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The Cable Car 

In response to Lewis E. Walkup's plea 
that more attention be given to the 
psychological aspects of mass trans- 
portation (Letters, 17 Dec. 1971, p. 
1184), perhaps designers should study 
the cable car in San Francisco. Its pop- 
ularity is probably due as much to a 
multiplicity of exits and lack of con- 
finement as to its novelty. 

DANA L. ROTH 

Kanpur Indo-American Program, 
Indian Institute of Technology, 
Kalyanpur Campus, Kanpur, India 

Women Academics 

In their article "Women in academia" 
(3 Sept., p. 892), Lewin and Duchan 
report a trend toward discrimination 
against women in the hiring decisions of 
chairmen of departments of physical 
science. A similar study has been pub- 
lished by Fidell (1), whose evidence 
clearly shows sex discrimination in the 
hiring attitudes of chairmen of depart- 
ments of psychology. Fidell sent eight 
different, descriptive paragraphs to the 
department chairmen; the paragraphs 
emphasized different aspects that Fidell 
considered important in the hiring deci- 
sion. She also varied the first names and 
the sex for each paragraph. The male 
candidates were offered hypothetical 
positions at higher ranks than those 
offered to the female candidates-even 
though the paragraphs describing the 
candidates were identical. In addition, 
more men than women were considered 
suitable for positions that lead to tenure. 

The fact that these two studies of 
hiring attitudes were done somewhat 
differently and focused on different 
scientific disciplines should lead us to 
draw a stronger conclusion than the 
one arrived at by Lewin and Duchan. 
Sex discrimination in scientific academia 
is not just probable. It is a clear deter- 
rent to the development of competence 
and productivity on the part of women 
in science. I doubt that we need further 
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demonstration of the status of women 
academics in the 1970's. What we do 
need, as Lewin and Duchan suggest, 
is active federal support for equality 
in all phases of the training, hiring, and 
promotion processes. 

KARLA THOMAS 
Department of Psychology, 
San Fernando Valley State College, 
Northridge, California 91324 

Reference 

1. L. S. Fidell, Amer. Psychol. 25, 1094 (1970). 

Should scientists present their evi- 
dence? Lewin and Duchan hold forth 
for ten columns on "Women in academ- 
ia" without once presenting their actual 
experimental results. The closest they 
come to giving their evidence is this: 
"The results, although not statistically 
significant, showed definite trends that 
confirm our hypotheses that discrimina- 
tion against women does exist at the 
time of the hiring decision." Not a 
number, not a percentage, not a single 
shred of quantitative information per- 
taining to their own results is presented 
in the whole article. 

Are the standards of Science the 
standards of science? 

JOSEPH B. KRUSKAL 
Bell Laboratories, 
Murray Hill, New Jersey 07974 

Lewin and Duchan state in their con- 
clusion that "although most of the in- 
dividual tests did not yield statistically 
significant differences, the data con- 
sistently yielded a trend in the direc- 
tion of the existence of discrimination 
against women in academia." Since 
their data were analyzed by means of 
chi-square tests, I do not understand 
how the data could not be statistically 
significant and still yield a consistent 
trend. It is my understanding that when 
a chi-square test indicates nonsignifi- 
cance, one should accept the null hy- 
pothesis that there are no differences 
between groups. 

RANDALL W. ADAMS 

Department of Psychology, Marian 
College, Indianapolis, Indiana 46222 
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Inspired by Lewin and Duchan's ar- 
ticle, I would like to propose a hand- 
book of methods for sabotaging the 
women's rights movement. It would 
serve to make the many legitimate com- 
plaints and real issues in this move- 
ment appear to be fabrications of the 
extremists, or at least less believable. I 
suggest the following procedures: 

1) Do a study designed to test the 
hypothesis that there is discrimination 
against women who apply for academic 
jobs, but guard against generality, in 
case you get positive results. That way, 
the results can be easily dismissed as 
specific to the individual resumes that 
were used or to the scientific discipline 
that was sampled. 

2) Only broadcast your study if your 
results turn out to be nonsignificant 
statistically, but-and this is the real 
coup-argue that this constitutes evi- 
dence for your hypothesis. The subtle 
effectiveness of this procedure is that, 
for many readers who are not interested 
or willing to look at other evidence, 
you have left the impression that all 
claims of discrimination against women 
are only as valid as this one. You have 
also left the impression that women 
are a bit pigheaded and myopic when 
they try to prove they've been wronged, 
and that they are willing to misuse sci- 
ence to legitimitize their claims. 

3) Tips for report writing: (i) In the 
introduction to your article, if you must 
include supportive evidence, make it as 
trivial as possible. For example, you 
could justifiably report that the failure 
of the National Science Foundation 
(NSF) to award senior postdoctoral 
fellowships to even one woman re- 
cently, when there were 14 women 
applicants, 381 men applicants, and 54 
grants awarded, is a statistically unlike- 
ly event (given equal quality of the 
grants for men and women). But, since 
the expected value of women recipients, 
given these proportions, is less than 
2, this is not one of the more important 
examples of discrimination. Another 
good gimmick is to make illogical state- 
ments-that sounds very feminine. You 
could argue that the awarding of re- 
search grants by NSF in a certain dis- 
cipline from 1964-68 is evidence of 
discrimination because the percentage 
of grants to women is less than the per- 
centage of women in the discipline. Be 
sure to make no mention of the number 
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