Jobs for Mathematicians

Although I am in general agreement
with much of what is contained in
Gina Bari Kolata’s article “Communi-
cating mathematics: Is it possible?”
(Research News, 28 Feb., p. 732), one
statement attributed to me appears to
be neither a correct reflection of the
situation nor an accurate interpretation
of my comments. As I explained to
Kolata, the employment situation for
mathematicians is certainly not bleak.
In fact, it was reported at a news con-
ference at the national mathematics
meetings in Washington, D.C., in Janu-
ary that the unemployment rate for
Ph.D. mathematicians was only 1 to 2
percent and the unemployment-under-
employed rate for mathematicians was
only 3 to 6 percent.

The tighter job market for mathe-
maticians, particularly in the academic
world, has indeed given the mathemati-
cal community reason to be concerned.
Whereas approximately 80 percent of
mathematicians previously had aca-
demic employment, new programs are
now being developed to prepare mathe-
maticians for jobs in business, industry,
and government. The general concern
within the mathematical community
for the present employment situation
and for general societal problems has
provided the impetus for the develop-
ment of significant new applied mathe-
matics programs in our universities
across the country. With the develop-
ment of relevant programs in mathe-
matics and with the need for applicable
mathematics continuing to grow, the
employment picture for mathematicians
in the years ahead looks promising.

DaLE W. Lick
School of Sciences, Old Dominion
University, Norfolk, Virginia 23508,
and Committee on the Exchange of
Information on Mathematics,
Mathematical Association of America,
1225 Connecticut Avenue, NW,
Washington, D.C. 20036
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Letters

Religion and Scholarship

Kenneth R. Hardy’s analysis (9 Aug.
1974, p. 497) of the differential ori-
gins of American scientists and schol-
ars in terms of the value orientations
of religious and other groups appears
to be valid up to the period which
his data cover (about 1960). How-
ever, he does not account for more
recent trends which reflect current
developments.

Thus, in 1957, a national survey of
high school students showed no ob-
servable differences between religious
groups with regard to their attitudes to-
ward science (/). Similarly, Greeley
(2) found that, among college students
who plan to go on to graduate work,
“there is virtually no difference be-
tween Catholics, Protestants, and Jews
in their choice of the physical sciences.
Catholics are a bit behind Protestants
and a bit- ahead of Jews in choosing
biology. Jews are slightly ahead of
both groups in the choice of social
sciences, and Catholics ahead of the
others in the choice of humanities.”
These attitudes are of course not
directly translated into the production
of Ph.D.s—there are any number of
intervening variables. The point is that
religious and other values no longer
have the impact of earlier times, or in
other words, there is a general trend
toward their secularization (3). In
addition, Catholic colleges and univer-
sities have been very concerned about
their lack of productivity in science
and have made considerable efforts to
catch up with other educational in-
stitutions.

Hardy does not discuss social class
differences specifically, but they are
relevant to his thesis. It is significant
that, increasingly, holders of doctorates
have been drawn from the lower socio-
economic strata. During the period
1935 to 1940, the number of profes-
sional workers among the fathers of
holders of doctorates was eight times

as high as it was for the general popu-
lation; by 1960, the proportion had
dropped to 5 to 1. The respective
ratios for the unskilled labor popula-
tion are 1 to 20 and 1 to 6. About
1960, 25 percent of science Ph.D.’s
had fathers who were laborers (4).
The “democratization” of science and
other features of “big science” has
caused some observers of the o temp-
ora, o mores persuasion to assert that
contemporary scientists no longer have
a real commitment to the ethos of sci-
ence—it’s just a way of gaining pres-
tige and making money. No doubt this
is true for some segments of the “sci-
entific community.” An equally plausi-
ble hypothesis is that the underlying
value system has lost its original reli-
gious impetus and that its secularized
version is becoming more widespread.
Whether or not the recent antiscientific
manifestations will have more than a
passing effect remains to be seen.

WALTER HIRSCH
Department of Sociology and
Anthropology, Purdue University,
West Lafayette, Indiana 47907
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Although Hardy's article on “Social
origins of American scientists and
scholars” is interesting in its descriptive
statistics, it seems inadequate in its at-
tempt to ascribe differential productiv-
ity in scholars among various Amer-
ican geographic regions, social classes,
religious denominations, and educa-
tional institutions to presumed social
values characterizing these subpopula-
tions.

From where are the cultural value
categories in Hardy’s table 7 derived?
From analysis of the religious docu-
ments of the various denominations,
the uttered statements of their func-
tionaries, questionnaire sampling of
their members, or Hardy’s intuitive
feeling that scientists and scholars, or
possibly certain religions, tend toward
naturalism, liberalism, and seriousness?

The statistics demonstrate only a
correlation between certain subpopula-
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