LETTERS
Health Records

As one interested in occupational and
environmental carcinogenesis, I would
like to comment on the article ‘*Cancer
from chemicals: DuPont and congress-
man in numbers slugfest” by Philip M.
Boffey (News and Comment, 17 Dec.
1976, p. 1252). All researchers in this
field require data such as are apparently
contained in the DuPont Company’s can-
cer registry. In fact, the biggest problem
in studying occupational carcinogenesis
is that in most cases the data are simply
not available. It is clearly advantageous
for society if companies maintain follow-
up records on the health of all present
and former employees.

Unfortunately, it appears to me that
when a company has maintained such rec-
ords it is more likely to receive bad pub-
licity than companies that do not bother
to maintain any records at all. This system
of rewards is inconsistent with the goals
of society. If we are to control occupa-
tional disease, we must give encourage-
ment to large organizations that maintain
information that is helpful in relevant
research.

We must learn to separate comments
about the keeping of records from the
uses to which the records are put. I
believe in this case all sides and all per-
sons concerned should applaud DuPont
for maintaining their registry for two dec-
ades. Then if anyone wishes to dispute
analyses of those records, let them
clearly differentiate the analysis issue
from that of maintaining records. In this
way, perhaps we can convince more
large organizations to establish and main-
tain adequate employee health records.
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The ““Tenure’’ Problem

Harrison Shull, in his editorial ‘“The
university tenure ‘problem’ >’ (8 Oct.
1976, p. 137), states that we have
“‘passed through most of the years of few
or even no academic retirements.’”’” We
have not. Allan Cartter (I, p. 119) has
written that ‘‘the actual retirement rate
in 1970 is estimated to have been 0.93

percent, or about 3400 teachers. Because -

of the rapid growth of college faculties in
the 1960’s and early 1970’s, the projected
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retirement rate will continue to decline
until the early 1980’s when it is expected
to reach 0.65 percent. After that time, as
the median age begins to rise, the retire-
ment rate will rise again to about 0.92
percent in 1990 under current retirement
practices.”” The 1980 and 1990 retire-
ment rates translate, respectively, into
about 3000 and 4000 faculty members per
year, using Cartter’s projections of full-
time instructional staff in institutions of
higher education (/, p. 117, tables 6
and 7). It is worth noting that Cart-
ter’s projection of a total faculty of
456,000 = 10,000 in 1984 is in accord
with the projection of 451,000 made by
the National Center for Educational Sta-
tistics (NECS) 2, p. 67).

The need for faculty is determined not
only by the need to replace those who
retire, die, or migrate out of academe, but
also by student enrollments, if a constant
faculty/student ratio is assumed. On this
point, Shull writes, ‘‘undergraduate en-
rollments have increased and will prob-
ably remain high throughout much of the
next decade. As a result, new positions
are being created. . . .”” The implication
is that this need for faculty will add to the
need for replacement. But that is most
unlikely. The population of 18- to 22-
year-olds (the nominal college-age popu-
lation) will peak in the period 1978 to
1980 at 17.1 million and drop steadily
throughout the 1980’s to about 14.2 mil-
lion in 1991. As a consequence, Cartter
(I, pp. 117 and 123), the NCES @, p. 68),
and the National Science Foundation
(NSF) 3, p. 35) project a diminishing
faculty size. Cartter (I, p. 123) projects
that the net faculty needs for the period
1981 to 1985 will be two-thirds of the
replacement needs.

As for the present, Shull observes that

“Even now, hiring in the research uni-
versities is about commensurate with
that expected on the average for an even
faculty age distribution.”” That observa-
tion does not approximate reality. A
study by the Higher Education Panel of
the American Council on Education )
shows that, in the 15 science and engi-
neering fields surveyed, the percentage
of “‘young’’ faculty (those who received
their Ph.D.’s less than 7 years earlier)
declined from 30.1 percent to 27.9 per-
cent in 1975. This drop is a continuation
of the steady decline since 1968, when 42
percent of these faculties were ‘‘young”’
(5). And the 1100 departments in these
fields expect that only 25 percent of their
faculty will be ‘“‘young’ in 1980. The
average faculty age in most science and
engineering departments is increasing by
0.3 to 0.5 year each calendar year.

Cartter projects that 17 percent of the
total doctorate output in the period 1981
to 1985 will be needed in academia if his
prognosis of early retirement and in-
creased out-migration takes place; only 3
percent will be needed if it does not (/, p.
239).

The NSF projections for faculty needs
in the physical sciences and in engineer-
ing are equally alarming (3, p. 36).

Academia needs young faculty, and
young scientists need the opportunities
of teaching positions. The courses of
action proposed by Shull are worthy and
will help. But if we do not do a great deal
more, the university tenure ‘‘problem”
will be increasingly visible for the next
decade.
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Shull’s editorial suggesting that the
problem of over-tenured faculties may
“‘disappear quietly’” within the next
decade will come as cold comfort to
many an assistant professor facing an
‘‘up-or-out’’ tenure decision, for Shull
overlooks an important ‘‘Catch-22.”” Ten-
ure decisions, he emphasizes, must be
made ‘‘very selectively,”” and if “‘a par-
ticular tenure decision is a debatable one,
it should be negative.”” At the same time,
to improve age distribution within facul-
ties, Shull urges administrators to fill
available positions only at the beginning
level. Both counsels may be prudent for
the institution, but what is their effect on
the bright, energetic, productive, young
scholar-teacher who has not, unfortu-
nately, been productive enough to be
undebatably tenurable? Terminated by his
university after five to seven probation-
ary years, during which he has begun to
carve a niche in his field and master the art
of teaching, he finds that other univer-
sities will not hire him because he is not
at the beginning level. In years past, such
a person might drop down a prestige level
or two to a position in a ‘‘teaching univer-
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