HULL 
P.O. Box 413, 
Upton, New York 11973 

References 

1. G. C. Gamertsfelder, "Regulating experience 
and projections for future design criteria" 
(Southern Conference on Environmental Radi- 
ation Protection at Nuclear Power Plants, 
St. Petersburg, Fla., 1971). 

2. Nat. Health, June 1971, p. 6. 
3. Waste Management and Control (Report to 

the Federal Council for Science and Tech- 
nology, National Research Council Committee 
on Pollution, Washington, D.C., 1966). 

4. C. Starr, Nitcl. Safety 5, 326 (1964). 

Two statements relating to radiation 
protection were issued during the an- 
nual meeting of the Health Physics 
Society (HPS) held in New York 

during the week of 11 July. The first is 
a motion adopted by the board of di- 
rectors of the HPS. 

Inasmuch as the major source of man- 
made radiation to the U.S. public is from 
medical x-ray units, the Board of Direc- 
tors and officers of the Health Physics 
Society urge each of the respective states 
to promulgate regulations and/or laws 
that require operators and medical supervi- 
sors of medical x-ray units to have train- 
ing in radiation protection to the patient. 

The second is a statement by the 
president and past presidents* of the 
HPS with regard to a paper presented 
at the 1971 annual meeting by E. J. 
Sternglass: 

On the third such occasion since 1968, 
Dr. Ernest J. Sternglass, at an annual 
meeting of the Health Physics Society, 
presented a paper in which he associates 

20,000 deaths per year. No demonstra- 
ble environmental effect from nuclear 
power plant effluents has been found, 
and even in the Gofman-Tamplin risk 
estimates they produce less than one 
death per year. 

It therefore appears that the expendi- 
tures which would be forced on the 
utilities (and ultimately the public) by 
the proposed AEC limits would be woe- 
fully misdirected toward making what 
is already quite safe even safer, while 
neglecting other areas that cry out for 
attention from those who have a gen- 
uine concern for the public health and 
for the environment. 

ANDREW P. HULL 
P.O. Box 413, 
Upton, New York 11973 

References 

1. G. C. Gamertsfelder, "Regulating experience 
and projections for future design criteria" 
(Southern Conference on Environmental Radi- 
ation Protection at Nuclear Power Plants, 
St. Petersburg, Fla., 1971). 

2. Nat. Health, June 1971, p. 6. 
3. Waste Management and Control (Report to 

the Federal Council for Science and Tech- 
nology, National Research Council Committee 
on Pollution, Washington, D.C., 1966). 

4. C. Starr, Nitcl. Safety 5, 326 (1964). 

Two statements relating to radiation 
protection were issued during the an- 
nual meeting of the Health Physics 
Society (HPS) held in New York 

during the week of 11 July. The first is 
a motion adopted by the board of di- 
rectors of the HPS. 

Inasmuch as the major source of man- 
made radiation to the U.S. public is from 
medical x-ray units, the Board of Direc- 
tors and officers of the Health Physics 
Society urge each of the respective states 
to promulgate regulations and/or laws 
that require operators and medical supervi- 
sors of medical x-ray units to have train- 
ing in radiation protection to the patient. 

The second is a statement by the 
president and past presidents* of the 
HPS with regard to a paper presented 
at the 1971 annual meeting by E. J. 
Sternglass: 

On the third such occasion since 1968, 
Dr. Ernest J. Sternglass, at an annual 
meeting of the Health Physics Society, 
presented a paper in which he associates 

* H. L. Andrews, University of Rochester; W. 
D. Claus (retired); F. P. Cowan, Brookhaven 
National Laboratory; Merrill Eisenbud, New 
York University; W. T. Ham, Jr., University of 
Virginia; John R. Horan, U.S. Atomic Energy 
Commission; Wright H. Langham, Los Alamos 
Scientific Laboratory; J. S. Laughlin, Sloan- 
Kettering Memorial Hospital; K. Z. Morgan, Oak 
Ridge National Laboratory; Claire C. Palmiter, 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; C. M. 
Patterson, Savannah River Laboratory; Walter S. 
Snyder, Oak Ridge National Laboratory; J. 
Newell Stannard, University of Rochester; L. S. 
Taylor, National Council on Radiation Protection 
and Measurements. 

24 DECEMBER 1971 

* H. L. Andrews, University of Rochester; W. 
D. Claus (retired); F. P. Cowan, Brookhaven 
National Laboratory; Merrill Eisenbud, New 
York University; W. T. Ham, Jr., University of 
Virginia; John R. Horan, U.S. Atomic Energy 
Commission; Wright H. Langham, Los Alamos 
Scientific Laboratory; J. S. Laughlin, Sloan- 
Kettering Memorial Hospital; K. Z. Morgan, Oak 
Ridge National Laboratory; Claire C. Palmiter, 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; C. M. 
Patterson, Savannah River Laboratory; Walter S. 
Snyder, Oak Ridge National Laboratory; J. 
Newell Stannard, University of Rochester; L. S. 
Taylor, National Council on Radiation Protection 
and Measurements. 

24 DECEMBER 1971 

* H. L. Andrews, University of Rochester; W. 
D. Claus (retired); F. P. Cowan, Brookhaven 
National Laboratory; Merrill Eisenbud, New 
York University; W. T. Ham, Jr., University of 
Virginia; John R. Horan, U.S. Atomic Energy 
Commission; Wright H. Langham, Los Alamos 
Scientific Laboratory; J. S. Laughlin, Sloan- 
Kettering Memorial Hospital; K. Z. Morgan, Oak 
Ridge National Laboratory; Claire C. Palmiter, 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; C. M. 
Patterson, Savannah River Laboratory; Walter S. 
Snyder, Oak Ridge National Laboratory; J. 
Newell Stannard, University of Rochester; L. S. 
Taylor, National Council on Radiation Protection 
and Measurements. 

24 DECEMBER 1971 

an increase in infant mortality with low 
levels of radiation exposure. The material 
contained in Dr. Sternglass' paper has also 
been presented publicly at other occasions 
in various parts of the country. His allega- 
tions, made in several forms, have in each 
instance been analyzed by scientists, physi- 
cians, and biostatisticians in the Federal 
government, in individual States that have 
been involved in his reports, and by quali- 
fied scientists in other countries. 

Without exception, these agencies and 
scientists have concluded that Dr. Stern- 
glass' arguments are not substantiated by 
the data he presents. The United States 
Public Health Service, the Environmental 
Protection Agency, the States of New 
York, Pennsylvania, Michigan and Illinois 
have issued formal reports in rebuttal of 
Dr. Sternglass' arguments. We, the Presi- 
dent and Past Presidents of the Health 
Physics Society, do not agree with the 
claim of Dr. Sternglass that he has shown 
that radiation exposure from nuclear pow- 
er operations has resulted in an increase in 
infant mortality. 

DADE W. MOELLER 
Health Physics Society, 
Harvard School of Public Health, 
665 Huntington Avenue, 
Boston, Massachusetts 02115 

Managed Creativity 

I share the skepticism of many people 
about President Nixon's intention to 
conquer cancer by a task force ap- 
proach. Such a problem would tradi- 
tionally be handled by small groups of 
men or individuals who are highly cre- 
ative in the field. A bureaucracy is rare- 
ly creative. 

At the same time, it appears that 
such attempts at "managed creativity" 
give the nation a novel opportunity to 
study innovation from the point of view 
of social reform (1). It is indeed a 
"natural" experiment, although some 
would disagree how natural it is to at- 
tempt such ventures. Nonetheless, re- 
form is also being advocated as an op- 
portunity to experiment with new social 
mechanisms (2). It is clearly important 
to study such phenomena. I would hope 
that these social experiments are getting 
adequate attention from the scientific 
establishment. 

GEORGE W. LUHRMANN 

New York State Department of 
Mental Hygiene, Psychiatric Institute, 
New York 10032 
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Women with Ph.D's 

The low level of information in the 
letters from Davenport and Jensen (12 
Feb., p. 521) concerning women scien- 
tists and in the replies you chose to 
publish (7 May, p. 514) prompts me 
to suggest that scientists should do more 
homework. Evidence abounds, for in- 
stance, that (i) in all doctoral fields, 
women receiving the doctorate are 
brighter than their male counterparts 
(1); (ii) while studies with the neces- 
sary detailed controls over specialty, 
rank, age, and type of institution are 
still lacking, according to a study of 
full-time academic persons, there are 
no differences in the productivity of 
men and women scientists (2); (iii) 
women's durability on academic jobs 
is slightly, but not significantly, greater 
than men's although their rate of promo- 
tion and their salaries are less (3); (iv) 
in industry, according to the Depart- 
ment of Labor (4), women do not have 
the higher absenteeism or turnover that 
myths credit them with; (v) in spite of 
these high qualifications, hiring depart- 
ments give the edge to males when ap- 
plications are identical except for sex (5). 

To judge whether the hiring of 
Ph.D's has been discriminatory, multi- 

ply by .91 [the percentage of women 
with doctorates working in the last 
decade (6)] the percentage of Ph.D's 
that were given to women scientists in 
the top five departments in each field 
(7): physics, 2.5 percent; chemistry, 
6.9 percent; astronomy, 12.3 percent; 
biochemistry, 15.6 percent; anthropol- 
ogy, 20.6 percent; physiology-anatomy, 
23.1 percent; psychology, 24 percent; 
and zoology, 29.4 percent. If any of the 

top five degree-granting institutions has 
hired enough women at each rank to 

qualify as discrimination-free, may they 
please announce their pioneer status. 

SUSAN M. ERVIN-TRIPP 

Institute of Human Learning, 
University of California, Berkeley 
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