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Foreword

Postdoctora! studies fultul the desire of the
advanced scholar to pursue research for a time often in close association with
a distinguished mentor or colleague. They provide education-capping experi-
ences for the younger scholar ai.d reinvigoration and new directions for the
established investigator.

One of the earliest formal rec:;guz¢inns of the importance of postdoctoral
studies in the Unitec States was the establishment in 1912 of the National
Research Fellowship Program by the Nationzl Research Council with the sup-
port of the Rockefeller Foundation. Gver 1,300 young scientists in the physi-
cal, mathematical, biological, and medical scienccs received fellowship a--ards
for postdoctoral research in the three decades during which the program was
in vperation. The fzllows were selzcted for unusual ability and for promise of
future leadership in scientific research. They went on to distinguished careers
#n 2Qucativindl institutions and indvstrial and governmental laboratories, taking
with them their enthusiasm for research and their higk competence. Thz pro-
gram played a major role in establishing for the United States the eminence in
science that it now enjoys.

Postdoctoral studies have undergone major growth since World War II. At
an increasing rz:e, new PhD’s have sought temporary postdoctoral research
appointments as a preliminary to careers in universities and, to a lesser extent,
in industry and government. Increasingly, universities have expected those
appointed to their faculties to have had postdoctoral reszarch experience and,
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in tumn, they have been willing to serve as hosts to postdoctoral scholars. More
established investigators also have sought the renewal provided by nostdoctoral
studies and have continued to seek such opportuniiies. Interest ir: postdoctoral
studies is strongest in the fields of the natural sciences, but it is increasing in
the social and behavioral sciences, in the humaiities, and in some of the pro-
fessional fields. With the impetus given by the availability of federal rese2«ch
funds during the last two decades, postdoctoral studies have reached institu-
tional status and may justifiably be referred to as the newest stratum of higher
education in this country.

The present report is the result of a concerr: within the National Research
Council and elsewhere about the scope of postdoctoral education in the
United States. Although postdoctoral appointees were preserit on many cam-
puses, their numbers and functions were not known nationally and, in many
instances, were not even known to the host universities. Postdoctoral educa-
tion, as the title of this report suggests, had grown to institutional status with-
out study or planning. In the absence of information, the costs and benefits of
tiifs development to the universities, to the postdocioral appointees, and to
the nation could not be adequately assessed. The financial uncertainties asso-
ciated with reductions in the federal research budget during the last several
years added to the urgency of the need for information.

A national study of postdoctorai education in the United States was fir:t
suggested by Sanborn C. Brown of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
Sponsored by the National Research Council and housed adminis:ratively
within the Office of Scientific Personnel, the study got under way in 1966. It
is indicative of the viidespread interest :n the problem that financial support
was provided by five agencies of the federal government and by the Alfred P.
Sloan Foundation.

An advisory commmittee, representative of the academic community and of
other sectors affected by postdoctoral education, determined policies for the
study and established directions for it. The members included Sanborn C.
Brewn, Chairman, Massachusetts Institute of Technology; G. M. Almy, Uni-
versity oj Illinois; Kermeth E. Clark, University of Rochester; Bryce Craw-
ford, Jr., University of Minnesota; H. Bentiey Glass, State University of New
York; Thomas F. Jones, University of South Carolina; Arthur K. Kantrowitz,
AVCO-Everett Research Laboratory; Eugene M. Landis, Harvard Medical
School; H. W. Magoun, University of California; John Perry Miller, Yale Uni-
versity; Hans Neurath, University of Washington; Colin S. Pittendrigh, Prince-
ton University; Moody E. Prior, Northwestern University; and Gordon T.
Whybum, University of Virginia. Members of the committee were generous
with their time, and we are greatly indebted to them. They were assisted by
censultants drawn from the academic world, from industry, apd from govern-
ment. A series of conferences, interviews, and interim reports pi. ided further
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means of registering a wide spectrum of opinions and evaluations du ing the
course of the study.

Staff leadership during the first half-year was provided by Robert A. Al-
berty. then at the University of Wisconsin and now at Massachusetts Institute
oi Technology, who served as the first director and gave the project its initial
impetus. He was succeeded as director in March 1967 by Richard B. Curtis of
Indiana University, who was giver: leave of absence by his university to serve
as ful'-time director of the study. Dr. Curtis carried out the analysis of results,
the interviewing, and the consultations reported here and was the principal
author of this report, with the close collaboration of the advisory committee.
We are exceedingly grateful to him for his hard work and insightful
leadersliip.

Other staff responsibilities were met by Robe:t K. Weatherall of Massachu-
setts Institute of Technolcgy, who served as associate director for institutional
studies, and by Lindsey R. Harmon of the Office of Scientific Personnel, who
was associate director for manpower studies. M. H. Trytten and William C.
Kelly of the Office of Scientific Personnel provided general administrative
supervision of the study.

The information, evaluations, conclusions, and recommendations contained
here are offered to all who are concemed with postdoctoral education. It is
hoped that the report will lead to greater understandirg of a rapidly develop-
ing sector of higher education.

FREDERICK SEITZ, President
National Academy of Sciences

April 15, 1969

—




Acknowledgments

This study was made possible by the financial
support of the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation, the National Institute of General
Medical Scicnces, the National Endowment for the Humanities, the National
Science Foundation, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, and
; the United States Office of Education. Their assistance is gratefully acknowl-
! edged. The program officers of each have been most helpful throughout the
3 | course of the study.
The Committec on Science and Public Policy -of the National Academy of
Sciences has provided encouragement and advice. In particular, Harry Eagle |
and Mark G. Inghram of that committee sat with the Advisory Committee and 5
served as wise counselors. ‘
In an undertaking of this magnitude it is impossible to thank individually
everyone who has made a contribution. Thanks are owed to the many post-
doctoral appointees, departmental chairmen, faculty members, university ad-
ministrators, directors of research in industrial and gove.- -~ent laboratories,
and foundation or agency officers, who provided helpful information. Special
acknowledgment must be made of the assistance of approximately 400 coor-

e o dskecmppon

> ’ dinators for the study, appointed at each of the reszonding universities and
L e organizations by their presidents. The Director and Associate Director were
graciously received on twenty university campuses and at a number of indus-

. ? trial Jaboratories and scholarly organizations. Several dozen program officers

|

E X

E

]

e it i




X
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

in federal agencies provided information as to their policies on postdoctoral
appointments.

Several groups of individuals assisted the study by providing advice on
various aspects of the postdoctoral phenomenon. From the social sciences were
O. Meredith Wilson (Center for Advanced Study on the Behavioral Sciences),
Robert E. Lane (Yale), Donald W. Taylor (Y: ale), Eioridge Sibley (Social Sci-
ence Research Council), Gardner Lindzey (University of Texas), Raymond J.
Balester (Natinnal Institute of Mental Health), and Charles K. Wright (National
Science Foundation). In the humanities were Virgil Whitaker (Stanford Uni-
versity), C. Hugh Holman (University of North Carolina), Frank Ryder (Indi- B
ana University), John Fisher (Modern Language Associaticn), Fredzrick Burk- ‘
hardt (American Council of Learned Societies), Gordon Ray (Guggenheir:
Foundation), Barnaby Keeney (National Endowment for the Humanities),
and James H. Blessing (National Endowment for the Humanities). In the study
of the costs of postdoctoral education advice was provided by Adrian Harris
(University of California at Los Angeles), George Pake (Washington University
ai St. Louis), Marshall Sittig (Princeton Uciiversity), Rashi Fein (then of the
Brookings Institution and now at Harvard University), Carl Kaysen (Institute
for Advanced Study), and William Bowen (Piinceton University).

Raymond Bowers (then at the Office of Science and Technology and now
at Cornell University) provided invaluable advice in the organization of the
project. Francis Colligan (Department of State), Charles V. Kidd (then at the
Office of Science and Technology; now at the Association of American Uni-
versities) and André Rheault (Education and World Affairs) helped with the
problem of foreign postdoctorals. Assistance in the area of the postdoctoral
fellows in medicine was previded ty Robert Berson (Association of Amencan
Medical Colleges), by Leland Powers (Association of American Medical Col-
leges), by Walter Wiggins (American Medical Association), by Herbert Rosen-
berg (National Institutes of Health), and especially by Howard H. Hiatt (Har-
vard Medical Schoof) and Jonathan Rhoads (University of Pennsylvania).

John Caffrey (Amer:zan Council on Education), Harriet Zuckerman
(Columbia University), Lewis Slack (American Institute of Physics), and Alice {
Shurcliff (Education and World Aftairs) provided useful data and information.




. ———

-

i s W s

Preface

For many graduate students in science today
there is little question about the nature of their first positions after they re-
ceive their PhD’s. They will seek to work full time in research for a year or
two with a senior investigator. If the graduate student is pointing toward a
career as a faculty member at one of the established universities, such a post-
doctoral appointment will be almost required to acquire new skills and experi-
ence in research and to join the pool from which new appointments in the
major universities are almost alwayvs made. The period spent in such an appren-
tice role is for the most part an enjoyable one for the young scholar. He is re-
lieved from the predoctoral pressures of graduate requirements and almost
poverty-level stipends.

The mentor of such young men finds them almost indispensable. Knowing
that his laboratory is in the charge of one or more of these recent PhD’s, the
faculty member is able to attend to his other responsibilities of teaching and
committee work. The research goes on, with higher quality (and quantity) and
the professor’s contribution can be more in the realm of ideas than in day-by-
day mechanics. Furthermore, these bright young scientists often bring ideas
and techniques from other laboratories that the faculty member himself might
find it necessary to take a leave of absence to learn.

In view of this almost idyllic relationship it is perhaps not surpiising that at
the beginning of the study, I was asked by a senior professor in physicc why a
study was necessary. He expressed the opinion that postdoctoral education
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was perhaps the best part of higher education; it had grown naturally out of
the needs of the participants without any interference by deans. The system
was working satisfactorily. Why rock the boat?

A similar objection came from the education officer cf a major foundation.
He wondered why one should study postdoctorals when graduate and under-
graduate education were both much larger and were prodably in much worse
shape.

In a sense the postdoctoral phenomenon needs study just because it has
been so successful. Increasing numbers of postdoctoral students have caused
them to become visible beyond the laboratory and the library. But it would
be more accurate to say that the larger community has become aware of them
without really seeing them. It is this awareness without insight that is responsi-
ble for the study.

In brief, the purpose of the study was to provide the basic facts about
postdoctoral study as it exists in the United States today so that those en-
trusted with academic, administrative, and legislative responsibilities could
better cope with perceived problems. Beyond this, however, the study was
conceived to inform the participants, both the postdoctoral appoiniee ana the
faculty mentor, of the actual situation in which they are involved and of the
forces that have brought it into existence and that are likely to lead to change.
In answer to the professor mentioned above, the boat had already been rocked.
It was hoped that the study would enable all those concerned to find a new
position of stability.

In a more personal vein, I would like to express my appreciation to the
National Research Council-National Academy of Sciences for all the support
they gave me during the course of the study. In particular I am grateful to Dr.
M. H. Trytten and Dr. William C. Kelly for their guidance and untiring efforts
to provide me with the staff, facilities, and assistance necessary to complete
the task. The Advisory Committee was an extraordinary group of dedicated
leaders in higher education and research. Without their encouragement and
timely suggestions this report and the study on which it is based would not
have been nearly so significant. I am especially grateful for the opportunity to
have worked with Robert K. Weatherall, the Associate Director of the study.
Not only was he responsible for the historical research and for his share of the
design of the study, but throughout the study his wit and sensibility and
organizing skills were indispensable.

Finally, I want to express particular thanks for the distaff contribution to
the completion of this report—to Mrs. Mary Alice McDonough for organizing
the flow of questionnaires and materials, Miss Jane Howard for recording
lengthy meetings, Mrs. Doris Rogowski and her staff for coding the question-
naires, Dr. Joan Creager for translating prose questions into programming in-
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structions, Mrs. 4ida Perez for the programming, Mrs. Judith Cleary for cor-
recting my grammatical mistakes and awkward phrases, Miss Clarebeth
Maguire for orgarizing the manuscript and preparing the graphics, and my
wife who, without complaint, put up with my frequent trips between
Bloomington and Washington.

RICHARD B. CURTIS
Study Director
April 1969
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CHAPTER

Introduction

To an increasing extent, the doctorate is no
longer the terminal point for advanced education in the United States. Each
year significant numbers of doctoral recipients, especially in the sciences, seek
temporary positions where they may augment their education and experience
in research before accepting more permanent employment. Others, more
senior, take leaves of absence from their employment to obtain a similar ex-
perience. Although most of these postdoctoral scholars are at universities, they
may be found in government laboratories, at nonprofit research institutions,
in hospitals, at archeological digs, and at industrial Iaboratories.

At som > aniversities postdoctorals have been familiar figures for many
years, but they have never before existed in such large niumbers or at so many
institutions. In several university departments they outnumber the faculty;
occasionally they outnumber the students. In the division of biology at the
California Institute of Technology, which has long been a center of postdoc-
toral education, postdoctorals outnumbered professors four to one in 1967-
68.1 At the Harvard Medical School in 1967-68 there were more postdoctoral
research fellows than medical students.

The postdoctoral scholar is not easy to describe. He can be a doctor of
philosophy (« D) or, quite a different mattez, a doctor of medicine (MD).

14 Report for the Year 1967-68 on the Research and Other Activities of the Division of
Blology at the California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, California, pp. 6-9.
2Harvaré Medical School, Dean’s Report for 1967-68, pp. 13, 28.

1




L Y

2
INTRODUCTION

Sometimes he has both degrees. Occasionally, his doctorate is in veterinary
medicine, law, or education, or he may be a scholar with the intellectual qual-
ifications of a doctorate but without the degree. In each case he has come to
the status of postdoctoral scholar by a different academic route. He has pur-
sued a different training, with different objectives.

The postdoctoral scholar with a PhD is most often a young natural scien-
tist who has recently completed his doctoral dissertation. He has completed
his formal education, but believes that he can benefit from continuing his re-
search for awhile under an experienced mentor—often a colleague of his dis-
sertation adviser at another institution. But he may also be a social scientist
or, more rarely, a humanist. Often he is an older scholar. A good percentage
of the postdoctoral population consists of faculty members who have taken
leave from their institutions to study in a colleague’s laboratory or in a library
that offers resources they need.

The postdoctorai scholar with an MD is usually well advasced in a speciaity.

He has often completed the internship and residency traising required for
practice in his field but he wants further training in an area that concerns him.
His ultimate aim may be practice in his specialty or an academic carcer—a
career for which his training, primar..y oriented toward practice, has not pre-
pared him. But there are also postdoctoral scholars with the MD who have not
completed residency iraining and perhaps never will. They have decided early
that they want a career in teaching and research rather than in practice. Typi-
cally their interest is not in clinical medicine but in the sciences basic to medi-
cine, such as biochemistry, microbinlogy, or physiology. If they had made
their decisions still earlier, they might have studied for a PhD instead of an
MD.

A postdoctoral scholar’s status is not always clear from k:s title. His ap-
pointment is characteristically transitional and temporary but it merges with
that of the research staff member whose appointment is considered more or
less permanent. On many campuses the title of research associate is given both
to short-term postdoctoral scholars receiving support from research project
funds and to long-term research staff. The title of postdoctoral fellow is
equally imprecise. Many postdoctoral scholars are the holders of fellowships
for which they have competed successfully on a regional or national basis. The
title of fellow has meaning in this case and, because it is a distinction to win a
competitive fellow:hip, it adds a certain luster. But the same title is often given
to a postdoctoral schoiar supported by other means. To avoid complication,
there is advantage in turning the adjective into a noun and calling him simply
“a postdoctoral.” This is how we refer to him in this report.

One important characteristic of the postdoctoral population is its close as-
sociation with distinguished institutions. Although postdoctorals can be found
at almost 200 universities, over half of them are at only 17 institutions. In in-
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dividual fields the coucentration is even greater. One fourth of the postdoc-
torals in the engineering, mathematics, and physical sciences are at only six
universities, all of which rank among th2 top seven in quality, as measured by
Cartter.3 Similarly, only five schools account for a third of the postdoctorals
in the clinical specialties. Characteristic also is an association between post-
doctorals and distinguished mentors. It is not difficult to find internationaliy
known investigators serving as mentors to a« many as a dozen postdoctorals.

Postdoctorals are found, in varying numbers, in virtually all fields of study—
preponderantly in the natural and medical sciences, but also in the social sci-
ences and the humanities. As will be seen from the chapters that follow, a very
large proportion of the total popuiation is foreign.

Many postdoctorals have gone on to distinguished careers. A notable exam-
ple is the French Nobel prizewinner, Jacques Monod, who as a young investi-
gator held a postdoctoral fellowship at the California Institute of Technology.
1t was as a postdoctoral that an American Nobel Laureate, James D. Watson,
did the work that made his reputation.

In 1967 the total number of individuals holding temporary appointments
for the purpose of continued education and experience in research (our defi-
nition of a postdoctoral) was approximately 16,000. That this large a number

; of holders of the doctorate should be welcome at several hundred different
* host institutions implies that something is very right about postdoctoral study.
The eagerness with which former postdoctorals are sought by university de-
partments for faculty positions suggests that the experience and/or the selec-
tivity of the postdoctoral appointment makes this group particularly attrac-
! tive. Both the participants and the subsequent employers seem to consider x
postdoctoral education a success. 4
This does not mean that no problems exist. As we shall see in the {irst chap- =
ter, the problem in the past was to establish the idea of postdoctoral educa-
tion in the minds of the participants and potential participants. The problems
* of today are more diffuse and resul; as much from the successes of the past ;
as the failures of the present. For all concerned, whether host institution, ;
! sponsoring agency, or the general public, the numbers involved raise important »
questions. -
For almost a decade, university presidents have been concerned about the
ever increasing number of postdoctoral appointments on campus. Neither |
student ner faculty, the postdoctoral appointees have been virtually invisible |
to anyone outside their departments. Their major impact on the campus at
large is the space they requir>. Departments have asked the adminisiration
for additional space when a head count of faculty and graduate students

o s
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" 1 3H.w. Magoun, The Cartter Report on Quality in Graduate Education, Journa! of Higher
! Education, Vol. XXXVII, No. 9, December 1966.
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would indicate that the present jaboratories were not yet filled. The problem
is aggravated at state universities by the lack of recognition by state budgz=t
offices of the legal existence of postdoctorals. Few universities are able to
acquire beilding funds based on the number of postdoctorals in a department.

The situation is made more awkward in that few universities have initiated
postdoctoral activity by design. When asked why his university encourages
postdoctoral education, one graduate dean replied: “I am not sure we could
be said to have a rationale; we permit rather than promote postdoctoral study.”
For the most part, postdoctorals come to a university provided with their own
support, seeking the use of certain facilities, or they come as employees under
a faculty research grant. The administration is aware that the faculty member
wants the postdoctoral in his laboratory to assist with his research, but it sel-
dom asks why the postdoctoral seeks such a position. Unlike undergraduate i
and graduate education, postdoctoral education is, with few exceptions, not 3
consciously or intentionally uadertaken by the university.

Most universities suspect, but are not sure, that having postdoctorals on
campus is costing them money. This is especially true of the postdoctoral who
comes with little more than his stipend from some federal agency or private
foundation. Few postdacterals pay tuition, but they all consume faculty time
and academic space. There is no general agreement on whether they are the
most senior students or the most junior faculty members. Not knowing the role
of the postdocto:al, the universities cannot agree hov: the activity should be
classified in their budgets.

There are also questions raised by those outside the academic community.
Since the Congress appropriates the funds that support most of the activity,
its opinion is especially important. The Reuss Report* suggested that the
shortage of teachers, especially ir the sciences, is a consequence of young
PhD’s being deflected from teaching into researcu by the availz®ility of post-
doctoral appointments. The problem is made more intense by the circum-
stance, as the Subcommittee sees it, that “the abler graduate students and
young postdoctorals go into research—~the less able teach.”

The federal agencies react somewhat differently from the Congress.

Charged primarily with promoting research, the various groups—ranging from
the Department of Deferise {DOD) and the National Institutes of Health (NIH)
through the independent agencies, such as the National Science Foundation
(NSF) and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA)—have
evolved a number of program:s affecting the post:loctoral population. Some,
through fellowship programs like those of NSF and NIH, support postdoctorals

R O R TN T T T T T T W AT T . AT

4Con flicts Be:ween the Federal Research Programs and the Nation’s Goals for Higher
Education, Report of the Research and Technical Programs Subcommittee of the Com-
mittee ca Government Operations, House Repor: No. 1158, 1965.
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directly in order to produce a core of highly creative researchers. Others, by
means of research contracts and grants awarded to universities to suppoit fac-
ulty research, contribute funds to pay for postdoctorals who are hired to
assist the faculty members. There is no coordination of postdoctoral support
between these two disparate mechanisms, even when both instruments issue
from the same agency. Consequently, in these days of curtailed growth (or
even reduction) of federal research funds to universities, the agencies are
hard pressed to establish priorities and to strike a balance between research
and training.

Most people involved with postdoctorals are aware of the fairly large
numbers of foreign citizens within the group. Those who are concerned about
research output tend to be indifferent to the nationality of the researcher;
those who are concerned with training are troubled by the use of federal funds
to supporti scientists who will not remain in this country. From a different
point of view, both the Congress and the Department of State have been dis-
cussing the so-called ““brain drain.” To the exient that it exists, the foreign
postdoctoral is clearly an important component. Implicit in ail of these atti-
tudes and concerns are questions concerning the numbers of foreign
postdoctorals.

After academic institutions, the major employer of physical science doc-
torates is industry. A deficit of college and university faculty, resulting from
the growth of undergraduate education and the insufficient output of the
graduate schools, is reflected in a shortage of top scientific talent in the indus-
trial research laboratories. There is some suspicion among industrialists that
the expansion of postdoctoral-education in the universities is responsible for
aggravating the manpower squeeze. The recruiting officer of a major indus-
trial firm has expressed concern over the large number of science graduates
who are hired by universities to do research with funds supplied by the federal
agencies. Others have suggested that the availability of postdoctorals has en-
abled universities, with their lower overheads, to compete successfully for
federal research contracts that might otherwise have gone to industry. Still
others have expressed concern that postdoctoral education in the university
setting only further insulates the young doctorate from applied problems,
making him more unlikely to choose industrial research as a vocation. The
question is, of course, how valid are these criticisms?

Finally there are the questions raised by society at large. In the face of
rising costs, both state legislatures and boards of trustees are beginning to
question university administrators more closely on various aspects of their
programs. Although undergraduateeducation is recognized as essential and
desirable, some state university presidents find that they must constantly de-
fend the concept of graduate education by illustrating the contri. ation it
makes to the state and nation. In this setting postdoctoral education appears

i ke
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esoteric and even gratuitous. Is the postdoctoral indulging a luxury or is he
receiving a critically important experience and thereby fulfilling a national
need?

Although the dimensions of postdoctoral education have increased
steadily, particularly since World War I, this is the first time that it has been
the subject of a comprehensive study. Bernard Berelson, in his well-known
Graduate Education in the United States, published in 1960, devoted ten
pages to postdoctoral education. “There is so much postdoctoral training,”
he noted, “that many people are becoming pc plexed ox even alarmed at
where it is all going to end.”> At the request of the Association of American
Universities ke went on to take a closer look at postdoctoral education, ex-
amining it particularly on the campuses of the 41-member institutions of the
Association. A summary of his report was published in the spring of 1962.6
In the medical sciences, at the same time, there was concern over the impact
of large numbers of research fellows on the structuré of medical education
and the medical profession. The Division of Medical Sciences of the National
Academy of Sciences obtained funds in 1957 for a study of the role of post-
doctoral fellowships in academic medicine. This study, conducted until his
death by Arthur S. Cain, Jr_, and completed by Lois G. Bowen, bore fruit in a
long report published in 1961 in the Journal of Medical Education.” A num-
ber of studies have been made of the postdoctoral population at particular in-
stitutions and postdoctoral education increasingly finds a place in surveys of
individual research fields. But there has not hitherto been a study of the whole
scope of postdoctoral education, embracing ali institutions and all fields.

In this report we have attempted to answer the questions raised above. We
begin with a review of the history of postdoctoral education since it first began
in this country :nore than fifty years ago. The succeeding chapters consider in
detail the composition of this population; the significance of postdoctoral edu-
cation for the individual, for the department, and for the institution of which
he is temporarily a member; the character of postdoctoral 2ducation in dif-
ferent fields of study; the manner in which it is supported and provided for;
and its cost. We conclude the report with recommendaticns based on our
findings.

SBernard Berelson, Graduate Education in the United States, McGraw-Hill, New York,
1960, p. 190.

Bernard Berelson, Postdoctoral Work in American Universities: A Recent Survey, Jour-
nal of Higher Education, Vol. XXXIII, No. 3, March 1962, pp. 119-130.
7 Arthur S. Cain, Jr. and Lois G. Bowen, The Role of Postdoctoral Fellowships in Acz-
demic Medicine, The Journal of Medical Education, Vol. 36, No. 10, Part 2, October
1961, pp. 1351-1556.
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CHAPTER

An Historical Vie'y

The instinct of the scholar to carry his educa-
tion as far as he can at the centers of learning in his field is as old as the uni-
versity itself. Thomas Aquinas in the 13th century left the University of
Naples for Paris and Cologne to study under Albertus Magnus. 7o get the best
training in medicine available in the 16th ccnury Andreas Vesalius went from
ZLouvain to Paris and thence to Padua, “that most famous university of the
whole world,”? as he called it. In more recent times, Ernest Rutherferd, recip-
ient of the best education his native New Zealand could give, seized the oppor-
tunity of a grant for further study to pursue research in physics in England
under J. J. Thomson. At its best, postdoctoral education represents an ancient
prescription for excellence.

Beginnings of Doctoral and Postdoctoral Research
in the United States

The men whe developed the American university as a teaching and research
institution a century ago intended it to be a place where learning would con-

tinue through a man’s lifetime. Teachers and students alike were io learn by

1 Andreas Vesalius, De Humani Corporis Fabrica, 1543, the preface.
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doing research. Attainment of the PhD was not to be any sort of stopping
point. “What are we aiming at?”’ asked Daniel Co;t Gilman in his inaugural
address as first president of Johns Hopkins in 1876. He answered, in part:
“The encouragement of rescarch; the promotion of young men; and the ad-
vancement of individual scholars, who by their excellence will advance the
sciences they pursue, and the society where they dwell.”2

President Gilman offered twenty fellowships annually to attract and sup-
port young men starting research careers. The first fellows chosen in 1876 in-
cluded four who already had their PhD’s.3 The others were candidates for the
doctorate but all had the same long-range objective. As a fellow of the fol-
lowing year recalled, “The Johns Hopkins fellowship in those days did not
seem a routine matter, an every-day step in the regular process toward a doc-
torate or a professorship, but a rare and peculiar opportunity for study and
research, eagerly seized by men who had been hungering and thirsting for such
a possibility.”*

The faculty also were encouraged to develop as creative scholars. The psy-
chologist G. Stanley Hall, a professor at Johns Hopkins before he became the
first president of Clark University, thought that Gilman “nowhere showed
more sagacity than in applying indi.idual stimuli and checks, so that in this
sense and to this extent he was a spiritual father of many of his faculty, the
author of their careers, znd for years made the institution the paradise and
seminarium of voung specialists. This made stagnation impossible, and the
growth of professors there in their work was, | believe, without precedent.
When Hall opened Clark University in 1889 he said boldly: “We are a school
for professors, where leisure, method, and incentive train select men to higher
and more productive efficiency than before.””®

At the University of Chicago, founded in 1890, President William Rainey
Harper ventured to limit the claims of classroom teaching on a faculty mem-
ber’s time. “It is proposed in this institution,” Harper wrote, “to make the
work of investigation primary, the work of giving instruction secondary.””
For the sake of research, heavy teaching loads vrere avoided and arrangemeants
were made to excuse faculty members from their teaching duties entirely
from time to time. The commitment to research also found expression in the
titles of appointments. The faculty was formally divided into scholars, fellows,
and docents as well as instructors, lecturers, and professors.

25

2Quotcd by W. Carszs Ryan, Studies in Early Graduate Education, No. 31, Camegic
Foundation for the Advancement of Teachinz, New York, 1939, p. 28.

3john C. French, A History of the University Founded by Johns Hopkins, The Johns
Hopkins Press, Baltimore, 1946, p. 41.

4 Fabizn i-ranklin, The Life of Daniel Coit Gilman, Dodd, New York, 1910, p. 228.
sQuoted by Ryan, op cit., p. 39.

®bid., p. 48.

1bid., p. 126.
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BEGINNINGS OF DOCTORAL AND POSTDOCTORAL RESEARCH

The eighties and nineties was a period of rapidly rising student enrollments
across the nation and of run-away growth in PhD programs. Graduate enroll-
ments grew tenfold. In 1877-78 only a handful of institutions granted the
PhD. Their graduate population totaled little more than four hundred. By
1896-97 there were 146 PhD-granting institutions with a collective graduate
enrollment of 4,392. The pressures of expansion subjected the universities to
financial strains that made it difficult to give strong support to postdoctoral
and faculty research. At the 1901 meeting of the recently constituted Associa-
tion of American Universities, Dean Harry P. Judson of Chicago commented
on the support that fellowships had given to doctoral study and lamented that
“the number of research fellowships offered to those who have made the doc-
torate is as yet inconsiderable.” He urged the endowment of “a considerable
number of research fellowships . . . to be granted only to those who have al-
ready on foot an investigation which promises results.””® Four years later he
fought a proposal that Chicago balance its budget by increasing teaching
loads; if it took this course, he argued, it would *“. . . sink to the level of the
many institutions which, while really large colieges, are adding a small portion
of advanced work in the hands of overburdened te:chers.”®

There were those v. ., felt that reasonable teaching loads were the key to
the matter, rather than fellowships. At the seventh annual meeting of the As-
sociation of American Universities in 1906, a morning was devoted to the
topic, “To what extent should the university investigator be relieved from
teachiug?” President David Starr Jordan of Stanford offered the view that
there was too much conceit of research—*not all who talk of research, even
in Germany, shall enter the kingdom”—but he concluded:

The university should recognize the necessity of research to university men, andin a
much greater degree than is now the case in any American university. It should provide
for this by furnishing all needed appliances, material, books, clerical help, artists, assist-
ants, leisure, and freedom. . . . Men shozld not be encouraged to undertake resezrch in
order to gain professorships. Rather they should gain professorships in order to make
rescarch fruitful. A university need not provide fos research fellowships or research
proi'cssorships»l

In his annual report for 1910, the President of the Camnegie Foundation
for the Advancement of Teaching, Henry S. Pritchett, looked critically at the
contribution of the growing graduate student population to research.

The graduate school had its risc ostensibly in a desire to promote research. As a matter
of fact, it is engaged in the main in training teachers who desire degrecs. The develop-

8 Association of American Universities, Journal of Proceedings and Addresses, First and
Second Annual Conferences, 1900 and 1901, pp. 40, 41.

9Qu oted by Richard J. Storr, Harper's University: The Beginnings, University of Chicago
Press, Chicago, 1966, p. 353.

10 Association of American Universities, Journal of Proceedings and Addresses, Seventh
Annual Conference, 1906, pp. 25, 28, 29.
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ment of true research has had no relation to the enormous growth of the graduate
school. Indeed, in many institutions the creation of a graduate school has practically

put an end to rescarch. . . . In some graduate schools men who, in a perfectly natural
way, would have developed into research men have been forced to give up the work of
rescarch in order to hold seminars and to find new themes for constantly growing
armies of aspirants for the degree of doctor of philosophy. It is true that both the appre-
ciation of rescarch and the disposition toward research have grown in American colleges,
but in no such proportion as the graduate school has grown, and the growth of one has
had too little to do with the growth of the other.!

In 1913 the American Association for the Advancement of Science ap-
pointed a Committee of One Hundred to consider the state of scientific re-
search in America. It was a blue-ribbon group including representatives from
the leading research institutions of the day. At 2 meeting the following year
the chairman, Edward C. Pickering, pointed to the small sums appzopriated
by universities for research. “If a tenth of the money used for teaching was
employed in research,” he said, “Americans would soon take their proper
places among the great men of science of the world.” A subcommittee that
included the surgeon, Harvey Cushing, and the geneticist, Thomas Hunt Mor-
gan, suggested that

. .. in order to encourage the original minds in America, there should be more research
professorships and research assistantships of high grade, which would raise their holders
above the worry and inefficiency caused by financial need. . . . The finding of the really
promising man (who must possess not only originality, but also sound judgment and in-
tellectual honesty) is not casy, because it often involves the gift of prophecy on the part
of the searcher. Nevertheless, it scems to us that all those in each of our larger institu-
tions for learning who are really interested in research of the highest kind, either indi-
vidually or grouped together as a voluntary committee, should keep their eyes open for
persons possessing in high degree the happy combination of qualities desired and should
urge upon presidents and governing boards the importance of supporting these persons
so as to make it possible for them to yield their best fruit in discovcry.l

Research in the Medical Schools

Medical research was handicapp2d by the poor training received by many
MD’s. Abraham Flexner’s famous report of 1910 or medical education in the
United States and Canada is an eloquent accoun? of the deplorable condition
of undergraduate medical education at this time. 13 At many schools students

<
. Y Sixth Annual Report of the President and of tne Treasurer, The Camegie Foundation

. for the Advancement of Teaching, 1911, pp. 104, 105.
128 cience, February 26, 1915, Vol. XL1, No. 1052, pp. 316, 319.
13 A braham Flexner, Medical Educatior: in the United States and Canada, Bulletin No. 4,

The Camegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 1910, p. 56.
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got little grounding in the sciences basic to medicine and little exposure to
clinical cases. The lecture theater played too large a part in medical education,
the laboratory and ward much too small a part.

Taking a year’s appointment as a hospital intern was not yet the rule for
young medical graduates. “House surgeons” and “house physicians,” on the
pattern of today’s interns, were appointed at the New York Hospital soon
after its inception in 1791 and at Bellevue in 1806, but during most of the
nineteenth century the concept of the internship as an educational oppor-
tunity made little headway.’¢ In 1904 the American Medical Association esti-
mated that less than 50 percent of medical graduates took an internship before
starting private practice. 'S Those who sought the opportunity were, one ob-
server said, the more studious element, “men of high and noble aspirations,
intent on making records for themselves in their professional career; men with
pronounced taste for the academic side of medicine.””¢ It seemed increasingly
scandalous that a student could go directly from the lecture theater to the
treatment of his first patient, and in 1905 the American Medical Association
voted that an internship year should be a regular part of medical training.
This did not make it so, however. It was five years before a medical school,
the College of Medicine and Surgery of the University of Minnesota, made a
year’s internship a requirement for graduation. The first state to make it a
requirement for practice, Pennsylvania, took the step in 1914. Even in 1920
only six states required it.'”? But by this time the importance of an intern-
ship year was gaining acceptance, and a decade later virtually every medical
graduate served an internship, whether required of him or not. 12

A year’s internship, however, could not meet the needs of men who wished
to achieve the nighest level of medical competence. “Training for the higher
clinical careers,” wrote the distinguished Johas Hopkins pathologist, William
H. Welch, in 1907, “requires a long apprenticeship after graduation from medi-
cal school and after the ordinary hospital internship, and is best secured by
prolonged service in a hospital as resident physician or surgeon under condi-
tions which secure more thorough practical experience and better opportuni-
ties for scientific study and investigation than those which now exist under
the customary arrangement of the medical staff of our hospitals.”1° Resi-
dencies of this description were available at the Johns Hopkins Hospital and
at some other university hospitals but they were few in total number. Many

14Intemships arid Residencies in New York City, 1934-37, Their Place in Medical Edu-
cation, The Commonwealth Fund, 1938, p. 27.

15 rournal of the American Medical Association, Vol. 43, August 13, 1904, p. 469.
$1bid., Vol. 50, May 2, 1908, p. 1395.

Y1bid., Vol. 63, Sept. 19, 1914, p. 1049; Vol. 74, April 17, 1920, p. 1099.

81bid., Vol. 99, August 27, 1932, p. 743.

1bid., Vol. 49, August 17, 1907, p. 534.
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MD’s interested in advanced medical training sought it in Europe. Residencies
at European teaching hospitals were advertised in the American medical
journals. .

Some who wished to see more provision for advanced medical training in
the United States looked to the graduate schools to provide it. The graduate
schools, it was felt, had the necessary respect for research and, as institutions
dedicated to scholarship, were in the best position to maintain scholarly stand-
ards. In 1914 the University of Minnesota under President George E. Vin-
cent (later president of the Rockefeller Foundation) initiated graduate degrees
in medicine on the pattern of the university’s graduate degrees in the arts and
sciences. Six three-year teaching fellowships were established for the support
of candidates. The following year the university signed an agreement with the
Mayo Foundation in Rochester permitting students to work for the degrees in
the clinics and laboratories of either inst:¢ution. Thirty clinical fellows or resi-
dents at the Foundation officially became fellows in the university. The gradu-
ate work at Rochester was placed under the direction of a committee chaired
by the dean of the graduate school.2°

What was intended by graduate work in medicine was made clear in a re-
port presented to the university regents:

In graduate work of any kind rescarch plays a large part. Originality and ability to con- !
duct investigation must be dcmonstrated. The studies of a medical graduate in any given
specialty should consist of: (1) Further work in the fundamental sciences of anatony,

3 physiology, etc.; (2) adequate practice in the technical procedures of diagnosis and treat-
4 ment; (3) a thorough acquaintance with the literature of the specialty and related
branchcs; (4) original investigation relating to his specialty. ... Investigators are trained
by doing original work under critical and inspired leadership. This is the prime function 4
of the graduate school. 2! I

Development of the program was delayed bv World War I but after the war
it attracted large numbers of applicants. As many as one thousand applied
annually to study at Rochester. About 60 a year were awarded fellowships.
The great majority came for advanced training in surgery. Roughly one in six
was interested in internal medicine. Only a scattering were interested in work
in the basic medical sciences.?? By 1934 a total of 1,098 students had spent
an average of four years on fellowship appointments at Rochester. Most had
g held fellowships that were service appointments in the clinic, at least in part;
only 123 had held strictly research appointments. The program was not in-

. tended as preparation for academic work as against clinical practice. Neverthe-

ek AL AL AL

20Helen Clapesattle, The Doctors Mayo, University of Minnesota Press, 1941, p. 643.
" 2 sournal of the American Medical Association, Vol. 64, March 6 and June 12, 1915,

pp- 790-794, 2009-2011.

22 journal of the American Medical Association, Vol. 74, March 27, 1920, p. 912.
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less, 700 or so of the fellows later became teachers in medical schools and in
other institutions.?® It appears that about half of them completed the require-
ments for a degree in the graduate school, normally a mastei’s degree but in
some cases a PhD. Other advanced students received graduate degrees for their
work at the university.2?

Few graduate schools, however, followed Minnesota’s initiative, and the
medical schools were slow to devise any program beyond the MD. Lacking
help from the universities, medical practitioners devised means of their own to
promote higher levels of competence. As early as 1908 members of the Ameri-
can Ophthalmological Society urged the desirability of a special examination
for the certification of practitioners in their field. It was suggested that the So-
ciety could require an advanced degree for membership, but this idea was not
taken up. One objection, it is interesting to note, was that if the medical
schools responded by starting advanced degree programs there would be as
many standards for the degree as there were schools. The Scciety appointed
a joint committee with the American Academy of Ophthalmology and
Otolaryngology and the section on ophthalmology of the American Medical
Associatiun to look for a solution. In 1915 the committee recommended that
the three groups establish together an examining board to certify to compe-
tence in the specialty. It was hoped that the board’s certificates, while they
would have no legal standing, would become the recognized mark of profi-
ciency in the field. The committee’s recommendations were accepted, and in
1916 the first specialty board examinations in ophthalmology were held in
Memphis, Tennessee. In due time other specialty groups followed the oph-
thalmologists’ example. A specialty board for otolaryngology was set up in
1924, for obstetrics and gynecology in 1930, for dermatology and syph-
ilology in 1932, and for pediatrics in 1933. 25

Hospital service provided the means to prepare for the board examinations.
The increasing compleity of medical techniques put hospitals more and more
at the center of medical practice. Diseases which had once been treated by a
visiting physician in tk:; home were now best treated in the hospital. The hcs-
pital was no longer feared, as it had been in the nireteenth century, as an insti-
tution of last resort, where a patient went when treatment at home failed. The
number of hospital beds rapidly increased, creating a rising demand for resident
house staff. A residency at a well-equipped hospital with a varied case load

23 pssociation of American Universities, Journal of Proceedings and Address of the
Thirty-sixth Annual Conference, 1934, p. 64.
24 Bulletin of the University of Minnesota, The President’s Repori for the Years 1932~
1934, pp. 178, 272, 278.

Graduate Medical Education, Report of the Commission on Graduate Medical Educa-
tion, Chicago, 1940, pp. 204~207; Journal of the American Medical Association, Vol. 65,
Oct. 16, 1915, p. 1328; Vol. 68, March 10, 1917, p. 790.
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could offer an excellent training to a young MD who wished to develop his
competence, and hospitals looking for house staff organized their residencies
to serve this second function.

In 1925 the Council on Medical Education and Hospitals of the American
Medical Association started listing residerncies that they believed offered satis-
factory educational opportunities. Its first list included only 35 hospitals, one
of them a hospital in Paris. Many of the Lospitals on the list were closely asso-
ciated with medical schools, but others were not. Discussing ihe features it
looked for in a satisfactory residency, the Council expressed the view that a
hospital offering residencies in a specialty

- . - should provide (a) review courscs in anatomy, pathology and the other basic pre-
clinical sciences . . . {b) clinics in which students can have the opportunity personally to
examine patients. . . (c) courses of operative and laboratory technique; and (d)—to be
assigned only when the student’s previous training will warrant—assistantships in which,
under the supervision of a physician who is recognized as an expert in the particular
specialty, he can gradually assume responsibility in the diagnosis and therapeutic or op-
crative treatment of the sick. Opportunity should be provided also for rescarch work in
the chosen specialty bearing on both the fundamental sciences and clinical ficlds. 26

In 1928, after a careful canvass, the Council published a list of 1,136 resi-
dencies at 292 kospitals.?” Additions to the list during the next ten years
doubled the number of approved hospitals and tripled the number of approved
residencies.

In 1939 the Council set forth in detail what it considered to be the essen-
tials of an approved hospital residency or fellowship. A residency was defined
as a service appointment “of one or more years following an approved intern-
ship . . . designed primarily to meet the requirements for certification of
special practice.”28 It characterized a fellowship in this context as “a form of
apprenticeship which in some cases is indistinguishable from a residency, al-
though it usually offers greate: opportunity for the study of basic sciences
and research. Ordinarily a fellowship is a university rather than a hospital ap-
pointment.”?® The Council made no distinctica in the essentials of a resi-
dency or fellowship training program. Both residents and fellows, it thought,
“should be given an opportunity tc contribute to the hospital service by some
investigative work. This may take the form of research in the hospital labora-
tories or wards, summaries of medical literature, or the preparation of statis-
tical analyses derived from the hospital record department. The members of
the resident staff should likewise be encouraged to engage in teaching activi-

f:‘_JoumaI of the American Medical Association, Vol. 85, August 22, 1915, pp. 595-598.
;;Ibid., Vol. 90, March 24, 1928, pp. 911, 920, 922-379.

Ibid., Vol. 112, March 11, 1939, p. 926.
P1bid., April 8, 1539, pp. 138:-1392.
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ties, particularly in relation to the training cf medical students, interns, and
nurses.”

Residencies served well as a means of providing advanced clinical training
but offered little opportunity to the man whose area of interest lay in the i
preclinical sciences. In 1920 the professor of physiology at Yale complained |
bitterly of the small encouragement given to men in these fields. Believing ;
that the preclinical and clinical men on the staff of a medical school should |
work as a team, regarding each other as equals, he thought that “no man of f
the PhD variety should be allowed in the preclir:ical chairs.”” However, “no !
man of ability with the MD degree will in fact strive for them or stay in them, f
against the immensely greater opportunities and advantages offered now, and
to be offered in even richer measure in the future, by the clinical departments.

Unless something pretty radical is done and done soon, either these chairs

will be filled by men with the PhD or they will be vacant. To get young men
into the medical sciences through the avenue of the PhD,” he continued, “is,
under present conditions, a cruel proposition. They get in; they cannot get
out, as an MD could; and there is then nothing for them to do but to accept
the starvation wages, perhaps a half of the pay of men no older nor more

loyal and industrious in the clinical chairs . . . it is more like a cemetery than

1 a career.”3° He spoke with feeling, as a PhD man himself.

! Widespread agreement that the preclinical sciences were in trouble led to

5 the appointment of a committee by the National Research Council, then
recently established, to study the situation. Information it received from
preclinical department heads at 68 medical schools convinced the committee
that there was indeed ““a great paucity of satisfactory assistants in the pre-
clinical departments,” that “insufficient immediate and prospective financial
support” was largely recponsible, and that the shortage of assistants was
“seriously hampering the development of the preclinical sciences, and, through
them, of mecicine as a whole.” The committee offered a suggestion that had
been made to it in a number of places, that preclinical departments should
have at their disposal “a number of attractive assistantships and research fel-

3 lowships so that a man who wished to obtain additional training in one of the
fundamental medical sciences, either for the purpose of better preparing him-
self for practice or for a post in z clinica! department, would find no financial
obstacle in his way.” The committee speculated that ““some of the men
availing themselves of such appointments might become sufficiently interested
! to give up their first intentions and become full-time members of a2 department ;
A of a preclinical science.” 3! |

e
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307 bid., Vol. 74, May 15, 1920, pp. 1415, 1416.
- 31bid., Vol. 74, April 17, 1920, pp. 1117-1122.
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National Research Fellowships

The National Research Council was established by the National Academy of
Sciences in 1916 to help organize the country’s scientific resources to meet
the threat of war. Its work during World War I demonstrated its usefulness as
an agency for coordinating scientific research, and in 1918 President Woodrow
Wilson asked the Academy to perpetuate the Council as a peacetime institu-
tion.32 One of the first peacetime tasks to which it turned was the task out-
lined earlier by the Committee of One Hundred of identifying and encouraging
young researchers ir. science. Discussions between the zxecutive officer of the
Council, Robert A. Millikan, and the president of the Rockefeller Foundation,
George E. Vincent, oz the merits of a national program of postdoctoral re-
search fellowships led to a grant by the Foundation of $500,000 to be used by
the Council over five yzars in support of research fellowships in physics and
chemistry. The grant was announced in March 1919; the first 13 fellows were
selected before ti.e end of the vear.

The stated purpcse of the fellowship was threefold: to open a scientifi:
career to a larger number of investigators and to give investigators a more
thorough training in research, to increase knowledge relating to the funda-
mental principles of physics and chemistry “upon which the progress of all
the sciences and the development of industry depend,” and to create more
favorable conditions for research in the educational institutions of the coun-
try. On the last point the Council was most specific.

National Research Fellows will be permitted to conduct their investigatiens at institu-
tions that will cooperate in meeting their needs. These nceds differ widely from those of
students secking only instruction. Able investigators, actively engaged in productive re-
search, are needed to inspire and guide the work of the Fellows. Research laboratories,
adequately manned with assistants and mechanicians, ana w.:nly supplied with instru-
ments, machine tools, and other facilities, are indispensable, and funds to provide sup-
plies and to satisfy the constantly recurrent demands of rescarch must be available. Above
all, there must exist the stimulating atmosphere found only in institutions that have
brought together a greup of men devoted to the advancement of sciencé through pursuit
of research.

The fellowships were to be awarded preferably, but not exclusively, to
United States citizens who had had the equivalent of doctoral training. Indi-
viduals were to be appointed initially for one year but were to be eligible for
reappointment. They were to devote themselves entirely to research, except
that during the academic year they could devote up to one fifth of their time
to teaching (including preparation time), if teaching would benefit them edu-
cationally, or to atfznd~nce of advanced courses of study. It was hoped, by %

32National Research Council Bulletin, Vol. J_ Part 1, No. 1, 1918, pp. 22, 23. :
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the award of the fellowships, “to confirm a number of the most promising
workers in research by enabling them to continue their research work im-
mediately after taking their doctorates, at which time it is believed they are
best qualified to continue any fundamental research.” 33

In 1922 the Rockefeller Foundation and the Rockefeller-endowed Gen-
eral Education Board, acting in concert, pledged $500,000 for similar feilow-
ships in the medical sciences, with emphasis on the preclinical sciences. In
1923 the Foundation pledged $325,000 for fellowships in the biological sci-
ences. All three programs were continued when the initial grants were spent,
and they received repeated extensions thereafter.

Until the advent of large-scale federal programs for postdoctoral education
in the 1950%, the Rockefeller Foundation, through the National Research
Council, provided the single most effective means for the development of
young American scientists as creative investigators. The record of the National
Research Fellowships is remarkable. A study made in 1950 of the 1,359 indi-
viduals who had been fellows between 1919 and 1949 found that 65 had been
elected to the National Academy of Sciences and 3 had won Nobel prizes.3*
Several others hiave been Nobel prizewinners since. Of 500 scientists newly
starred as leaders in research in the 1937 and 1943 editions of the directory,
American Men of Science, more than half had been postdoctorals, most of
them National Research Fellows. Fighty-five percent said that their postdoc-
toral experience had contributed much to their later scientific achievement,
15 percent that it had contributed moderately. In saying so they attached as
much significance to their postdoctoral as to their graduate work. 35 There
! can be no question but that the National Research Fellowships played a major
! part in strengthening American science. Robert A. Millikan made the judgment
| in 1950 that the fellowships had been “the most effective agency in the scien-
tific development of American life and civilization” in his lifetime.3¢ The
Rockefeller Foundation’s investment in the fellowships totaled about S5
million.

Although the number of fellows appointed each year during the twenties
74 thirties now seems small, it constituted a significant percentage of all
’ PhD recipients in those years. Figure 1 shows the percentage of PhD recipi-

: 33Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, Vol. S, 1919, pp. 313-315; Bulletin
3 : of the National Research Council, Vol. 1, 1919-1921, p. 24; Myron J. Rand, The Scien-
1 g g’aﬁc Monthly, Vol. 73, No. 2, August 1951, pp. 71-73. ~
Myron J. Rand, The Scientific Monthly, Vol. 73, No. 2, August 1951, p-79.
35Stephcn Sargent Visher, Scientists Starred, 1903~1943, in American Men of Science,
« The Iohns Hopkins Press, 1947, pp. 351, 530.
> ‘ 3R.A. Millikan, The Autobiography of Robert A. Hillikan, Prentice-Hall, New York,
1950, p. 213.
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FIGURE 1

Percentage of PhD Recipients Receiving National Research (NR(C) Fellowships,
by Field, 1920-1939, and Percentage of 1967 PhD’s Receiving Postdoctoral

Appointments.
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ents in chemistry, physics, mathematics, and zoology in the twenties and
thirties who received National Research Fellowships, compared with the per-
centage of PhD recipients in these fields in the sixt:es taking postdoctoral
appointments after graduation. The percentages are of the same order of
magnitude 37

Most of the fellows in the medical sciences wers MD’s, but a significant
number were PhD’s. Although most of the MD’s used their fellowships to pur-
sue research in the preclinical sciences, a few did clinical research. The selectors
for the medical fellowships set their sights on men who planned to make their
careers in academic medicine and excluded candidates who had no interest in
teaching. They pressed host universities to provide the medical fellows with
suitable opportunities for part-time teaching as well as for research.3?

As it turned out, however, a majority of the fellows in all three programs
became professors. Table 1 shows the number of former National Research
fellows who were teaching in 1950.

Of the 1,146 fellows chosen between 1919 and 1938, 263 (23 percent)
took their fellowships overseas. Another 70 pursued their work at nonaca-
demic research centers like the Camegie Institution, the National Bureau of

TABLE 1  Number of National Research (NRC) Fellows Holding Teaching
Positions in 1250, by Field

Field Number of Fellows Number in Teaching % in Teaching
Mathematics 126 109 86.5
Astronomy 16 10 62.5
Physics 196 103 52.6
Chemistry 229 104 455
Geology and Geography 15 8 53.3
Zoology 164 111 67.7
Botany 112 70 62.5
Agriculture 41 25 61.0
Forestry 8 4 50.0
Anthropology 27 16 59.2
Psychology 93 €7 720
Natural Sciences Total 1,027 627 61.1
Medical Sciences Total 332 239 720

All 1,359 866 63.8

Source: Myron J. Rand, The Scientific Monthly, -Vol. 73, Na. 2, August 1951, p. 79.

37[n contrast to the comment by Myron Rand, op. cit., p. 72.
38 National Research Council, Fellowships in Medicine. List of Fellows in Medicine Past
and Active, June 1922 to December 1931, Washington, D.C., passim.
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Standards, and the Rockefeller Institute. Most, however, held their fellowships
in university laboratories in this country. The 14 Jeading host universities with
the number of fellows attending each for a part or all of their tenure,3® were

the following:

Harvard 218
Princeton 117
Chicago 105
California Institute of Technology 93
Johns Hopkins 72
Califoraia (all campuses) 65
Yale 62
Columbia 53
Cornell 40
Peansylvania 29
MIT 27
Michigan 25
Stanford 23
Minnesota 17

For the most part, these were also the universities making the largest in-
vestment in research at the time. It was estimated in 1938 that S51 million
had been spent on research in American universities and colleges in 1935-36,
with 14 institutions probably accounting for half the total. The 14 spending
the most were the following *°:

Spending in excess of $2 million $1.5 to $2 miillion $0.5 to $1 million

California Cornell MIT

Chicago Minnesota New York University
Columbia Wisconsin Ohio State University
Harvard Yale University of Pennsylvania
IHinois

Michigan

At the California Institute of Technology a relatively small sum ($250,000
to $300,000) was spent to good effect in a few selected fields in 1935-36.
Millikan became the Institute’s administrative head in 1924; under his leader-
ship it exemplified in high degree the National Research Council’s ideal of a

3%National Rescarch Council, National Research Fellowships, 1919-1938, Washington,
D.C., 1538, pp. 1, 2, 81-84.

40p esearch-A National Resource: Part I, Relation of the Federal Government to Re-
search; Report of the Science Committee to the National Resources Committee, Novem-

ber 1938, pp. 177, 190.
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scientific institution. It organized itself as a center of postdoctoral research,
establishing fellowships of its own to support young investigators. The Caltech
Bulletin for 1936 includes a section on Research Fellowships, listing the fel-
lowships available to postdoctoral researchers at the Institute. The list includes
the Institute’s own fellowships, the National Research Fellowships, and fellow-
ships supported by industrial sponsors. The Bulletin offers a welcome to mem-
bers of the staff of other institutions “who have already received their Doc-
tor’s degree and desire to carry on special investigations.” Listed after the
faculty are the names of 26 postdoctorals on feliowships at the Institute.
Another institution that gave concentrated attention to postdoctoral edu-
cation was the Institute for Advanced Study at Princeton. Founded in 1933,
it reflected the commitment to research of its director, Abraham Flexner.
“In some fields,” he wrote in the Institute’s bulletin, “universities provide ad-
mirable opportunities for work beyond the PhD degree but, with the excep-
tion of medicine and certain other branches, the country has not hitherto
possessed an institution in which young men and women could continue their
independent training beyond this stage and in which research could be carried
on with adequate support without pressure of numbers or routine and unhur-
ried by the need of obtaining practical results.” 4! The Institute grew from a
nucleus of scholars in mathematics, adding in due course “schools” of eco-
nomics and politics and of humanistic studies. In 1936 the scholarly com-
munity at the Institute consisted of a regular staff of 20 Prosessors, associates,
and assistants, and 45 “members” present for a year or so. Albert Einstein and
John von Neumann were along the regular professors; Wolfgang Pauli was a
visiting professor. Many of the members were young scholars who had re-
cently obtained the doctorate, but others were more senior. Flexner was in
favor of the older man: “It is difficult to overestimate the importance of a
year spent in free research and study to those whc for a number of years pre-
viously have been carrying the burden of routine college and university teach-
ing and have had to carry on their original work in such bits of time as could
be snatched from their daily studies. Naturally, mature persons of this kind
receive preference in the matter of admission.” 42

International Fellowships

Besides providing support through the National Research Council for young
American investigators, the Rockefeller Foundation and other Rockefeller-
endowed agencies provided fellowships for foreign scientists. The Rockefeller

N The Institute for Advanced Study, Bulletin No. 2, Princeton, New Jersey, 1933, p- L
*2Ibid., Bulletin No. 5, 1936, p. 6.
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agencies were spurred to action by the sad state of Europeas science in the
aftermath of World War I. Research centers that had attracted scientists from
all over the world before the war were starved for funds. Research teams had
lost valuable members. Old contacts were broken. To try to knit together
again the strands of international science, Wickliffe Rose, president of the
Rockefeller-endowed International Education Board, sketched out this pro-

gram:

Begin with physics, chemistry, and biology; locate the inspiring productive men in each
of these fields; ascertain of each of these whether he would be willing to train students
from other countries; if so, ascertain how many he could take at one time; provide the
equipment needed, if any, for operation on the scale desired. Provide by means of fellow-
ships for the international migration of select students to each of these centers of inspira-
tion and training: students to be carefully selected, and to be trained with referenz o
definite service in their own countries after completion of their studies. 43

The International Education Boagd awarded its first fellowships in 1924.
From the beginning a large proportion of the recipients chose to use their
fellowships in the United States and during the first six years alone 218 for-
eign fellows studied at United States institutions.

Fellowships in the Humanities and Social Sciences

Postdoctoral fellowships, so far available only to scientists, became available
to scholars in all fields in 1925 with the establishment of the John Simon Gug-
genheim Memorial Fellowships. In choosing to endow a fellowship program as
a memorial to their son, the donors, Senator and Mrs. Simon Guggenheim,
were influenced by much the same motives as had prompted the establishment
of the National Research Fellowships. In an outline of the purposes of the en-

dowment, Senator Guggenheim said.

It has been my observation that just about the time a young man has finished college and
is prepared to do valuable research, he is compelled to spend his whole time in teaching.
Salaries are small; so he is compelled to do this in order to live, and often he loses the
impulse for creative work in his subject, which should be preserved in order to make his
teaching of the utmost value, and also for the sake of the value of the researches in the
carrying on of civilization. I have been informed that the sabbatical year is often not
taken advantage of because professors cannot go abroad on half salary and for this rea-
son we have provided that members of teaching staffs on sabbatical leave shall be eligible

for these appointments. 44

43Quoted by Raymond B. Fosdick, The Story of the Rockefeller Foundation, Harper,

New York, 1952, p. 148.
44 0utline of Purposes of the John Simon Guggenheim Memorial Foundation, 1925.
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The fellowships were intended for scholars in the humanities as well as in the
sciences who had already proved their capacity for independent research. They
were also to be awarded to artists with demonstrated creativity. it was expected
that the fellowships would ordinarily be used for study in Europe.

Seventy-eight applications were submitted to the Guggenheim Foundation
in 1925 and 15 fellows were appointed. The next year about 900 candidates
applied and 38 were appointed. The selection committee had set no age limits
but quickly decided to restrict the field to persons between 25 and 35.

As to mature scholars who are full professors in first-rate institutions, it has scemed to
the Committee that the duty of providing for such scholars is upon the institutions
themselves. . . . In certain cases of younger scholars holding such full professorships, the
Foundation has made grants on condition that the universities provide an equal amourt.
As a rule, grants to scholars more than forty years of age have been made when first-rate
scholarship has appeared in an environment unfavorable to research, or where there were
circumstances, such as lack of access to other funds, which made it desirable that the op-
portunity needed be afforded by this Foundation.4*

By 1936 Guggenheim fellowships had been awarded to 525 United States
citizens; at the time of award 334 were teachers in educational institutions and
191 were scholars and artists working on their own. Sixty-nine of the fellows
in scholarly disciplines were in the physical sciences and ergineering, 12 were
in mathematics, 53 were in the life scierices (including medicine), 38 were in
the social sciences, and 186 were in history, literature, philosophy, and
languages.*¢

The example of the National Research Council suggested the formation of
similar coordinating organizations for the social sciences and the humanities.
Representatives of the American Economic Association, the American Socio-
logical Society, and the American Political Science Association formed the
Social Science Research Council in May 1923. The American Statistical As-
sociation, the American Psychological Association, and the American Anthro-
pological Association joined later the same year. The American Historical As-
sociation joined in 1925.

Beardsley Ruml, director of the Laura Spelman Rockefeller Foundation,
encouraged the formation of the Council and provided the support for a pro-
gram of Social Science Research Council fellowships to match the National
Research Fellowship program. The purpose of the fellowships was similar:

Generous as American Universities have been in helping graduate students to obtain
Doctor’s degrees, they have not been generous or wise in treating their young instructors.

45Reports of the Secretary and Treasurer, John Simon Guggenheim Memorial Founda-
tion, New York, 1925-26 and 1927. Today, in different circumstances, older candidates
are favored. Less than a third of current awards are to men under 40.

481bid., 1935 and 1936, pp. 14-19.

o ——

PO T R T W T T TC Y Py v S

1y




N}

[ 3
-

24
AN HISTORICAL VIEW

A newly ficdged doctor, appointed to a junior position in one of our departments, is
usually assigned a heavy teaching schedule, when he neither knows thoroughly the sub-
jects he has to cover, nor knows how to teach. . . . That is 2 most effective system for
discouraging research. Only the most vigorous or the most fortunate men keep their
creative faculties intact for the years when promotion enabies them to command a
scanty leisure. . . . Some universities have established feliowships especially for their
young instructors. Others have obtained funds for supporting research prog-ams in which
young faculty members can join. Still others are seeking to cut down the teaching sched-
ules of individuals with marked capacity for research. . . . But the need is far from met.
If our few research fellowships can give the ablest among the hundreds of men who as-
pire to do scientific work in the social field opportunity to develop their powers while
they are still in their flexible years, we may hope for large results, ultimately if not
immediately. 47

Fifteen fellowships were offered in 1925 and awards had been made to
245 persons by 1939. The recipients came from the following fields:

Anthropology 16
Economics 67
Geography 5
History 53
Political Science 35
Psychology 22
Sociology 27
Miscellaneous 21

Yotal 246

The Council made an average of 16 new awards each year, compared with 57
a year in the National Research Fellowship program.

The fellowships were intended initially to support the research of young
investigators who had completed their training, but the emphasis shifted in
time from supporting research to supporting further research training. A fellow-
ship would be awarded to provide a needed opportunity for fieldwork, or to
allow an investigator to strengthen his knowledge of important supporting dis-
ciplines. Some of the anthropologists, for example, used their fellowships for
work in sociology; many of the sociologists sought training in statistics. 4%

The American Council of Learned Societies, formed in 1919, promoted
research in the humanities. When it awarded its first postdoctoral feliowships
in 1930 (with Rockefeller Foundation support), 17 scholarly associations be-
longed to it. They included such organizations as the Modern Language Asso-
ciation of America, the American Philosophical Society, and the Medieval

47Wcsley C. Mitchell, quoted in the Annual Report of the Chairman, 1926, Social Sci-
ence Research Council, Political Science Quarterly, Vol. XLI, No. 4, December 1926,
pp. 16-18.

48 Fellows of the Social Science Research Council, 1925-1939, Social Science Research
Council, New York, 1939, pp. vii-xiii.
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Academy of America. Some member organizations, like the American Eco-
nomic Association, were also meinbers of the Social Science Research Council.

The American Council of Learned Societies described its feliowshigs as
“post-doctoral fellowships in the humanities of the type already made availa-
ble .. other fields by the National Research Council and the Social Science
Research Council.” They were “to encourage research on the part of scholars
who have the degree of PhD or its equivalent in training and experience, who
are not over thirty-five . . . and who have already demonstrated marked apti-
tude for constructive scholarship.” The fellowships were offered “in all fields
of the humanities except the Social Sciences.””*?

The humanities fellowships were surprisingly unsuccessful. Only 4£ candi-
dates applied in the first year, when 14 awards were made. In 1931 the num-
ber of applications dropped to 26. In 1936, after 82 fellows had been selected,
the program was suspended. About 330 applicatioris were submitted during
the life of the program.

Why these fellowships did not achieve the success of the fellowship pro-
grams in other fields is a matter for speculation. Dr. Waldo G. Leland, secre-
tary of the American Council of Learned Societies, toid the Association of
American Universities in 1935 that the Depression was provably a factor; a
fellowship was not so appealing to a potential candidate as a regular university
appointment. But this can be only part of the answer, for candidates in the
other programs were subject to the same economic conditions.

The Council had hoped that the fellowships might be used to encourage
young scholars in undeveloped fields—Far Eastern studies, for example—but
most candidates were interested in the well-trodden fi~lds of Western history,
literature, and language. The Rockefeller Foundation scems to have been dis-
appointed by the fellows’ scholarly bias. David H. Stevens, director of the
Foundation’s Division of the Humanities during this period, wrote later: “How
was this program a credit to us? In having a sense of magnitude. In what way
a discredit? By buttressing scholasticism and antiquarianism in our univer-
sities.”*® In 1934 a committee of the Rockefeller Foundation trustees wrote:
“It frankly appears to your committee that a program in the humanities, based
on 2 cloistered kind of research, is wide of the goal which the Foundation
should have in mind. It is getting us facts but not necessarily followers. We
have more detailed information about a great number of rather abstruse sub-
jects, but that does not logically mean that the level of artistic and aesthetic
appreciation in America has been measurably raised.” 5*

49 American Council of Leamed Societies, Bulletin No. 12, December 1929, pp- 24, 65.
S°Quoted by Raymond B. Fosdick, op. cit., p. 239.
Sbid., p. 251.
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The Association of American Universities

In 1934 a répresentative of the Navional Research Council, the ckzmist Charles
A. Kraus, spoke to the Association of American Universities on the develop-
ment of postdoctoral education since the war, a development he believed
would have far-reaching influenice on higher education. He pointed to the
active role played by the various feilowship programs and compared this with
the role of the universities: “Contrary tc what might have been expected, the
universities have not been instrumentai either in initiating the fellowship ex-
periment or in shaping its course. Their part hias been the passive one of placing
libraries and laboratories at the disposal of Fellows.” He urged the universities
to assume more responsibility for postdoctoral education: *. . . the fellowships
represent an experiment on the part of the supporting foundations, and it is
not to be expected that such support will continue indefinitely_” 52

Postdoctoral education was placed on the agenda for the Association’s
meeting in 1935, and again the following year. In 1936 a committee was ap-
pointed to consider ways and means of carrying out “a comprehensive study
of postdoctcral education in America.” 33 The ccmmittee reported in 1937
that it had considered the various types of postdoctoral education, some of
their advantages and disadvantages, and certain questiuns of administration.
It divided postdoctorals into three groups: Group I, those who had just re-
ceived the PhD or its equivalent; Group II, those who had some experience
(e.g., from three to five years) afte; receiving the doctorate; and Group IIi,
older, established scholars. The committee suggested that there were three
reasons for promotinug postdoctoral education: the furthering of research,
the imprcvement of teaching, and the development of occupational or profes-
sional proficiencies. However, these three purposes could not be completely
separated; most of the national fellowship programs had as their primary pur-
pose the furthering of research, but they were also concerned with the im-
provement of teaching and the acquiring of professional proficiencies.

The committee was convinced that postdoctoral education was “a potent
means of furthering research in any field of knnowledge” and listed six ways
of providing for it: ‘a) full-time fellowships, (b) part-time fellowships or assist-
antships requiring some service in return for the stipend or facilities furnished,
(c) sabtatical leaves, (d) exchange professorships, (¢) symposia and confer-
ences, and (f) short courses of intensive and advanced character. “For the
training of new personnel {recent PhD’s)” the committee continued, *“the full-
time or part-time fellowship extending for one or two years is obviously more

e

52 pssociation of American Universities, Journal of Proceedings and Addresses, 36th
Annual Conference, 1534, pp. 129-136.

53 pssociation of American Universities, Journal of Proceedings and Addresses, 38th
Annual Conjference, 1936, p. 60.
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desirable than the other means listed. The main purpose of such fellowships
should be to give the fellow new ideas, new points of view, a stimulus and a
training which will influence his later work rather than merely to provide an
opportunity to complete some particular piece of work. In other words, it is
the opinion of your Committee that post-doctoral feliowships for the younger
men should be regarded primari'y a5 training fellowships. . . .

Turning to administrative matters, the committee made this recommenda-
tion:

3 It is the opinion of your Committee that the objectives of training fellowships can better
1 be accomplished by fellowships administered nationally than locally. The post-doctoral
fellowships of one character or another now awarded by some universities are cominenda-
ble, and your Commiittee is of the opinion that a larger proportion of the funds now de-

S voted to subsidizing candidates for advanced degrees could be advantageously allocated

to the support of post-doctoral fellows. However, university administered post-doctoral
fellowships are likzly to be limited to 2 smaller group of applicants, and often are

limited to the institution which awards them. Your Committee believes that a need exists
for a system of country-wide post-doctoral training fellowships more numerous and
broader in range than are now available. 54

The Federal Government

National Cancar Institute
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The Association of American Universities took no further action, but the
wind was changing. In April 1937, a bill was submitted in Congress for the
establishment of a National Cancer Institute in the Public Health Servize «o
conduct research on cancer and to coordinate the work of other organizations
fighting the disease. Representatives of the American Society for the Control
of Cancer (later to become the American Cancer Society) testified in favor of
the bill and it was passed in July without a dissenting voice.

Among other provisions of the Act, the Surgeon General was authorized to
: provide facilities where qualified persons might receive training in the diagno-
% >is and treatment of cancer, and to pay such trainees up to ten dollars a day.
He was also authorized to establish “‘research fellowships in the Institute” and
! to pay the feliows such stipends as he thought necessary “to procure the assist-
; ance of th= most brilliant and promising research fellows from the United

o s e £

54 Association of American Univer=ities, Journal of Proceedings and Addresses, 39th
Annual Conference, 1937, pp. 38-40.
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States or abroad.” 55 The Institute appointed its first trainee in January 1938
and its first fellows later the same year.

It was the beginning of a program of federal support for the medical sci-
ences that has had a far-reaching impact on medical education in the United
States. But it was a beginning without ceremony. No one seems to have
thought that the National Cancer Institute might be the precursor of other
national institutes, that it might be a precedent with important consequences.
The annual budget authorized for it was small-$700,000. The Rockefeller
Foundation was spending much more at this time for work in medicine.
Congress was spending annually more than three times as much on the eradi-
caticn of tuberculosis in cattle. For a war on cancer, $700,000 must have
seemed a small budget; certainly not enough to launch a revolution in educa-
tion.

The Surgeon General, Dr. Thomas Parran, contracted with hospitals and
universities to carry out the training provisions of the Act. The first National
Cancer Institute trainee went for his training to the Western Reserve Univer-
sity. Physicians were appointed for two years to receive eight months’ special
training in each of the fields of pathology, radiology, and surgery. Asis the
case in many postdoctoral training programs since, research training was not
a component. Candidates for the program were required to have had not less

than three years of hospital experience.*®

By 1948, 111 trainees had held appointments of one to three years at 35
universities, hospitals, and research institutes. None trained at the National
Cancer Institute itself. The character of the training, however, was set by the
Institute. While many trainees subsequently satisfied the requirements of spe-
cialty boards, and some received credit for degrees, this was not the purpose
of the program. In 1949 the Institute issued its own certificate for completion
of the training.>”

Fewer fellowships were awarded than traineeships. Forty-three National
Cancer Institute research fellows were appointed between 1938 and 1946. The
fellowships were not restricted to physicians and several recipients were PhD’s.
The Act’s authorization of fellowships ““in the Institute” was not construed to \
mean that they had to be held at the Institute; although many of the early
fellows held their awards at the Institute, many attended other institutions. *®

ik

Lt 1

55 National Cancer Institute Act, 1937, Chapter 565 of the 75th Congress, 1st Session.
56 journal of the American Medical Association, Vol. 111, Dec. 17, 1938, p. 2314.
R.R. Spencer, M.D., National Cancer Institute Program of Postgraduate Training for
Physicians, Fieblic Health Reports, June 17, 1949, Vol. 64, No. 24, pp. 750-756. :
! 58 A nnual Report of the Surgeon General of the Public Health Service of the United |
v States for the Fiscal Year 1939, Washington, D.C., p. 83. Research Fellows of the Na-
3 tional Cancer Institute, January 1, 1938-April 1, 1958, P.H.S. Publication No. 658,
U.S. Dept. of Health, Education, and Welfare, 1959, pp. 1-6.
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The Natisnal Cancer Institute Act provided for the appointment by the
Surgenn General of a six-member National Advisory Cancer Council. However,
it did not give the Council any responsibility for overseeing the fellowship and
training programs. Responsibility for selecting training centers, trainees, and
fellows rested effectively with the professional staff of the Institute.

National Institutes of Health

In 1944 Congress passed an act to consolidate the many existing statutes
governing the Public Health Service and to revise its organizatior. to meet the
needs of a nation again at war. Many of the changes were administrative. The
National Cancer Institute, for example, was made a branch of a division of
the service called thc ivational Institute of Health. Other changes were more
far-reaching. An important provision gave the Surgeon General the power
from then or. to award fellowships in any field “relating to the causes, diagno-
sis, treatment, control, and prevention of physical and mental diseases and
impairments of man.” 5° His authority to award training grants was still con-
fined to the field of cancer. The establishment by Congress of other institutes
on the pattern of the National Cancer Institute, however, soon extended his
authority to other fields. A National Institute of Mental Health was established
in 1946,%° and a National Heart Institute and a National Institute of Dental
Research followed in 1948.! Then in 1950 an omnibus medical research act
authorized the Surgeon General to set up an Institute of Neurological Diseases
and Blindness and an Institute of Arthritis and Metabolic Diseases, to set up
still other institutes whenever he determined such action “necessary,” and to
award training grants in any institute so established.*> In 1948 the National
Institute of Health, the administrative division to which the separate research
and training institutes reported, was officially renamed the National Institutes
of Health.

Funding of the institutes by Congress kept pace with their growing number.
Appropriations for fellowships of all kinds, predoctoral and postdoctoral,
jumped from $45,000 in the fiscal year 1946 to S1.4 million in fiscal 1950.
Appropriations for training programs during the same p=riod increased from
$25,000 to $6.4 million.

NIH Postdoctoral Fellowships In 1945 NIH was encouraged to view its mis-
sion broadly when it was asked to take over a number of medical research

59 public Health Service Act, 1944, Chapter 373 of the 78th Congress, 2nd Session.
50pubiic Law 587, 79th Congress, 2nd Session.

51 public Laws 655 and 755, 80th Congress, 2nd Session.

52pyblic Law 692, 81st Congress, 2nd Session.
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projects sponsored during the war by the Office of Scientific Research and
Development. The following year it established a Research Grants Office 10
adminisicr a continuing program of research grants. The new office was also
made responsible for implementing ilic fellowship provisions of the Public
Health Service Act of 1944.°> In 1947 a Central Quaifications Board was set
up to coordinate the review of fellowship applications submitted in d;fferent
fields.

The Research Grants Office (renamed the Division of Research Grants) es-
tablished three types of NIH fellowships: predoctoral, postdoctoral, and

TABLE 2 Number of NIH Postdoctoral and Special Fellowships, Fiscal

Years 1946-1967
NIH Postdoctoral NIH Special

Fiscal Year Fellows Fellows Total

1946 2 2 4

1947 27 7 34

1948 119 20 139

1949 255 57 312

1950 268 38 306

1951 291 27 318

1952 222 17 239

1953 335 22 357

1954 426 36 462

1955 389 38 427

1956 342 39 381

1957 471 99 570

1958 482 94 576

1959 627 104 731

1960 822 159 981

1961 1,050 228 1,278

1962 1,211 276 1,487

1963 1,223 389 1,612

1964 1,190 425 1,615
] 1965 1,188 505 1,693
4 1966 1,237 537 1,774

19677 1,088 522 1,610
. 9pata for 1967 are partially estimated and exclude fellowships awarded by the National
L Institute of Mental Health. Beginning in FY 1967 NIMH was separated administratively
3 ;r]c_)m the other National Institutes of Health. Data for earlier years include NINiH fellow-
1 ips.
E Source: Data provided by the Career Development Review Branch, Division of Research

Grants, Nir.

h %3 Annual Report of the Federal Security Agency, Section Four, United States Public
1 Health Service, for fiscal year 1964, p. 299.
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special. The “special” category was intended for investigators who for some .
reason did not qualify naturally for a regular predo~toral or postdoctoral
award. They might be men in highly specialized fields, distinguished foreign
scientists who wished to spend a year doing research in the Urited States, or
men with unust:al qualifications. Table 2 shows the number of postdoctoral
and special fellowships awarded by NIH.

NIH Traineeships Unfortunately figures are not available on the number of
postdoctorals supported on NIH training grants during the same period. The
growth in dollar appropriations for training, predoctoral and postdoctoral,
is given in Table 3.

The following, however, is the numbes of postdoctoral trainees supported
since 1963:54

. —

Fiscal Year NI!H Postdoctoral Trainees
| 1963 5,366
. 1964 6,042
: 1965 6,534
; 1966 5,861
The number of trainees and of fellows cannot be compared directly because
many trainees hold other awards for short periods, for example, for a summer.
TABLE 3  Appropriations for NIH Training Grant Programs, Fiscal Years
1946-1967
! _
Training Training
Fiscal Year Appropriation Fiscal Year Appropriation
1946 $25,000 1957 $28,075,000
1947 $250,000 1958 $32,932,000
1948 $2,810,000 1959 $49,902,000
1949 $3,930,000 1960 $74,673,000
| 1950 $5,415,000 1961 $110,000,000
1951 $6,652,000 1962 $118,506,000
1952 $7,392,000 1963 $154,139,000
1953 $8,184,000 1964 $172,602,000
1954 $10,813,000 1965 $181,311,000
1955 $11,051,000 1966 $209,896,000
1956 $14,502,070 1967 $224,486,000
. i
. Source: NI/H Almanac, 1967, p. 74.
®4statistics prepared by the Resources Analysis Branch, Office of Program Planning, NIH.
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It has been estimated that the 6,861 trainees supported in fiscal year 1966
held the equivalent of 5,300 year-long awards. The figure would probably be
lower still if it included only awards held during the academic year or part of
it and excluded awards held only during the summer. Even with this correc-
tion, however, the number of postdoctorals on training grants far exceeds the
number on fellowships.

The large majority of postdoctoral trainees are MD’s. In 1966 over 85 per-
cent held the MD degree. Some also held a PhD, but less than 15 percent held
the PhD alone. The NIH postdoctoral fellows are much mcre evenly divided
between MD’s and PhD’s. In 1966 almost 45 percent of the fellows held the
PhD degree or equivalent.®®

The several institutes within NIH have pursued a variety of objectives in
their training programs, and individual programs differ widely. Some programs,
such as the original training program of the National Cancer Institute, are in-
tended to provide training in needed clinical skills; others, to provide training
in research. All the institutes, however, support research training to a greater
or less extent. The National Institute of General Madical Sciences, established
in 1962, is particularly concerned with basic research, but it has no monopoly
in this area. Each of the other institutes supports basic research relevant to its
mission. Unfortunately, it is not possible to determine from the available sta-
tistics how many of the trainees supported by the several institutes are in re-
search training programs and how many are in other sorts of training.

Whatever the purpose of a training program, all the institutes follow the
same criteria in selecting a hospital or university for a training grant. These
criteria are “the significance and relevance of the proposed training program;
[the] adequacy of the leadership, faculty, and facilities; and [the] training
record of thc institution and department concerned.”®® An institution must
apply for a training grant to receive one and is free to set its own educational
policy in providing training but, in the absence of a clear instituiional policy,
NIH policies set the pattern. It has seemed to some in the universities that the
universities have assumed too little responsibility. Robert E. Ebert, Dean of
the Harvard Medical School in 1966, made the following statement:

Although the University has become heavily involved in graduate [medical] education,
it has no primary responsibility for this phase of education. The internship is the respon-
sibility of the Council of Medical Education of the AMA. The Specialty Boards, as well
as extra-university residency revicew cominittces, are responsible for the quality, content
and length of residency training. The National Institutes of Health, through the mecha-

6s.loscph S. Murtaugh, Dircctor, Office of Program Planning, NIH, in Proceedings of the
Conference on Postdoctoral Fellowships and Research Associateships—in the Sciences and

Engineering, National Rescarch Council, 1967.
6 Administrative Policies Governing Training Grants of the National Institutes of Health,

mimcographed manual, May 1, 1962, p. 5.
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nism of its study sections, is responsible for the definition of [postdoctoral] fellowship
training. It is true that members of medical faculties play important roles on all of these
various councils and boards, but only in an extra-university capacity. Neither the profes-
sion nor the universities yet regard any of these programs as the respeasibility of medical
faculties. We are impelled to ask if the University can continue to assume that half of
the education of a physician is not its business. Should not the faculty review the various
programs of postdoctoral instruction going on within or near its walls as it does its doc-
toral program either for the PhD or the MD degree? Especially in the arca of fellowship
training, which presumably is training young men for academic medicine, the University
must take a more direct responsibility.

National Science Foundation

In the development of the National Institutes of Health, events outran the ar-
ticulation of policy. In 1944 President Roosevelt asked Vannevar Bush, direc-
tor of the war-time Office of Scientific Research and Development, to prepare
a report on the federal support of science after the war. In Science, The End-
less Frontier, published in 1945, Dr. Bush recommended the establishment of
a National Research Foundation, funded by the Congress “for promoting the
flow of new scientific knowledge and the development of scientific talent in
our youth.” He submitted a report by a medical advisory committee under the
chairmanship of Walter W. Palmer of Columbia University urging the desira-
bility of a new agency to channel funds into medical research. In the opinion
of the Palmer committee none of the existing agencies of the government was
“sufficiently free of specialization of interest” to warrant assigning to it the
broad mission of supporting medical research across the country. “The Federal
agency concerned with medical research should be created de novo and be in-
dependent of all existing agencies.” Dr. Bush, opposed to a separate agency
for medicine, recommended the establishment of a single agency serving all of
science, with separate divisions for the medical and natural sciences.®® “Sci-
ence is fundamentally a unitary thing. The number of independent agencies
should be kept to a minimum.”

He urged that there should be another division for scientific personnel and
education. It would support undergraduate scholarships and graduate fellow-
ships, and also “fellowships for advanced training and fundamental research.”
He submitted a report by a committee under the chairmanship of Isaiah Bow-
man of Johns Hopkins that recommended a program of postdoctoral fellow-
ships “as a direct aid to research.” The Bowman committee felt that the
program

57Robert E. Ebert, Report to the President of Harvard University for 1965-66, p. 7.
68 yannevar Bush, Science, The Endless Frontier, A Report to the President, Washington,
D.C., 1945, pp- 28-34, 43-54.
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. .. should include awards for older men to enable really experienced investigators to
develop and utilize their talents most effectively. . . . Research workers who have reached
the status of assistant professor or above tend to remain in their own universities and
their time available for research tends to become increasingly troken up. In theory, the
sabbatical year gives an opportunity for intensive research or travel, but in recent years
universities have been less and less able to grant such freedom from academic routine.
The resulting immobility of the senior staff serves to isolate the intellectual life of a
university. . . and the individuals concemed, lacking outside stimulation, may incline
more and more tc perfunctory performance of routine duties. . . . Fellowships large
enough 1o meet the salaries of advanced academic personnel for periods of intensive re-
search work at their own institutions or at other universities would be an effective means

of attacking these problems.”

The Palmer committee also urged the need for fellowships and recommended
that postdoctoral fellowships in the medical sciences be tenable for periods up
to six years. The committee cautioned, however, against “the establishment
of lifetime research professorships, or of protracted research fellowships, at
the expense of Federal funds.””°

Five years later Dr. Bush’s recommendations were realized in the National
Science Foundation. The Foundation received meager appropriations in its
early days and it was two years more before it was able to mount a fellowship
program. By this time the National Institutes of Health were well established
as a fellowship agency. The National Science Foundation incorporated a Divi-
sion of Medical Research but no fungs were appropriated to the Foundation
for the support of research in the medical sciences until 1959. The National
Institutes of Health (NIH) quickly became the main channel of federal support
in this area.

The National Science Foundation’s total budget has never matched the
total budget of NIH, and it has never been as large a sponsor of research
training. Table 4 givesthe number of fellowships the Foundation has awarded
over the years for the support of postdoctoral scholars in various categories.

Career Awards in the Medical Sciences

1 Conditions in the universities after Worid War II made an academic career

in the basic medical sciences appear to be as unattractive as it had been after
World War L. In 1948 the average maximum salary of instructors in the basic
3 medical sciences who had spent hree to five years in PhD training was about
: 1"« same as the average wage of carpenters and bricklayers. The best they
could hope for by way of promotion was a professorship paying $8,000 to

91pid., pp. 91, 92.
"1bid., pp. 54, 58.
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TABLE4 Number of NSF Regular and Senior Postdoctoral Fellowships
and Science Faculty Fellowships, 1953-1969

NSF Science
NSF Postdoctoral NSF Senior Facuity Feliowships
Fellowships Postdoctoral {for College

Year (Regular) Fellowships Science Tsachers)
1952-53 38 - -

1953-54 42 - =

1954-55 79 - -

1955-56 70 - -

1956-57 a8 52 -

1957-58 109 55 100

1958-59 151 76 216

1959-60 194 83 302

1960-61 180 75 285

1961-62 235 a1 285

1962-63 245 92 325

1963-64 245 a5 325

1964-65 240 96 325

1965-66 229 98 325

1966-67 230 95 326

1967-68 150 65 250

1968-69 120 55 223

Source: National Science Foundation, Annual Reports.

$11,000. “It is little wonder,” commented a Survey Committee of the Ameri-
can Medical Association and the Association of American Medical Colleges,
“that young physicians enter the clinical fields or the fields of research and
industry instead of the medical basic sciences. . . . The clinical departments
offer to young men a much greater range of opportunity than do the medical
basic sciences. In the clinical areas a man may teach, carry on research, and
keep in touch with clinical medicine. If he is not successful in obtaining a full-
time position on the faculty, he may work on a part-time basis, or he can enter
the practice of medicine and work for the medical school on a volunteer basis.
All this constitutes stiff competition for the medical basic science fields.””*
To improve the situation for promising young teacher-investigators in these
fields, the John and Mary R. Markle Foundation launched in 1948 a program
of Grants for Scholars in Academic Medicine. The grants, paying $5,000 a
year for five years were to enable universities to give nominated individuals
the best possible chance of developing their full powers. An applicant univer-

7 yohn E. Deitrick and Robert C. Berson, Medical Schools in the United States at Mid-
Century, Report of the Survey of Medical Education, 1953, p. 198.
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sity and its nominees were to be considered together. The university’s role
was described as follows:

It involves selecting outstanding men just as their training ends but before they make a
scientific reputation; steeling them against tempting positions outside their chosen field
of academic medicine; protecting them from being overloaded with teaching and adminis-
trative responsibilities and contributing funds toward their support, or their research, or
both. It is hoped that the security thus provided for five years will be sufficient for the
Scholars to prove their ability and to become established as research workeis and
teachers. . . . The real interest of a medical school in encouraging scientific talent should
be evident in the plan for the Scholar offered by the school when it makes 2 nomination.
In the selection process, the plan of each school will be carefully analyzed so that nomi-
nations received from schools unable or unwilling to carry out the purposes of the scheme
will be eliminated. This does not mean that the financially less fortunate medical schools
will be neglected. On the contrary some of the better candidates and most thoughtful
plans, we hope, will come from such sources. Quality is not dependent on income or

size.

Sixteen Markle Scholars were appointed in 1948. Eighteen years later, 431
scholars had been appointed in 88 schools.”® The program still continues. A
similar program of Grants for Scholars in Radiological Research was established
by the James Picker Foundation in 1953, and in 1954 the American Cyanamid
Company through its Lederle Laboratories Division established a program of
Lederle Medical Faculty Awards.”

In 1956 NIH was prompted to establish its cwn program of five-year fellow-
ships for investigators in the medical sciences. The need was described as
follows:

1. There are well-recognized deficiencies in the training of physicians for care rsin
research. Rarely does a physician receive the rigorous training in research methodology
that is typical of the PhD-type of training. Experiments devised by medical schools and
designed to remedy this weakness for students who intend to enter research rather than
the practice of medicine will be financed by NIH.

2. The state of the sciences basic to clinical medicine—the preclinical sciences—has for
some time been a matter of concern among those who have thought extensively about
medical research, medical education, and their interrelations. These fields are becoming
progressively more important as the essential unity of biological and medical sciences
with the physical sciences is expressed operationally in the design and execution of ex-
periments. Despite unparalleled need for a vigorous effort in this field, research is not
flourishing. The number of younger men of top caliber who aspire to research and
teaching careers in medical schools is inadequate.75

"2The John and Mary R. Markle Foundation, 1947 Annual Report, pp. 6-10.

7Ibid., 1965-66 Annual Report, p. 51.

| ederle Medical Faculty Awards, Eleventh Year, 1954-1965, April 1964; A Statement
of General Principles in the Granting of the F ifteenth Annual Series of Lederle Medical
Faculty Awards, 1968-1969.

7Science, Vol. 124, No. 3233, December 14, 1956, pp. 1189, 1190.
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The NIH career fellowships, called Senior Research Fellowships, were re-
stricted to men in the preclinical sciences who, having had two years of post-
doctoral training or experience, gave promise of a career in independent re-
search and teaching and demonstrated “potential for develcpment as an
academic leader.””® In 1961 the fellowships, redesignated Research Career
Development Awards, were thrown open to investigators in any of the sciences
related to health—clinical as well as preclinical. In fiscal year 1964 a total
of 747 individuals held these appointments. They included 191 in clinical
medicine and dentistry, 466 in the basic medical and biological sciences, and

81 in the behavioral sciences.’

Epilogue

These are some of the highlights in the development to date of postdoctoral
education in the United States. This account is necessarily sketchy, and many
programs that have made a significant contribution have been passed over.
This is particularly true of the period since World War II. No account has been
given of the postdoctoral fellowship programs of the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion and of the Air Force Office of Scientific Research, of the Fulbright-Hays
program, of the development of in-house postdoctoral research associateships
at the National Institutes of Health and in other government research institu-
tions, and of the programs of the many private foundations that, undaunted
by the flow of federal money, have committed funds to support postdoctoral
study. The postwar history of the Social Science Research Council fellowships,
the re-establishment of a postdoctoral fellowship program for the humanities
by the American Council of Learned Societies, and the recent entry into the
field of the National Endowment for the Humanities are also an important
part of the story. Equally important is the growing population of postdoc-
torals supported by universities on research project funds. As shown in later
chapters, such postdoctorals are now the largest segment of the total postdoc-
toral population. How their numbers have grown cannot be told since no one
has counted them previously.

The pattern postdoctoral education has followed since the war was iargely
set in the prewar years. As we have seen, many of the problems that concern
us now were problems then: the need to support young PhD’s in creative re-

7 Grant and Award Programs of the Public Heaith Service, Vol. 11, Policy and Informa-
tion Statement on Training Programs, 1959, p. 21.

77Reference Tables on Persons Receiving Support from N.I.H. Extramural Training Pro-
grams during Fiscal Year 1964, Public Health Service, 1966, Table 8, pp. 141-243.
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search, the need to provide MD’s with opportunities for research training, the
balance of teaching and research, the influence of the Sponsoring ageacies.
the responsibility of the universities.

We are concermed in the following pages with a form of education that fias
developed cver a long period, shaping itself in resporse o long-felt needs. It
has had its setbacks, but it has sutvived the test of time.

Semerred




Rt ani ik belidet T et Pl

2 el B P S e
.

St R,

mﬂww”ﬁﬁ

IRTRAT

3

CHAPTER

The Study

Although postdoctoral education in the United

States has been in existence almost as long 2s graduate education, very little
quantitative information exists that describes the scope and intensity of the
enterprise. In view of the large amount of educational data that has been com-
piled in the pact, it is surprising that so little attention has been puid to post-
doctoral study. Most of the data we have pertain either to particular fieids o1

5 particular programs of support; if all of these sources were assembled the
record would remain incomplete.

A basic difficulty in securing information on postdoctoral e:fucation results
from the fact that no formal ccnferring of a degree or certificate marks the
completion of the postdoctora! expenence. This is not to argue the Gesirability
of such a recognition of accompiishm :nt, but rather io suggest thatin a pro-
fession wiiere milestones are easil;y counted, postdoctoral activity takes place
so unobtrusively and ends so indeterminably that litte note is taken of the
event 2xcept by the participants.

The lack of decumentation also springs from a lack of consensus as to the
purpose of gostdoctoral education. Postdoctoral education has growa almost
sponianeously (and independently) in many segments of the universities :nd
in nonacademic environments. At most institutions there is no coordination
and no contact between thie postdoctoral activity in one fiel¢ and that in
another. As Robert Alberty, Dear. of Scierice at MIT, remarked in a speech to
the National Research Council in the spring of 1558: “The gracuate students
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have their deans and graduate deas have thei: national organizations. Many
universities have Vice Presidents for Research, bui very few people in univer-
sities havs any formal responsibilitics for postdoctorals.”

The lack of consznsus is reflected in (and partially caused by) the numerous
and uncoordinated agencies, foundations, health organizaticns, and profes-
sional societies supporting postdoctoral education. Each has its own well
defined purpose (if the agency s complex there may be several different wa -t
defined purposes), but there is not necessarily agreement among these groups
with regard to motivation. Sometimes the difierences are sufficiently great
that some program officers are unaware that they are supporting postdoctorals
as <uch.

The practice of hiting postdoctorals to work on research projects at univer-
sities, supported by extramural (usually federal) funds has contributed greatly
to the absence of statistics on the magnitude of the postdoctoral population.

¢ only do the employing institutions often fail to make a distinction be-
tween the postdoctoral research associate and the other professionzl and semi-
professional staff being paid from these restricted funds, but some granting
agencies are indifferent to the backgrounds of those the professor selects to
work with. One program officer asserted *hat his responsibility was to pur-
chase research as efficiently as possible; who was hired to do the work was not
his concern. The result is that, with the exceptio: of one or two federal agen-
cies, no count has been made of the number of people at each education level
whe have been paid from agency funds. The new annnal inventory of person-
nel being carried out Dy NSF for the intcragency Committee on Academic
Science and Engineering will supply these data in the future.! For the past
and present, however, such information is unavailable.

The Availatle Facts

The most coinprehensive previous examination of the postdoctoral situation
was made by Bernard Berelson” in 1960 in preparation for a report to the As-
sociation of American Universities. Berel-on visited some 16 campuses, sent
questionnaires to the forty-odd member institutions of the AAU, and beld
discussions with representatives of a number of federal agencies. In liea of
hard data, except for a few national fellowship programs, Berelson applied the

! Unfortunately the information reque; ica cf universities in this CASE Phase I study wiil
not include those postdoctorals whose stipend is paid by a nongo zmmental source, but
whose research expenses are supplied from the men*or’s federai contract or grant.
2nemard Berelson, Postdoctoral Work in American Universities, Journal of Higher Edu-
cation, Vol. XXXIII, No. 3, March 1962, pp. 119-130.
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formula of one postdoctoral research associate for each $100,000 of federal
research funds at universities. With this and other rough approrimations he es-
iimated that in 1960 there were 8,000 postdoctoral appointees in all fields at
Another study was made in 1958 by Dr. /irthur S. Cain and completed,
after his death, by Lois G. Bowzn.” They reported on a comprehensive ques-
tionnaire study made of the system of medical Zellowships and their impact
on both the recipients and the medical institutions. Valuable in its limited
areas of concern, the study is now ovt-of-date. The decade that has passed
has seen tremendous growth, and the climate in medical schools has changed
radically.
An unpublished pilot study e::amining many aspects of postdoctoral edu-
cation at eight universities was undertaken by the National S.ience Founda-
tior: in 1965.
Studies at indivicual universities have been made oy H. W. Magoun at
UCLA, Robert Alberty at Wisconsin, G. M. Almy at Illinois, and John Perry
‘ Miller at Yale. In addition Mvron Rand has written a short history of the
! National Research Council Fellowships describing the development of that
important program that “contributed to the spectacular rise from mediocrity
to world leadership in scientific research which the United States has accom-
plished during the one generation in which the -ellowship experiment has been
in progress.” -

In none of these studies is there an overview of the extent anc nature of
postdoctoral activity in the Uniced States. The nresent study was undertaken
by the National Research Couzcil to provide that overview. The first task was
to establish the boundaries of the zniverse to be investigated. This was no easy
task, since the definition of postdoctoral education was really to be the con-
clusion of the study.

Definition of Postdoctoral Appointment
t
‘ Strictly speaking, postdoctoral is an adjective thai pertains to an individual §
j who has attained the doctor’s degree. Thus, a postdoc:oral appointment in
! precise terms refers to any formal positior: to wlich a person is appointed fol-
3 ! lowing his completion of the requirements for a doctor’s degree. The word
! would most naturally be contrasted with predoctoral.

.- ‘ 3 Arthur S. Cain, Jr. ard Lois G. Bowen, The Roie of Postdoctoral rellowships in Aca-
demic Medicine, The Journal of Medical Educazion, Vol. 36, No. 10, Part 2, October
1961, pp. 1357-1556.
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However, just as predoctoral is generally limited to describing that period
before the doctorate but after the baccalaureate, the common usage of post-
doctoral is restricted to those holders of the dectorate who are pursuing some
special experience or iraining beyond their formal predocioral work. Exactly
which experier:ces should be included or excluded is a question on which
there is little zgreement, alihough most observess would admit that holders of
fellowships who are carrying on research in association wiin a senior investiga-
tor represent the paradigm. The problem of definition is complicated by the
age and field of the individual, the variety of titles used, the institution at
which the appoiritment is held, and, most critically, by the ambiguity in the
purposz of mary appointments. We shall discuss these ditTiculties after pre-
senting the following definition used in this study:

This study is concerned with appointments of a temporary nature at the postdoctoral
Jevel that are intended to offer an opportunity for continued educatios: and experience
in research, usually, thoush not necessarily, under the supervision of a senior mentor.
The appointee may have a research doctorate (e.g., PhD, ScD) professional doctorate
(e.z., MD, DVM) or other -jualificaticns whick: are considered equivalent in th2 circum-
stances. A person may have more than one postdoctoral appointment during his career.

In its inquiries, the Committee on Academic Science and Engineering of
the Federal Council for Science-and Technology inserts the restriction th=i
the man be within five years of his doctorate. We have avoided such a restric-
tion for several reasons. If we set a limit that might be appropriate in-the case
of PhD’s, manv MD’s who take postdoctoral work following their internships
and residencies would not be included. Furthermore, in fieids such as the hu-
manities and social sciences, the pattem is to delay postdoctoral work until 2
period of time has passed. Some of these people would also be missed. Finally,
in terms of the impact on institutions, it makes little difference if the Gccupants
of laboratory benches or library carrels are just out of graduate school or have
been emgployed elsewhere for soime time. Our data permit us to distinguish
among the age groups when it is important.

The first key word in the definition is temporary . There are a number of
temporary postdoctoral appointments that we want to exclude or at least to
amplify the conditions under which they may be included. The first is the
appointment {o instructor or assistant professor. These appointments are gen-
erally temporary, but ordinarily should not be considered within our defini-
tion, since thay are understood to be part of a regular series of academic ap-
pointments and lead, if all goes well, to permanent positions. On the other
hand, at some institutions a person may be given a fractional professorial wp-
pointment with the remainder of his support coming from a fellowship. Such
people will be included in our study.
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Another variation on this theme is the practice, especially in mathematics,
of creating named instructorships, such as the Moore Instructorships at MIT,
the Pierce Instructorships at Harvard, or the J ¥illard Gibbs Instructorships
at Yale, where young PhD’s are given a reduced teaching Joad so that they may
concentrate their efforts on research. It is likely that these people shoula be
included in the study, although it is not known whether all such individuals or
departments responded to our inquiries.

Another temporary appointment is that of tk.e Visiting Professo.. i this
case, although the individual has oficn accepted the appointment to make use
of the research facilities and professional contacts at the host institution, we
have excluded him from our definition if he is filling a regular faculty position
in e host institution. Our reasoning here is that his impact upon the budget
anc faciiities of the institution is small; the faculty member he temporarily
replaced ‘would have used essentially the same resources. The effect of this
decision on our part is to reduce the apparent number of postdoctoral positions
in those fields where, for lack of extramural funds, other postdoctoral oppor-
tunities are rare. It may be one reason for the low representation of postdoc-
torals in the hu:nanities and in the social sciences.

Some temporary appointments are so short as ‘0 be little more than visits.
These clearly are not r2levant to the study. However, it is less clear how long
the visit must be before we become interested. The critical question is whether
the duration is sufficient for research to be accomplished. We decided that the
criterion ought to be whether a formal appointment has been made by the
host institution.

Another ambiguous group is what Clark Kerr* has called the “unfaculty.”
These are the professional research personnel who are more or less perma-
nently appointed to the research staffs of institutes and departments of univer-
sities without having regular faculty appointments. At some institutions a
parallel structure of research facuity appointr znts is estabhshed through
which these peopie may progress without ever attaining tenure or other fac-
ulty privileges. This group overlaps in an irregular and indefiniie way wich the
pestdoctoral population to the degree that it is difficult to draw the dividing
line. From the point of view of the supporting federal agency and the directn-
of the research group, both the professional research staff and the postdoc-
iorals are appointed to perform research under the rubric of the contract.
There is no explicit intention in either case that the appointment provide an
opportunity for continued ed:ication and experience in research, although
this opportunity exists. The distinction between the unfaculty and the post-

*Clark Kerr, The Uses of the University, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Mass.,
1964, p. 67.
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doctoral is in their respective perceptions of their goals and purp- :*s. The
postdoctoral is one who intends to leave the position after an int:-sval, having
received the continued education and experience in research that ke sought.

The second key word in he definition is research. There are a number of
types of temporary positions that have the character of apprenticeships.

These include internships and residencies for physicians, clerkships for lawyers,
teaching internships in liberal arts colleges, and administrative intemnships in

in the major universities. Nane of these is a postdoctoral app<intment in our
sense unless research training under the supervision of a senior mentor is the
prire purpose of the appointment. .

Related to the restriction tc researcn is the problem of the second doc-
torate. What is to be done in the case of the physician who seeks 2 PhD or the
PhD who heads for a professional doctorate? It was decided to admit the
man to postdoctoral status if research was his main activity. This has the ef-
fect of denying this status to the man seexing the professional doctorate (e.g.,
medicine or law) and of granting it to the physician pursuing the PhD degree.

The situation for the young medical doctor is further complicated by the
fact that some sources of support do not make the research distinction that
we do. Thus, 2 man mzay hold a postdoctoral trainezship from the National
Institutes of Health to obtain training in research or to obtain training in clini-
cal practice. The former we include; ik latter we do not.

Up to this point, much of the discussion has dealt with. the university scene.
In industrial, governmental, and nonprofit laboratories an.d libraries around
the country there are positions similar to those described above in the univer-
sity environment. When such positions in nonacademic organizations have the
character and objectives of postdoctoral appointments in the universities, we
have included them in the study.

Regardless of the host institution, a major problem in identifying postdoc-
torals is the bewildering array of titles that are attached to them. Aithough
there are only four basic types of postdoctoral appointments (see page 86 for
fuller discussion), the tities are often unrelated. A man supported by a fellow-
ship generally has the word “fellow” in his title: however, a man suppcrted on
faculty research funds may be called a “fellow,” a “research fellow,” a “re-
search associate,” a “‘research assistant professor,” etc. At many institutions a
research associate is a young postdoctoral supported by faculty research money,
while at the California Institute of Technology a research associate is a dis-
tinguished visiting scholar who does not teach, regardless of his source of
support. :

Differences in semantic usage have made for difficulties in collecting data. !
When asked how many postdoctoral students were in his department, one :
chairman answered, “None,” when, in fact, his department leads the country |




s e i e e

45
STRATEGY OF THE STUDY

in the ratio of postdoctorals to faculty (3:1). At his institution postdoctorals
are counted among the faculty and consequently are not students.

In an attempt to anticipate some of the ambiguities mentioned above, a
list of explicit exclusions and inclusions was attached to the definition distrib-
uted along with all questionnaires and inquiries. This list is reproduced as
follows:

EXCLUSIONS

1. Although appointments to Instructor and Assistant Professor are temporary, they
are excluded because they are understood. to be part of the regular series of academic
appointments and lead, if all goes well, to a permanent position.

2. Visiting professor appointments are excluded if they fill regular places in the host
institution’s academic staff.

3. Service Research appoiniments which are not intended to provide an opportunity
for continued educatioa in research are excluded.

4. Intemnships and Residencies are excluded unless research training under sugervision
of a senior mentor is the prime purpose of the appointment.

5. Holders of a doctor’s degree who are studying for another doctorate that does not
involve research as a primary activity are excluded.

INCLUSIONS

1. Postdoctoral appointments, supported by whatever funds, that provide ar. oppor-
tunity for continued education and experience in research are included.

2. Scholars on leave from other institutions are included if they come primarily to
further their research expericnce.

3. Appointments of holders of professional doctoral degrees who are pursuing re-
search experience are included even though they may be czndidates for a second doctoral

degree.
4. Appointments in government and industrial laboratories that resemble in their

character and objectives postdoctoral appointments in the universities are included.

$. Persons holding fractional postdoctoral appointments are included. For example,
a postdoctoral fellow with a part-time Assistant Professorship is included.

6. Appointments for a short duration are included if they are of sufficient duration
to provide an opportunity for research and a formal appointment can be made.

Strategy of the Study

n order to provide information and opinions from the whole specirum of
persons connected in some way with postdoctoral education, we found it
necessary to use a wide variety of instruments and techniques to sample the
pertinent components of the population. Depending on the nature of his in-
volvement, an individual ma} have been asked to respond to a formal question-
naire, to an invitation to record free replies to broad inquiries, or he may have
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been approached through an interview. The interviews included single iz, di-
viduals and groups. A number of conf:rences were held following speeches by
the Director and by members of the Advisory Committee and many reactions
were obtained. It is felt that opinions of most major groups have been sampled.

Two kinds of information have been gathered: factual counts of numbers
of individuals, institutions, and responses; and statements of opinion. The
former were required simply to provide scope to the study; the latter to place
the scope in context. Let us first consider the instruments used to collect the
facts.

The fundamenal question is: How rnany postdoctorals consistent with our
definition exist? Immediately associated with that question are many others.
Where are they located? In what fields do they work? Where did they get their
formal education? What is their citizenship? By whom are they supported?
What is the nature of their support? How much rernuneration do they receive?
What is the nature of their activities? Wh:’ did they seek such an appointment?
What are their future plans? etc. Although some of this information can be
partially gleaned from federai agencies and private funding sources, most of
the data did not exist. For example, most agencies have only fragentary in-
formation on the number of posidoctorals supported on research grants, since
the receptor institutions are allowed some freedom in the selection of the
kinds of personnel hired with these funds. We decided that only a census of
postdoctorals would pzrmit us t: answver the questions posed. Adequate re-
sponses were received from 10,740 postdoctorals and we estimate that the
total postdoctoral population in the spring of 1967 numbered 16,000.°

Another major question ccncerns the nature of the environment within
which the postdoctoral is working and where he is likely to be employed fol-
lowing his present appointment. In both cases the location is probably an insti-
tution of higher education (as is evident from the postdoctoral census data).
Accordingly, a questionnaire was designed to be answered by departmental
chairmen to discover the answers to such ques ons as: How many faculty of
what rank are in the department? What kind of background do the faculty
have? How many gracnate students are enrolled? How many graduate degrees
are awarded? What positions do their doctoral recipients fill following their
degrees? How many postdoctorals are in the department? What are the depart-
mental policies regarding the postdoctoral? etc. Returns were received from
4,040 departments in 357 schools.®

~

5The technique used in carrying out the census and the way in which the rate of return
was estimated are discussed in Appendix A-1. In view of the uncertainties in the estima-
tion procedure the estimate of 16,000 postdoctorals could be wrong by as much as 2,000
in either direction.

6See Appendix A-2 for details on sampling procedures and for analysis of the retumns.
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Faculty members| - central zoles in postdoctoral education. By directing
inquiries to the faculty, views were sought from mentors of postdoctorals and
from those who, although involved in research, had no postdoctorals in their
research group. Both views are importart since the present evolution of post-
doctoral study does not meet with the approval cf 21l facuity. Answers were
sought to such questions as: What is the composition of research groups in
terms of graduate students, postdoctorals, professional staff, faculty co-
workers, etc.? How many recent graduate degrees have bezsn produced from
the group? For what reasons are graduate students urged to take postdoctoral
study? In what way do the various kinds of members of the research group
contribute to the research and teaching? Does the nationality of the postdoc-
toral make a difference? What are the time and space requirements of 2 post-
doctoral compared to a graduate student? etc. Completed questionnaires were
received from 2,195 postdoctoral mentors and from 564 doctofal mentors
without postdoctorals in their research groups."

The administrative point of view was elicited through an open-ended ques-
tionnaire (see Appendix A-5) that was sent to each of the universities having
pos:doctorals. Questionnaires were sent to 165 schools and replies were re-
ceived from 125.

The many agencies and private organizations that suppert nationally com-
petitive fellowship programs were’asked three questions: How many fellow-
ships in what fields have been awarded since the inception of their program?
What was their budget for postuoctoral fellowships in fiscal year 1967 (July 1,
1966 to June 30, 1967)? What purpose were they seeking to fulfill with their
program? ‘

In addition we have had commentary from directors of non ‘rofit, govern-
ment, and industrial 1aboratories on the effect of the growth 0i postdoctoral
education on their ac". sities. Interviews have been held with program officers
in the several federal agencies supporting the bulk of the research in universi-
ties to determine the part that consideration of the postdoctoral plays in their
awarding research grants and contracts to universities. Twenty universities
were visited and conversations were held with deans, departmental chairmen,
faculty members, postdoctorals, and terminal doctoral candidates. Numerouz
discussions have been held with knowledgeable people in and out of the fed-
eral government and clos: coordination has been maintained with a number
of other related studies teing carried out in the National Academy of Sciences
and elsewhere.

One other investigation has been made to determine the value of postdoc-
toral education. Many observers are of the opinion that, for the most part,
those who seek and receive postdoctoral appointments are among the better

TSee Appendix A-3 for sampling details and for analysis of the returns.
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doctoral recipients. This study confirms that opinion on the average. Separate
studies such as the report of the Commission on Human Resources and Ad-
vanced Education® demonstrate that, as measured by the rate at which pub-
lished work is cited by others, former postdoctorals do more important re-
search than those researchers who have not hail postdoctoral appointments.
The combination of these two concepts Ieads to the rather cbvious conclusion
that better PhD’s do better research. Whether the postdoctoral experience is
relcvant to the subsequent success is left in doubt.

We have attempied to improve on existing data by selecting two samples
of doctorate Lolders of apparent equal quality. A group of former postdoc-
torals was matched with an equal group of ncn-former-postdoctorals that was
similar with regard to field distribution, to the “quality” of the PhD institu-
tion,? to the time lapse between the baccalaureate and f::e doctor’s degree,
and to the age of the individual. These two grouys were sent questionnairesm

and citation information was gathcred irom the Science Citation Index.

These then, in addition to pablished documents, are the inputs to the study.
The exposition of our results and conclusions are found in the chapters that
follow.

8 Human Resources and Higher Education, Ruv: sell Sage Foundatior:, New York, in press, -

1969.
9 Allan Cartter, An Assessment of Quality in Gruduate Education, American Council of

Education, 1966.
105ee Appendix A-4 for sampling details and response rates.
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‘ The Demography
of Postdoctoral
Education

We received usable responses to our census of
postdoctorals from 10,740 persons who determined that they were included
within cu: definition. Assuming that we had a 65 percent rate of return,” in
the spring of 1967 there were approximately 16,000 posidcctorals including
U.E. citizens either in this country or abroad and foreign nationals in this
country. Compared with Berelson’s estimate? {although h« was concerned
only with postdoctorals at academic institutions), the number of postdoc-
torals has doubled between 1960 and 1967.

The rate of doubling has not been uniform across all fields. In chemistry
the numbers have doubled in five or six years,? while in physics the doubling
required only four or five years.* We will examiie the situation in each dis-
cipline ]ater. For the present it is sufficient to ncte that until recently the num-
ber oi postdocorals has been increasing steadily since World War 1.

There is evidence that the growth has now begun to level off. if not to de-
crease. In spite of an increase in the number of applicants,tl. «mber of fel-
Jowships awarded by the National Science Foundation has almo:t halved in
the last three years. The Committee on Physics and Society (COMPAS) of the
American Institute of Physics has reported that although the number of post-

ISee Appendix A-1.

2Bemard Berelson, Postdoctoral Work in American Universities, pp. 119-130.

3 NAS-NRC, Chemistry Opportunities and Needs, Publ. 1292, Washington, D.C., 1963.
“N..S-NRC, Physics: Survey and Outlook, Publ 1295, Washington, D. C., 1966.
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FISURE2

Profile of U.S. Postdoctorals.
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doctorals in physics has increase. slightly between 1955-66 and 1966-67, the
figure was expected to decrezse in 1968-63 as the hiring of new postdoctorals
was deferred because of the unzertainty in federal support.’ (It did decrease,
by about 3 percent.) The comMpAS survey of 130 depzrtment chairmen ze-
vealed that the number of physics postdoctorals per faculty member was
expected to fall from 0.34 (where it has stabilized for three years) to 0.29. {
{The implications of a reduction of the number of postdoctoral appointments |
wili be pursuzd in Chapter 6.)

bad

The Composition of the Postdoctoral Popt!ation

as is shown in Figure 2, 87 percent of the postdoctorals are at academic insti-
tutions in the United States, 8 percent are at U.S. nonproiii organizations, 7
percent are at federal research establishments, 4 percent are in other countries,
and only 0.4 percent are in industrial installations. Although the universities
predominate as host institutions, it js important to keep in mind that signifi-
cant ~umbers of postdoctorals have chosen other places to do research. It will
become clear that the nature of the experiencc and the aspirations of the post-
doctorals are relatively independent of the host institutior,.

A more sigmilicant difference among the segments of the postdoctoral popu-
lation is the type of degree that the postdoctoral has earned. According to the
Tesponses to our census,® 62 percent hoid a research doctorate orly (PhD or
equivalent), 21 peicent hold a professional dociorate only (MD, DDS, DVM,
etc.), 3 percent hold both the PhD and the MD, and 4 percent reported no
doctorate.” Because of the different nature of the predoctoral experience, the
3 postdoctoral activity is different for the PhD and the MD. PhD’s, having had
more research experience, play the role of apprentices, whereas most MD’s,
receiving perhaps their First research training, tend to have the status of students
of research.

Ancther critical difference among the postdoctorals is the level of their
professional senio=ity. An established researcher will generally neither seek

P v T —
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5Survey of the Commitzee on Physics and Society~{teport No. 1, American Institute of

Physics, February 27, 1968.

®Unless otherwise indicated all data will be presented in terms of what we collected from

the various questionnaues. If we have not received uniform return rates from the various

segments of the population, the actual distribution will differ from what is reported. Un- i
fortunately, there is no way to correct such errors.

i A number of scholars receive appointments and fellowships of the postdoctosal charac-

ter without having earned a doctoral degree. Some of these are from foreign countries

where the doctorate has a different significance from that in the United States.
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nor expect the same kind of appcintment that a fresh PhD will accept, nor
will their activities necessarily be the same. From this perspective, several cate-
gories are usually established. The “regular” postdoctoral with the PhD is one
within five years of his PhD. The senior postdoctoral with the PhD is more
than five years beyond his PhD. A similui distinction can be made among
those with the MD except that we have used seven years as the dividing point.
This allows the man to serve one year of internship and severa: years of resi-
dency before taking = postdoctoral appointment.

In this study the post-PhD categories are defined somewhat diiferently
f;om those in mnst tellowship programs in order to group the postdoctorals
in more homogericous sets. With a2 complication to be described below there
are three basic subcategories: immediatc postdoctoral, intermediate postdoc-
toral, and senior postdoctoral. The immediate postdoctoral is within two years
of his dnctorate, the intermediate postdoctoral is between two years and five
years from his doctorate, and the senior postdoctoral is mor= than five years
from his doctorate.

A fourth category is important »nd overlaps those already given. This
group comprise- the Jong-tenii pustdoctorals, defined as those who, however
far from their doctorate, have spent more than two years on a postdoctoral
appointinent and who are not on leave from another position. It is clear that
the Jong-term postdoctoral as we have defined him is not necessarily to be
identified with the nostdoctoral on ind¢iinite appointment. Some of the long-
term postdoctorals are simply completing work that has taken riore than twc
years. The professional research appointes, since he did not pzrceive of him-
seif as on a “temporary” appointment, may not have responded to our ques-

TABLE 5 Number of Postdoctorals by Leve! of Appointment and Peicent
Foreign

Percent

Postdoctorsis Foreign

L evel of Appointment Number Percent at Level
Immediate post-PhD 3,997 37.2 44
Intermediate post-PhD 905 84 64
Long-term post-PhD 975 9.1 £4
Senior post-PhD 815 7.6 44
Recent post-MD 2,391 223 26
Senior post-MD 937 8.7 52
Both PhD and MD 334 3.1 84
No reported doctorate 382 3.6 64
45

Total 10,740 100.0

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel. Postdoctoral Cansus Questionnaire.
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tionnairs (in fact, he should not have responded). Thus the reader is cautioned
that the long-term category is at b2st an jll-defined group.

The distribution of postdoctorals by serority and degree type is given in
Table 5. It should be noted that the immediate postdoctoral represents 60
percent of all post-PhD’s (3,997 out of 6,686). This is the group that mest
people refer to when discussing postdoctorals. They have takai: postdoccoral
appointments as their first employment after completing their degree require-
ments. The same may be true of some of the long-term postdoctorals, but they
Constitute less than 14 percent of the post-PhD’s. The intermediate postdoc-
torals have been empioycd elsewhere and they are either on leave of absences
or are in transition to new employment.

To understand the composition of the postdoctoral pogulation it is neces-
sary to explore another dimension. In each discipline there exists the spectrum
of levels just described and, to a lesser extent, a mixture of both post-PhD’s
and post-MD’s.® Similarities across fields are not absent, but similarities within
a discipline and across host institutions are often striking. Table 6 shows the
distribution of the postdoctorals in the varicus fields.

It is clear that the social sciences and humanities do not participate in post-
docteral education to the extent that the natural sciences do. Whether these
ficids ought to be more involved or not is discussed in Chapter 6. It should be
noted, howevez, that these data were collected before the National Endowment
foi the Humanitics made its first awards.

An important categorization of the entire population can be made in terms
of the citizenship of thz poctdoctoral. Tables 5 and § give the fraction of all
individuals at each level and in each field who are foreign. The details of the
foreign component of the population and its relatiun to federal and educa-
tional policy will be discussed in Chapter 8. At this point we should be re-
mindec< {%at international travel of scientists and scholars generally is a well
established pattern. Between the end of the Jast century and the first third of
this century many American scientists went abroad, mostly to Germany, for
postdoctoral training. I# is not z¢ all unlikely that as many as ha'f of the post-
doctorals in Germany at that time were not Germans. What has changed is
that the lecus of scientific excellence has shifted to the United States and the
availability of support in this country is now much larger. We must also re-
member that 8 percent of all U.S. postdoctorals (35 percent of senior post-
doctorals) are abrozd.

An important feature of the foreign pcstdoctoral population is the concen-
tration of citizenship in only a few countries. Over !aif of all foreign postdoc-

8 The term post-MD is used here and elsewhere as a generic term that includes ail post-
professiona: doctorates. The MD degree is by far the niost predominant of these (approxi-
mately 95 percent).

T
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(A

TABLE6 Number of Postdoctorals by Field and Percent Foreign

Postdoctorals Foreign H
Postdostoral Field Number  Percent in Field ’
Astronomy 108 1.0 5€
Mathematics 240 22 40
Physics 1,267 112 50
Chemistry 1,660 15.5 63
Earth sciences 189 1.8 54
Engineering 274 26 64
EMP? Total 3,738 349
Biochemistry 1,322 123 51
Other basic life sciences 1,030 9.6 40,
Other biosciences 907 8.4 44
Agricultural sciences 55 0.5 62
Internal medicine 1,059 9.9 36
Other raedical sciences 1,166 10.8 35
Allied medical sciences 425 4.0 37
Life Sciences Total 5,964 555
| Psychology 246 23 11
Social sciences 196 1.8 3t
Social Sciences Total 442 4.1
Arts and humanities 228 21 23
t Other fields 368 34 36
; Total 10,740 100.0 45

4Engineering, mathematics, and physical sciences

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Pcstdoctoral Census Questionnaire.

torals are from only five countries (Uzited Kingdom, India, Japan, West Ger-
many, and Canada) and 75 percent are from 13 countrigs. Thus, the remaining
68 countries represented account for only 1,211 postdoctorals, or slizhtly less
than 18 postdoctorals per country. Appendix B-3 presents data for foreign
postdoctorals by their country of origin.

T e

. In 1967 there were approximately 13,000 postdoctorals of all varieties at U.S.
institutions of higher education. Of these, 8,654 responded to the census ques-

i The Postdoctoral in U.S. Academic Institutions
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tionnaire. Of the 212 universities that had granted a PhI2 by 1966, only 147
or 70 percent had postdoctorals. In addition, 27 other colleges or newly
formed graduate institutions had postdoctorals. Appendix B-2 contains a
listing of the institutions with postdoctorals. The distribution ot postdoctorals
among these 174 institutions is, however, highly skewed, as is shown in Figure
3. From the curve it can be seen that 50 percent of the postdoctorals are in
only 9 percent of the schools that have any postdoctorals anc 80 percent of
the postdoctorals are in only 25 percent of the schools. Harvard alone can
claim 7 percent of the postdoctorals. In spite of ike different total number

of institutions in the base, the distribution of PhD production is strikingly sim-
ilar. The relationship to federal funding?® is also shown in Figure 3.

Another way of looking at the concentration is to examine the number of
institutions in each field that have postdoctorals compared with the number
of institutions that have granted the PhD. Table 7 gives the number of schools
having half oi the postdoctorals in a given field as well as the fraction of avail-
able schools these :umbers represent. Although postdoctorals are most widely
dispersed among the potential universities in chemistry and int=mal medicine,
the concentration of postdoctorals among a few of the universities is almost
independent of {i=ld, as can be seen in the last column. The small attention
generally paid to postdoctorai activity might be explained by the fact that
only at a handful of schools is the number of postdoctorals large enough to be :
noticeable outside of the departments.

In terms of departments, the distribution of postdoctoral activity is given
E= ; in Table 8. It is not surprising that postdoctorals tend to go to the more pres-
| | tigious schools.!® What might be unexpected is that postdoctorals are present
E in liberal arts colleges that do not award the PhD. The percentages given for
colleges at which less than half the faculty have the PhD may be inflated since
the return rate may have been higher from departments with postdoctorals.

The current pattern does not differ significantly from what Berelson found
in 1960. He found that the institutions in the Association of American Uni-
versities (A AU) did about two thirds of the postdoctoral work in American
universities.!? At that time the AAL had about 40 members, which would
imply that approximately one fifth of all schools had 67 percent of the post-
doctorals in 1960.

9 A totai of 298 schools received funds in excess of $12,000 in 1966 to support r:search
from the AEC, NASA, or the Department of Defense. Since NSF and HEW contribute
funds for nonresearch purposes, it is difficult to determine whether the funds from them 1
represent research support. The fit in Figure 3 would not be nearly so close if all of the
schools receiving federal support were included. ;
10The grouping of institutions by reputation is explained in Appendix B-2, which also
v includes summary data for postdoctorals at U.S. academic institutions.

1 lBerclson, loc. cit.

A
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FIGURE 3
Distribution of 1967 Postdoc:orals among U.S. Institutions and Comparison :
to 1960-66 PhD Production and 1966 Federal Academic Science Obligations. g
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Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personne!, Postdoctoral Census Questionnaire and Doctorate Records File, i
NSF. di 3 compifed for the Commitiee on Academic Scienze and Engineering {CASE). :

An adequate picture of postdoctoral activity in the universities can: be ob-
tained only if we examine thz various kinds of postdoctorals there. Table 9
gives the distzibution among levels in the various fields. The significance of the
activity, both for the university and for the individual postdoctoral, depends
on the level of appointment. Usually the young man who proceeds to a post-
doctoral appointment immediately after his doctorate is motivationally and
professionaily different from a seasoned researcher. Moreover, he is at a much
more critical point in his career than the older man. Since 84 percent of these
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TABLE 7 Concentration of Postdoctorals among Academic Institutions in Selected Fields

Number of Institutions institutions with One-Half of Postdoctorals
Doctoral -
Institutions
with Percent of All Percent of All
Postdoctoral Granting Postdoctoral Postdoctorals Granting Postdoctoral
Field Doctorates Hosts (percent) Number Doctorates Hosts
Mathematics 103 36 35.0 6 5.8 16.7
Physics and astronomy 124 89 71.8 13 10.5 146
Chemistry 153 129 843 piv 13.1 155
Biochemistry 141 93 66.0 15 10.6 16.1
Biosciences 152 103 67.8 14 9.2 136
Internal medicine 34 79 94.0 10 119 12.7
Total funduplicated) 212 176 63.0 17 7.9 9.8

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Doctorate Records File and Postdoctoral Census Questionnaire.




TABLE 9 Distribution of Postdoctorals at U.S. Academig Institutions by Level of Appointment and Field

Percentage of Postdoctorais by Level of .Appointment

No Total
Post-PhD Post-PhD Post-PhD Post-PhD Doctorate Number

Postdoctoral Field Immediate intermediate  Senior Long-Term Post-MD Degree (100%)
Mathematics 54.3 9.7 22.3 5.7 1.1 6.9 175
Astronomy 64.4 17.8 5.5 8.2 0.0 4.1 73
Physics 61.4 12.1 54 14.7 0.1 6.3 1,034
Chemistry 63.3 13.0 6.5 13.6 0.8 2.7 1,502
Earth sciences 60.4 12.2 15.8 7.2 0.0 43 139
Erngineering 67.1 111 6.2 8.6 25 45 243
EMP? 62.4 124 7.4 12.8 0.7 44 3,166
Agricultural sciences 529 11.8 11.8 13.7 5.9 39 51
o Biochemistry 47.0 10.6 3.6 15.8 18.8 4.2 1,072
©  Other basic medical sciences 28.1 5.4 39 6.7 53.5 24 761
Biosciences 44.6 10.6 8.5 15.1 18.0 3.1 715
Agric. and biol. sci. Total 40.9 9.1 5.2 129 28.5 3.3 2,599
Internal medicire 5.3 1.2 0.7 1.6 89.6 1.5 810
F Other ci‘nical medicine 24 0.4 0.1 1.2 93.9 2.0 930
1 Allied medical sciences 39 0.8 0.8 0.8 91.2 2.6 388
{ Medical sciences Total 3.8 0.8 0.5 1.3 91.8 1.9 2,128
Psychology 58.3 8.9 14.3 9.5 6.5 24 168
Social sciences 329 ] 19.7 224 15.1 2.0 7.9 152
Arts and {ijumanities 14.0 204 459 8.9 0.6 10.2 157
Education and professions 26.1 7.4 154 8.1 34.2 9.9 284
Total All Fields 38.9 8.6 6.4 9.7 32.7 3.8 8,654

2E ngineering, mathematics, and physical sciences.

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Census Questionnaire.
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TABLE 8 Percentage of Academic Institutions Having Postdoctorals by Type
of Institution and Department

Pe:centage with Postdoctorals by Department

Type of Basic
Academic Fhysical Madical Social
Institution Sciences Engineering Biosciences Sciences Sciences Humanities
Ten leading 95 72 86 100 61 30
Twenty other major 78 57 79 97 36 18
Established 28 21 71 71 15 8
Developing - 25 5 20 59 5 1
Others
More than half
PhD faculty 4 6 7 25 1 0
Less than half
PhD facul;‘y 1 0 0 0 0 1

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Census Questionnaire.

immediate postdoctorals have chosen to do their work at universities, we
should discuss their situation next.

Immediate PhD Postdoctorals

An increasing number of PhD recipients have been selecting postdocioral
appointments as their first appointment after the doctorate. In 1962, 8.5
percent of all PhD’s produced in this country went immediately into postdoc-
toral positions.'> By 1967, the fraction had increased to 11.6 percent. Since
the number of graduating doctorates had grown from 11,507 to 20,295 in the
same time interval, this relatively small percentage change indicates almost a
tripling in the number of postdoctorals.

The behavior of doctoral recipients in the various fiells shows even more
striking changes with time (Table 10). The percentage in physics and astronomy
taking a postdoctoral appeintment has moved from 16 percent of the 1962
class to 26 percent of the 967 class. Biochemistry sent 36 percent of its doc-
toral recipients on to postdoctoral work in 1962; by 1967 that fraction had

12 hese data are derived from the Doctoral Records File, maintained by the Office of
Scientific Personnel of the National Research Council from the annually conducted Sur-
vey of Earned Doctorates. A questionnaire is filled out by doctoral candidates when they
have completed the requirements for their degrees. The respondents are asked to indicate
their anticipated employment. Follow-up studies show that their responses are accurate.
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TABLE 10 Number of PhD’s and Percentage Taking Immediate Postdoctorai Appointment, by Field of Doctorate, 1962-1967

Number of PhD’s ancd Percentage Taking Postdoctoral by Year of PtD
1962 Taking 1963 Taking 1964 Yaking 1965 Taking 1966 Taking 1967 Taking

Field of PhD’s Postdoct. PhD'’s Postdoct. PhD’s Postdoct. PhD’s Postdoct. PhD’s Postdo<t. PhD’s Postdoct.
Doctorate N % N % N % N % N % N %
Mathematics 388 9.2 484 84 592 7.0 684 7.0 766 6.6 828 6.9
Physics and astronomy 710 158 818 19.0 865 199 1,046 216 1,049 25.1 1,295 2€.1
& Ezith sciences 243 74 322 95 312 7.1 374 10.2 399 14.1 419 123
Chemistry 1,137 219 1,288 30.4 1,351 318 1,439 33.2 1,580 33.0 1,764 326
. Engineering 1,215 38 1,357 64 1,662 6.1 2,068 6.8 2,283 5.7 2,581 48
o Agricultural sciences 387 5.8 373 9.7 445 7.3 480 10.6 485 7.0 517 8.1
Biochemistry 286 36.2 300 49.6 371 524 391 539 446 58.0 495 58.1
Other basic medical
sciences 422 25.1 488 29.1 552 30.7 688 34.8 675 36.0 814 35.7
Biology 772 15.2 808 205 853 234 975 23.6 1,088 238 1,114 25.7
Psychology 857 89 892 11.1 1,013 104 955 14.0 1,133 13.2 1,293 125
Social sciences 1,437 2.7 1,575 28 1,820 23 2,028 2.7 2,178 2.4 2597 24
Arts and humanities 1196 14 1,274 2.2 1,455 1.7 1,718 15 1,853 1.1 2126 1.3
Education 1,898 0.5 2,130 0.6 2,348 09 2,727 09 3,026 05 3442 1.0
Other fields 553 2.2 611 3.1 687 2.1 729 2.2 904 2.2 1,010 2.6
Total 11,507 85 12,720 10.9 14,324 10.8 16,302 11.6 17,855 11.4 20,295 11.6

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Doctorate Records File.
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increased to 58 percent. Ca the other hand, the fraction of new doctorates
taking postdoctoral appointments in the humanities and in the social sciences
has remained stable at 1 and 2 percent, respectively, and in mathematics it has
dropped from 9 to 7 percent.

The drop in the number of positions funded in the 1969 fiscal year occurs
in the face of a rising demand. It is to be expected that the uncertain impact
of the draft on graduate enroliments wil! not affect the PhD production for
the next three or four years.'> Consequently, the reduction in positions will
result in the failure of potential postdoctorals to realize their training goals.

An obvious question is, Why are so many seeking postdoctoral appoint-
ments? The answer is not simple. Not only is there no single answer, even for
an .adividual, but the emphasis changes as we move from field to field. Never-
theless, it is possible to enumerate several categories of motivations that are
present in varying degrees among most of the postdoctorals in ths natural sci-
ences. The humanities and the social sciences require separate treatment.

It is impostant to realize that only one out of nine PhD recipients seek
postdoctoral appointments, and among these there is a great spread of talent,
accomplishment, and background. A man who received his degree from 2
small university and who did his research with a relatively unknown faculty
member might have a different motivation from the graduate of 2 major
institution whose men<or was a Nobel Laureate. Moreover, a man whose field
is theoretical physics is likely to perceive the requirements for his future carcer
differently from the man in biochemistry.

The unifying theme of postdoctoral work is, by definition, research. More
relevant here, iowever, is the commitment of virtually all the postdoctorals
to research and scholarship as a career. Another almos¢ universal feature of
postdoctoral activity in the academic world is that most of the participants are
anticipating an academic career. With one exception, all the postdoctora’s we
visited on 18 different campuses preferred to be emgloyed subsequently in a
university where they could work with graduate students and carry out re-
search. The one «xception was a man who had taken the postdoctoral appoint-
ment to determine whether he wanted a research career. He did not and is now
hezided for a position in a state college system. The others not only were
looking to the university setting, but also were hoping to be employed in the
more prestigious institutions (at least as prestigious, that is, as the university
at which they were taking their postdoctoral appointment). Several at a top

institution turned down faculty appointments at lesser places in order to take
the postdoctoral positions. Their attitudes toward industrial careers wer uni-
formly negative, usually because they saw such positions as lacking both the

13Except for the reduction arising from those candidates who will purposely delay com-
pletion of degree requirements until they have passed the critical 26th birthday.
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TABLE 11 Next Anticipated Employer of Immediate U.S. Postdoctorals,
by Type of Host Institution

Percintage of Immediate Postdoctorals by Type of Next

Anticipated Employer
Federal Other Total
Type of Host Goverr- and Number
Institution University Coliege raent Industry Unknown (100%)
University 73 ? 3 8 g9 1,749
Foreign 77 7 2 8 6 156
Federal government 55 3 23 7 12 209
Industry 53 6 0 35 6 17
Nonprofit 70 6 3 3 18 101
Total % 71 6 5 8 10
No, 1,507 1338 iGS i70 218 2,232

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Census Questionnaire.

frezdom and the student contact of the academic world. “If I had wanted an
industrial job, I wouldn’t have taken the postdoctoral,” said one chemist. ]
took a $4,000 cut in salary to come here.”” Another objection to nonacademic
positions is the belief by many that the move is unidirectional: once one leaves
the academic world, they feel, it is difficult to return. Some reluctantly ad-
mitved that, if no suitable academic position was available at the end of their
appointment, they would take one in government or industry. Others, how-
ever, indicated that in such a circumstance they would try to prolong their
postdoctoral appointments or that they would move down the academic
hierarchy.

How much their formal responses to this question on the census question-
naire reflected the postdoctorals® desires and how much their more realistic
expectations is unknown. It is possible that those interviewed were a biased
sample, since their unanimity does not correspond to the replies to the ques-
tionnaire given in Tables 11 and 12. Nevertheless, 80 percent of the immediate
postdoctorals at universities anticipate an academic career and even 58 percent
of those who are taking their appointments in industrial or federal laboratories
expect to return to a college or university. By field, physics, chemistry, and
engineering have the most postdoctorals heading toward an industrial career.
In physics, most of those anticipating an industr:al position come from the
subfields of atomic and molecular physics, solid state physics, and classical
physics. Solid state physics, with 107 university-based postdoctorals, has only
15 going to industry. In nuclear and elementary particle physics, with 221
postdoctorals at academic institutions, only 9 are going to industry.




€9

TABLE 12 Next Anticipated Employer of Immediate U.S. Postdoctorals at Universities, by Field

Percentage of Immediate Postdoctorais by Type of Next Anticip:zted Employer

Federal Gther and Total Number

Postdoctoral Field University College Government Industry Unknown {100%)
Mathematics 893 1.8 - 3.6 5.4 56
Astronomy 920 40 - - 40 25
Physics 749 1.7 5.1 97 86 350
Chemistry 603 136 21 125 6.5 383
Earth sciences 62.2 22 11.1 2.2 22 45
Engineering 537 5.6 - 22.2 185 54
ExP? Total 882 7.0 34 127 88 913
Agricultural sciences 63.6 - 27.3 9.1 - 11
Biochemistry 76.7 7.4 33 33 9.3 270
Other basic med. sciences 824 3& 2.1 28 9.2 142
Biosciences 81.0 6.7 28 1.7 7.8 179
M.edical specialities 86.7 1.7 50 - 6.7 60
Life Sciences Total 79.1 6.1 33 28 86 662
Psychology 855 22 - - 122 90
Social sciences 69.0 13.6 - - 17.2 29
Arts and humanities 76.9 15.4 - - 7.7 13
Education and professional 571 119 - 2.4 285 42
Other Total 75.3 7.5 - 0.6 16.7 174
733 6.6 31 7.7 94 1,749

Total All Fields

“Engineering, mathematics, and physical sciences.

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Fersonnel, Postdoctoral Census Questionnaire.
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The situaticn is similar in chemistry. The subfields of analytir, organic, 2nd
pharmaceutical chemistry contribute most of the postdoctorals to industrial
positions, while inorganic, nuclear, and theoretical chemistry tend to retain
their postdoctorals at the university. In engineering, the fields of mechanical
and metallurgical engineering contribute 9 out of the 14 engineers of all kinds
going into industry. Subfields such as electrical, aeronautical, and chemical
engineering contribute only 3 postdoctorals to industry out of the 23 in these
fields.

Although it has been suggested by some directors of industrial Iaboratories
that the postdoctoral experience weans the young doctorate away from indus-
trial c2ceers, it is more likely that the career decision between the academic
and “he industrial environment is made earlier. Reflecting the attitude of many
industrial employers that the postdoctoral experience is unnecessary, faculty
members tend not to urge their better students to take postdoctoral appoint-
ments if they are headed toward industrial careers. The response of faculty
(with and without postdoctorals in their groups) to the question, “How
strong.y do you encourage your better graduate degree candidates to take an
extra year or tw of postdoctoral study?” is given below:

Encouragement of Postdoctoral Work by Faculty (Percent)

Anticipated Career With Postdoctorals Without Postdoctorals

of Doctorate Fairly Not Fairly Not
Recipient Strong Strong Strong Strong Strong Strong
Academic 75 18 7 49 23 28
Nonacademic 15 28 57 9 22 69

Reasons for Postdoctoral Work With this background we can examine the
motivations that led the new PhD to his postdoctoral position. The typical
postdoctoral in the natural sciences aspires to a lifetime of research in an aca-
demic setting where he will have students to train and where he can be a fac-
ulty member in the complete sense of the word. However, when he examines
the prospect, there are several reasons why he is willing to sostpone entering
the community as a full-fledged member.

The first reason can be stated generally as I am not yet prepared academ-
ically to become a professor.” In part, this attitude is realistic in that the
young PhD has not undertaken a complete research problem. We asked a group
of 16 terminal-year graduate students from a variety of departments in a Big
Ten university how many were anticipating a postdoctoral appointment.
Slightly over half responded affirmatively. We then asked how many of the
group had invented their own thesis topics. The correlation was perfect in this
imperfect sample: All who had been assigned a thesis problem by their advisers
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planned to take a postdoctoral appointment; all who had come up with an
acceptable research topic on their own did not feel the necessity of the addi-
:ionai apprenticeship. Again, dealing with this same group, we discovered that
there was a strong subfield dependence for this phenomenon. The geologists
and classical biclogists tended to have been more independent during their
thesis research, whereas those in the more mathematically complex sciences
were dependent on their advisers, at least to the extent of knowing what prob-
lems were both significant and capable of being accomplished in a reasonable
amount of time.

A physics professor has suggested along this line that the transition from
being a student to being a professor is too abrupt. In the present system the
professor, in addition to his pedagogical responsibilities, s expected tc carry
out independent research. Postdoctorals maintain that struggling through
only one research problem is not sufficient to create the independent re-
seazcher who can be a teacher as weil. Before facing students, many postdoc-
torals would like to shift fields slightly or to change institutions to pick up
more breadth and style in their approach to research. They argue that with-
out this experience they will tend to work the rest of their lives on their thesis
problems.

In part, however, the postdoctoral who senses that he is unprepared for full
facuity responsibility is less concemned about his research qualifications than
about his readiness to undertake the other responsibilities of a graduate faculty i
member. One young man questioned whether he was ready to guide graduate ;
students in research. He expected to learn how this was done &5 observing his !
postdoctoral mentor and by seiving as a surrogate faculty member in the re-
search group. For him the postdoctoral appointment was more like a medical
internship wiiere he would have limited responsibility in the whole scope of
professorial activities.

In this vein, another response by a postdoctoral expressed the desirability
of allowing time to get his first research paper published in order that be might
have stature in the eyes of the graduate students. Among the other benefits of
a postdoctoral appointment is the time lapse during which one’s reputation
can become established on the basis of one’s thesis rezearch. It is likely that
this motivation depends less on the academic realities than on the insecurity
of a man who has finished only cne project.

A second reason for undertaking postdoctoral work that is shared by many
postdoctorals is enlightening for the insight it provides into what graduate
students perceive to be the life of a professor, especially before attaining
tenure. It can be oversimplified by the statement: “I am not yet eager to be-
come bogged down like the assistant professor.” The assistant professor is
understood to be ““the low man un the totem pole,” burdened with a heavy
teaching assignment, faced witch creating lecturc notes de novo, forced to seek

i e e s v




TABLE 13 Work Activity of Assistant Professors in Selected Departments, by Type of Academic Institution

Percentage of Assistant Professors by Type of Academic Institution .

Other Collages and Universities
Work Teon Twenty More than Ha’ Less than Half
Department Activity Leading Other Major Established Developing PhD Faculty PhD Faculty
Physics Research 57 55 50 35 17 12
Instruction 42 42 49 64 79 83
Administration 1 2 1 1 3 q
Other o 1 g 0 1 1
Cher.stry Research 58 49 50 36 20 1
Instruction 37 46 47 61 77 83
Administration 5 4 3 2 2 5
Other 4] 1 0 1 1 1
Eiology Research 49 53 44 31 19 10 ,
Instruction 45 44 54 66 79 87
Administration 4 2 2 2 1 2
Other 1 1 0 1 1 1
Humanities Research 19 25 21 1 8 5
Instruction 76 73 74 86 88 91
Administration 4 2 4 2 3 2
Other 1 0 1 1 1 2

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Departmental Questionnaire.
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extramural funds to support his research, and expected to be compiling a re-
search record that will result in a permanent appointment. Since the teaching
must come first and since the ancillary responsibilities of committee work will
compete with his research, the postdoctoral seeks to get a running start at his
research in the hope that the momentum wili carry him through those first
critical years. Lacking the confidence to expose himself to these overwhelming
pressures and counterpressures, the fresh PhD seeks the intermediate stage of
the postdoctoral appoir.tment.

From his point of view, the postdoctoral years provide several useful step-
ping stones. In the first place, he recognizes that it is easier to do research
“piggy-backing” on a faculty member’s research grant than to obtain inde-
pendent support. He does not have either the research record or the reputa-
tion to be able to compete successfully for his own grant. Although some
sources, such as the Petroleum Research Fund, have special “starter” grants
especially designed for the young new investigator, the size of the grants is
seidom sufficient {0 enable the man to purchase majo: cquipment items.
Unless the man’s field is “small” science, the various grants and fellowship
programs alone are urlikely to provide him with the research environment he
seeks.

Not only will the postdoctoral period enable the young researcher to estab-
lish a research record and a respectable publication list to present eventually
for promotion, but that record will also make it easier to obtain a grant of his
own when he joins the faculty. Finall, some anticipate accumulating a num-
ber of research problems on which they can work while serving as assistant
professors. They do not expect ever again to have enough unoccupied time to
be able to plot the future.

It should be pointed out that the picture drawn above is that perceived by
many postdoctorals. If it is incorrect or distorted, it is nonetheless affecting
the behavior of these young men. The only information that we coliected that
bears on the matter is given in Table 13. The chairmen of departments in all
kinds of institutions of higher education were asked to describe how the
average assistant professor in their departments distributed his time. Under-
standing that these are estimates by the chairmen, there is still an interesting
shift as one moves from fieid to field and among the reputations and types of
schools. At the top institutions in the sciences, approximately one half of
an assistant professor’s time is spent in research. At other schools the fraction
of research time is much less and correspondingly mcre time is spent on
instruction.

The third motivating reason for postdoctoral activity is somewhat more
cynical than the others. It is a response to the academic marketplace and takes
the form of the assertion that “the establishment requires that I have this
experieace.” By only a very few is this reason given as the primary cause for
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TABLE 14 Immediate Previous Experience of Newly Appointed Junior Faculty in Selected Departments, by Type of
Academic ‘nstitution

TR TR R

Percentage of New Junior Faculty by Type of Academic Institution

Other Colleges and Universities
Previcus Ten Twenty More Thar: Half Less Than Half
Department Experience Leading Other Major Established Developing PhD Faculty PhD Faculty ;
Physics Faculty member 4 17 14 16 18 18
Postdoctoral 76 57 50 21 10 7
New PhD 18 13 25 32 31 19
Graduate student 0 1 2 15 24 45
Nonacademic 2 12 9 16 17 11
Chemistry Facuity member 2 11 13 16 24 23
Postdoctoral 67 54 58 38 23 8
New PhD 23 26 20 23 30 25
Graduate student 4 1 2 7 12 22
Nonacademic 4 8 7 16 11 22
Biology Facuity member 21 26 18 25 19 33
Postdoctoral 44 41 44 18 13 1
New PhD 16 24 26 K7 K7 16
Graduate student 3 3 10 17 26 47
Nonacademic 6 6 2 6 8 3
Humanities Faculty member 21 28 32 31 36 33
Postdoctoral 4 2 4 2 3 1
New PhD 39 33 35 18 14 8
Graduate student 35 37 27 46 43 52
Nonacademic 1 0 2 3 4 6

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Departmental Questionnare.
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their taking a postdoctoral appointrient, but most will agree that the “system” 4
insists upon it. One man, an organic chemist at a California university, stated ?
that he would not have taken the postdoctoral if it had been possible to get a
faculty position in a “good” school without it. A biologist from a New England
university of note was an instructor for the first semester of the 1967-68 aca-
demic year but became a postdoctoral the second semester not only to allow
himself more time for research but also because “it is the done thing.” A post-
doctoral from Italy admitted that the research he is doing here is similar 1o
what he would have been doing at home but having been a postdoctoral in the
United States would increase his chance for a better job back in Italy.

The idea that it is not possible to get a faculty appointment in a major in-
stitution without a postdoctoral record is only a slight exaggeration in some
fields. The rationale of department heads for preferring postdoctorals for
faculty appointments will be examined in Chapter 6 but it is instructive to
examine the practice of recruitment in selected fields across the spectrum
of institutions. Tzble 14 gives the distribution of the immediate previous
experience for recent appointments to the junior faculty (instructor or
assistant professor) in several fields. What is striking in the sciences is the de-
crease in the fraction of new appointments who are postdoctorals and the
corresponding increase in the percentage who are still graduate students as the
reputation of the institution descends. Also of interest is the general tendency
j for the percentage of new faculty who are appointed directly after earning
the PhD to rise as the institution goes down in reputation and then to fall
for the weaker colleges. More to the point, however, is the far-from-negligible
fraction of new appointments even at the top schools who are fresh PhD’s.
Although it is clearly advantageous to have had postdoctoral work, it is pos-
sible for tie most talented young PhD’s to be hired without that experience.
It is curious that whereas the chemists, both postdoctorals and faculty mem-

: bers, spoke most often to us of the “requirement of postdoctoral work by
! the establishment,” it is the physics departments at the better schools that
tend to require it more often.

The fourth reason is obviously more appropriate to some postdoctorals
than to others but, with some extension, might be made a valid rationale for
; postdoctoral study generally. This reason can be stzted, “I want to see how
research is done elsewhere.” One postdoctoral who had obtained his PhD

: from a small technical school wanted to see what the academic world was like
' in a Jarge institution. He was aware that the style of research and graduate
; f education at a developing university was different from that at 2 major univer-
o, sity, and he felt that without the postdoctoral experience he would have had
L. Z a distorted idea of research generally. Somewhat the same idea was expressed
by a postdoctoral in chemistry who took his PhD with a relatively young pro-
fessor at a small university but who was taking his postdoctoral with an emi-
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nent scientist at a prestige school. He not only wanted to see how a top scien-
tisi did his research but he realized that he was much more likely to acquire a
good faculty position with the recommendation of the betterknown man.
Stveral postdoctorals have pointed out the possibility of upward mobility in
the academic world through the postdoctoral mechanism.

The final general reason given for seeking a postdoctoral appointment can
be phrased, “I finished my PhD at the wrong time (or in the wrong field).”
The idea! time for finishing one’s doctoral work is in the late summer. Then,
with no break in iricome, the graduate can take employment in the fall. If a
man finishes 'n December, say, the choice positions are filled and the recruit-
ing season is not yet open. It often happens th.at a man will be appointed as a
research associate on his mentor’s grant for the remainder of the year. From
the faculty point of view the situation is ideal; his new associate is entirely
familiar with the apparatus. From the postdoctoral’s point of view an awk-
ward financial situation is resolved. If a suitable appointment does not appear
during the year, he might be kept on for another year. Several men have
pointed out the utility of the postdoctoral appointment in providing a useful
and productive way of waiting until the appropriate position opens up.

Another alternative is to make use of the postdoctoral period to change
fields. One man did his doctoral work in chemistry and then decided he needed
more physics than he had been able to acquire as a student. The postdoctoral
appointment made this possible. Another chemist did his work at the predoc-
toral level in nuclear chemistry and was taking his postdoctoral in rad’ochem-
istry. He asserted that there was no other way to make the shift unless he re-
peated some graduate work. A professor in the field of x-ray crystallography
as applied to biclogical structures pointed out that interdisciplinary fields,
such as his, train their students at the postdoctoral level. He prefers to have
his advisees complete their doctorates in chemistry or biology before joining
his group.

In addition to these general reasons, there are more isolated ones. One bot-
anist wanted to follow up some peripheral areas of his thesis research that did
not appear within the dissertation. He remained at his doctoral institution
since that was where his plants were. For married wemen the postdoctoral
position is an ideal one for working in their fields either while waiting for
their husbands to finish their graduate work or because their husbands are on
the faculty and the nepotism rules do not permit them both to have a regular
appointment.

The situation in the humanities and in the social sciences is different. As is
evident from Tables 12 and 14 (p. 63 and p. 68), the postdoctorals in these
areas who seek academic positions—and most cf them do—would have had no
difficulty in taking a faculty appointment even before finishing their doctor-
ates. It is also the case that only a minority of the postdoctorals in these fields
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can be classified as immzdiate postdoctorals (10 percent in the humanities and
26 percent in the social sciences as compared with 53 percent in biochemistry,

71 percent in physics, and 75 percent in chemistry). Unlike the case in the

natural sciences it is not the pattern for doctorates in tiese fields to seek post-

doctoral work or to get it. Consequently, we are dealing here with individual
cases rather than with general patterns. The immediate postdoctorals in these

areas are people with particular research interests and with exceptional oppor-
tunities to exploit them. Almost inevitably they will be back in the classroom

within the year.

When asked to check the three most important reasons for szeking a post-
doctoial appointment, over 70 percent of the respondents in the natural sci-
ences selected the following:'*

To gain further research experience (1)

To acquire additional research techniques (4)

To work with a particular scholar (2)

To broaden my understanding of the field (3)

To carry out a piece of research on my own

To put myself at the growing edge of current research (8)

To develop further the research I did during my predoctoral training
To see work being done at other centers (7).

The other options that were checked by less than one in seven respondents
were as follows (in no particular order):

To sharpen the focus of my research

To give me a free period for research before I get saddled with other
responsibilities (5)

%o support myself in the academic world until a suitable faculty appoint-
ment becomes available

To give me some teaching experience

To give myself a breathing spell after my formal training

To give me further time to mature (6)

To give me a chance to publish something.

That these lists should give a different impression from the discussion
above is perhaps explainable by the fact that the unstructured interview per-
mits more candor than the printed form. The choices by the faculty more
closely correspond to the interviews with postdoctorals.

14 The 1ist is arranged in order of decreasing frequency of response. The parenthetical
numbers following certain statements represent the order in which at least one out of
seven faculty members gave as reasons for promoting postdoctoral study among their
better graduate students.
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! FIGURE 3
Geographic Location of PhD Institutions and Academic Host Institutions of

Immediate Postdoctorals.
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Geographic Mobility Having some idea how many immediate postdoctorals
there are and why they seek such positions, we now look at where they are
an. where they come from. We will concentrate on those with US. PhD’s;
the fereign component will be discussed later. Figure 4 gives a comparison of
the geographic location of the doctoral institution of all 1966 U.S. PhD’s, of
the PhD institutions of immediate U.S. postdoctorals, and of the postdoctoral _
institutions of these same postdoctorals. It is evident that the northeast and
Pacific regions consistently attract more postdoctorals than they produce,
whereas the rest of the country has the reverse experience. Moreover, the east-
ern and western seaboards produce a larger proportion of postdoctorals than
they produce PhD’s. The center of the country from north to south, on the
other hand, sends a smaller fraction of its doctorates on to postdoctoral work.

When we examine the geographic distribution of the immediate postdoctor-
als at their various educational levels (Table 15), a general pattzrn unfolds. As
the population progresses from the baccalaureate to the PhD and from the
PhD to the postdoctoral, it becomes more uniformly distributed geographi-
cally. This is true, almost without exception, in eack field. The East and Mid-
west tend to send their baccalaureates to postdoctoral appsintments in the
South and West with the West being the major beneficiary. The East particu-
larly is the baccalaureate origin of eventual postdoctorals, to a greater extent
than its being a baccalaureate origin of PhD’s generally. The situation in the
Midwest is just the opposite.

TABLE 156 Geographic Location of Immediate Postdoctorals {(with U.S.
Baccalaureates) at Three Training Levels, All Host Institutions

Percontage of Immediate Postdoc- 1960-1966 PhD’s

torals by Location at Training Level
Geographic Area Baccalaureate PhD  Poctdoctoral Baccalaureate PhD
East 40 34 33 32 30
Midwest 26 27 20 32 34
South 17 18 19 20 18
West 16 20 21 16 18
Foreign 1 7

Total Number
(100%) 2,261 2,261 2,261 80,042 80,042

Note: The Eastern area includes New England and 2Aiddie Atlantic regions; Midwest: East
and West North Central regions; South: Scuth Atlantic, East and West South Central
regions; and West: Mountain and Pacific regions. See Figure 4for states included in regions.

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Census Questionnaire and
Doctorate Records File.
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It must be remarked that the data presented in Table 15 are for all imme-
diate postdoctorals both in and out of academic institutions. If we restrict our
attention to those who hold their appointments at U.S. academic institutions,
the picture changes somewhat (Table 16). Except for physics, the overall flow
pattern is that the South has a net loss to all other areas, the Midwest to all
areas except the South, the East only to the West, and the West gains from
everywhere. The major reason for the difference between this patteri. and the ;
one for all immediate postdoctorals is that the nonacademic host institutions
(mainly federal government installations) are heavily concentrated in the
South, whereas the South is relatively weak in academic institutions. It re-
mains to be seen whetber the conscious federal policy of placing federal labo-

RV

TABLE 16  Migration of Immediate Postdoctorals at U.S. Academic
Institutions from PhD to Postdoctoral Institution for Selected Fields
Number of Postdoctorals
Net Upward

Postdoctoral Geographic WithPhD  Net Flow Mobility into

Field Area In Area from Area into Area Area

Physics East 148 171 -23 +9
Midwest 119 114 +5 +4
South 6% 66 -1 -24
West 106 87 +19 +11

Chemistry East 161 142 +19 +11
Midwest 123 135 -12 +46
South 81 97 -16 -42
West 92 83 +9 -15

Biochemistry East 100 80 +20 +5
Midwest 92 110 -18 +34
South 43 69 -26 -37
West 83 59 +24 -2

Biosciences East 7Z 63 +9 =21
Midwest 53 56 -13 +25
South 23 29 -6 -9
West 67 57 +10 +5

. Total, all fields East 729 674 +55 -4
. Midwest 489 551 -62 +140
v South 291 353 -62 -151
West 467 398 +69 +15
: :Q_c;urce: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Census Questionnaire.
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ratories in economically depressed locations will raise the level of the academic
institutions there. It is evident from our data that the effect of the policy is to
draw substantially more postdoctoral talent into the South than the academic
institutions alone are able to attract.

Another component of this geographical flow of postdoctorals is the mi-
gration among institutions of different reputation. We assign to each postdoc-
toral who changes asca after his doctorate a positive or negative weight, de-
pending on his moving up or down in the reputation of the schools with which
he is associated.!® Thus, 2 man who received his PhD in the East from one of
ine ten leading institutions and v.:10 takes his postdoctoral in the South at an
established institution will be given a negative weight. In a similar fashion, a
man who received his PhD in tne Midwest from one of the 20 other major
institutions and who takes his postdoctoral in the West at one of the ten lead-
ing institutions will be assigned a positive weight. Finally, a man whose post-
doctoral institution has comparable reputation with his PhD institution will
carry zero :€ight.

The last column in Table 16 gives the net upward mobility measured in this
way. Institutions in the Midwest tend to bring in postdoctorals from institu-
tions of lesser reputation, whereas the South does the opposite; East and
West show little net charge. The following table gives the number of institu-
tions in the top 30 schools in three broad fields in each area (the number in
parentheses is the number of schools in the ten-leading group):

Number of Top Thirty Institutions

Area Physical Sciences Basic Medical Sciences Biosciences
East 13(5) 13(4) 9:1)
Midwest 9(2) 10(3) 11(4)
South 3(0) 1{0) 247
West 5{3) 6(3) 7(4)

The direction of flow tends to equalize the geographic distribution of people
with experience at more prestigious institutions. The Midwest is undoubtedly
doing more than its share of upgrading, and the East is not heiping as much.
On the other hand, the East is relatively weaker in the biosciences and the flow
in that field is also in the direction to restore the balance.

Inhibiting this tendency toward balance in quality is the uneven interest in
postdoctoral education among doctoral recipients at institutions of greater and
lesser repute. The significance of this variation can be seen in Table 17 in which
the percentage of PhD’s taking a postdoctoral is given. Chemistry and the basic
medical sciences are affected least, but existing problems caused by quality dif-
ferences among institutions are likely to persist in fields like mathematics, engi-

155ee Appendix B-2 for the ranking of institutions.
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TABLE 17 Percentage of PhD’s Taking Postdoctoral Appointments in
Seiected Fields, by Type of PhD Institution

Percentage of PhD’s Taking Postdoctoral by

Type of PhD Institution

Postdoctoral Ten Tweny

Field Leading Other Major Established Developing Total
Physics 35 31 23 10 26
Chemistry 34 37 36 24 33
Other physical sciences 17 3 4 5 9
Engineering 7 4 5 1 5
Biochemistry 68 72 48 47 58
Other basic medical sciences 41 32 43 29 36
Biosciences 38 30 27 14 25
Social sciences 3 2 2 3 2

Total 17 15 15 11

Y
)]

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Census Questionnaire.

neering, and biosciences. These differences among the schools may be a result
of corresponding differences in the quality of graduate students attracted to
them.

The migration by field between institutions of different reputation is illus-
trated in Table 18. Overzll, there is net upward migration. Hcwever, in some
fields there is little net change. These are the physical sciences (with the excep-
tion of chemistry), engineering, and biosciences. These fields are also the fields
in which fewer than half of the postdoctorals make a move involving a change
in institutional reputation and they are also the fields showing the least equali-
zation through geographic mobility. Of interest in this regard are the tables
presented by Berelson16 showing the tendency of faculty members to be hired
at institutions of equal or of less reputation than their PhD institutions. Al-
though we have no hard datz, there is testimony to the ability of a man to up-
grade his PhD by taking a postdoctoral appointment at a more prestigious in-
stitution. The good PhD from Harvard can expect to have little difficulty in
being hired at a top institution; it is probably true that the good postdoctoral
at Harvard can do the same regardless of his doctoral institution.

Not everyone changes schools after the PhD. However, the differences by
field are indicative of significant differences in attitude toward postdoctoral
appointments. From Table 18, we can see that chemistry and the basic medi-
cal sciences retain only one in six or seven while the other fields keep a third

16 Berelson, Graduate Education in the Urizzd States, pp. 113-115.
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TABLE 18 Migration of Postdoctorals by Reputation of PhD and Postdoctoral Institutions, by Field

3 uda

Percentage of Postdoctorais by Type of Institutional Migration—PhD to Postdoctoral

Total
Moved up in Maved to Inst. with Remained at Moved down in Number

Postdoctoral Field Reputation of inst. Same Reputation Same Inst. Reputation of Inst. (100%)
Physics 22 22 33 23 438
< Chemistry 40 25 14 21 457
~  Other physical sciences 23 24 29 24 147
Engineering 11 15 66 8 96
Biochemistry 42 24 18 16 318
Other basic medical sciences 37 25 16 22 146
Biology 28 20 28 24 234
Social sciences 39 22 26 13 115

Total 32 22 26 20 1,986

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Census Questionnaire.
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TABLE 19  Mean Years Elapsed (Total Time) from Baccalaureate to Doctorate for PED Postdoctorals in Selected Broad
Fields, by Type of Academic Institution

!

Postdoctoral Field and Total Years Elapsed from Baccalaureate to Doctorate
Type of Academic Percentage of Postdoctorals Postdoctorals Remaining Postdoctorals from
Instituticn Remaining at PhD [nst. at Same Inst. Other Inst. All PhD’s of 1965
Physical sciences
Ten leading 17 6.1 54 71
Twenty other major 15 7.2 54 7.5
Established 14 6.2 5.6 7.8
Developing 10 8.5 6.1 84
Tota/ 15 6.6 5.5 7.6
~ . . .
o Basic medical sciences
Ten leading 14 6.8 5.7 7.4
Twenty other major 10 7.4 6.2 85
Established 17 7.2 6.8 8.7
Developing 20 8.1 7.3 8.9
Total 14 7.3 6.3 84
Biosciences
Ten leacling 21 7.7 58 82
Twenty other major 17 7.3 6.1 85
Establishad 24 7.2 7.0 8.6
Developing 17 82 6.0 89
Total 20 7.5 6.2 3.5

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Census Questionnaire and Doctorate Records File.
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or a fourth of their postdoctorals at the PhD institution. Although the num-
bers are small, in engineering two thirds of the postdociorals remain at home
for their appointments. With some danger of oversimplification, these results
correlate with the impression gained from talking to faculty and chairmen
around the country. In those ficlds where relatively few remain at their PhD
institutions, there tends to be more concern about the experience that the
postdoctoral receives. In the other fields, the postdoctoral is seen more as a
research aid than as a person to be trained. In fact, there is not much enthusi-
asm for postdoctoral work for any reason among the engineering faculty.
Industrial experience is often seen as a much more important component of a
faculty member’s background.

Another aspect of what we might call the “stay-at-home” is his quality
compared with the quality of those postdoctorals who are brought in from
the outside. We cannot use the reputation of the PhD institution here, since
the stay-at-home at the ten leading institutions will, of course, share that repu-
tation with all those classmates who changed institutions. An alternative meas-
ure of quality is the years elapsed from baccalaureate to PhD. Although not
significant in individual cases and certainly not comparable across disciplines
because of differences in curricula and in predoctoral support patterns, it is
probably true on the average within a field that the shorter the baccalaureate-
to-PhD time lapse, the better the graduate.

Table 19 gives some data on this variable for several groups. Although even
postdoctorals who remain at their doctoral institutions average a year less in
achieving the PhD than graduates gengrally, the postdoctorals attracted from
the outside have spent one year less than the stay-at-home in completing
degree requirements. The migrating postdoctoral is likely, therefore, to be of
higher quality than the stay-at-home, and postdoctorals generally are signifi-
cantly better than the average PhD.

Even those who migrate differ, and the complaint is heard that weaker
schools cannot attract postdoctorals of as high quality as those the more pres-
tigious schools bring in. To measure this effect we have assigned a weight of 1
to graduates of the ten leading institutions, 2 to graduates of the 20 other
major institutions, 3 to graduates of established institutions, and 4 to the
graduates of developing institutions. Measured in this way, we see in Table 20
the average quality of postdoctorals attracted to various institutions. In every
field except biosciences the ten leading institutions attract better students than
the other schools. For all fields combined, the quality of the postdoctoral
decreases with the reputation of the school, but the individual fields show no
such neat regularity. The numbers are sufficiently small that many of the per-
centage differences are not statistically significant.

The other side of the question is how much the reputation of the school at
which one takes a postdoctoral appointment is determined by the reputation
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TABLE 20  Average Quality Index of Postdoctorals at Academic Institutions, by Type of Postdoctoral Institution, by Field

Averags Quality Index? and Number of Postdoctorals by Type of Postdoctoral Institution

Ten Leading Twenty Other Major Established Developing

Postdoctoral Field Index Number Index Number index Number Index Number
Physics 1.8 110 2.2 77 2.1 87 2.1 24
Chemistry 2.2 140 2.6 115 2.7 79 28 58
Other physical sciences 1.8 50 1.9 22 20 22 1.9 10

® Engineering 1.6 18 23 4 1.9 7 28 4

©  Biochemistry 2.3 95 2.4 113 2.8 35 27 17
Other basic medical sciences 25 32 2.7 36 25 32 2.7 22
Biosciences 24 48 2.3 69 2.0 28 2.4 23
Social sciences 24 40 25 24 3.0 13 26 8

Total 2.1 54C 24 465 24 301 26 166

9The average quality index of postdoctorals ic based on the reputation of the institutions at which the postdoctorals earned the PhD. Those
who remain at their doctoral institution are not jncluded. The highest possible index is 1.0; the lowest 4.0.

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Census Questionnaire.

L i




b g

S e b

X e A

v

81
THE POSTDOCTORAL IN US. ACADEMIC INSTITUTIONS

of one’s PhD institution. Because of the nature of the process by which
appointments are made, one should expect the correlation to be high. Usually,
informal contacts between one’s PhD thesis supervisor and prospective post-
docioral mentor precede any formal application. This is true even if the post-
doctoral is the winner of a national fellowship. Since the weight of a profes-
sor’s recommendation depends on his own reputation, and since the school’s
reputation is related to the professcr’s, it would be expected that equals tend
to speak to equals. Table 21 bears out this analysis. The better the reputation
of the institution of one’s doctorate, the better the reputation, on the average,
of one’s postdoctoral institution. Again, biosciences provides the exception.?
These results partially confirm Berelson’s'® conclusion that “‘there is 2 tend-
ency for postdoctoral people to attend institutions like those from which they
received their doctorate.” It is, as we have seen, only a tendency. Approxi-
mately half of the postdoctorals migrate to schools of a reputation different
from their PhD institution.

Field Migration Another aspect of the transition from predoctoral to post-
doctoral status is the migration between fields. One of the major motivations
for postdoctoral work is to enable a FhD to shift directions from his disserta-
tion. Although this need not involve a change of fields, it often does. As one
postdoctoral suggested, a change of institutions without a field change permits
a person to get a new perspective, to become broadened, and to gain further
experience. Of the immediate postdoctorals, 35 percent change fields and 46
peicent change institutions without a change in fields'®; 19 percent do
neither.

17Since the grouping of schools by reputation is dependent on Cartter’s study, which
ranked schools by the quality (really reputation) of the graduate faculty, one wonders if
our results for biology do not cast doubt on Cartter’s results in this field.

18 postdoctoral Work in American Universities, op. cit., p. 56.

19These percentages are subject to some question. The difficulty lies in determining the
point at which a change of research topic becomes a field change. There may be some
doubt that a physics PhD whose postdoctoral field is cytology has changed fields, if the
nuclear magnetic resonance techniques that he is using on tissue in vitro are those that he
used in his thesis research on impurities in semiconductors. On the other hand, his class-
mate whose thesis also dealt with the same techniques and the same class of materials and
whose postdoctoral research is low temperature physics would probably be considered by
most to have changed fields, particularly if he were learning cryogenic techniques anew
and were concerned now with the properties of 3He. Unfortunately, the information avail-
able to us forces us to make the opposite decision in both cases.

Each respondent was asked to identify both his PhD and his postdoctoral field by
means of a three-digit code from a specialties list attached to the questionnaire (see
Appendix B-1). We determined a subfield change by observing any change in the three-
digit code. Both men in the above example would have indicated solid state physics
(code no, 160) for their PhD field. The forrier would have given cytology (code no. 522)
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TABLE 21 Average Quality Index of Postdoctorals at Academic Institutions, by Type of Doctoral Institution, by Field

Average Quality Index? and Number of Postdoctorals by Type of Doctoral Institution

Ten Leading Twenty Other Major Established Developing

Postdoctoral Field Index Number Index Number Index Number Index Number
Physics 1.9 109 20 94 2.2 65 24 25
Chemistry 1.7 74 20 128 2.6 105 24 85
Other physical sciences 1.8 48 20 35 1.9 10 21 11
Engineering 1.6 11 1.8 16 26 5 40 1
8 Biochemistry 1.8 62 1.8 84 2.0 55 2.1 59
Other basic medical sciences 2.2 21 23 30 25 39 25 32
Biosciences 2.2 141 23 65 1.8 29 22 37
Social sciences 1.6 20 1.9 24 1.7 16 21 25
Total 1.9 395 20 479 2.2 326 23 272

?The average quality index of postdoctorals is based on the reputation of the institutions at which the postdoctorals hold their appointment.
Those who remain at their doctoral institution are not included. The highest possibie index is 1.0; the lowest 4.0.

Source: NRC, Office of ScientificPersonnel, Postdoctoral Census Questionnaire.
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Field changes are especially common in the rapidly developing research
areas. A notable example of an investigator who undertook his postdoctoral
in a field different from that of hus PhD is James Watson. In his vivid memoir,
The Double Helix,?° he describes his experiences in attempting to learn bio-
chemistry after his doctoral work in genetics. The breakthrough which
brought him his Nobel prize occurred in an interdisciplinary field. One of his
co-workers with whom he shared the prize, Francis Crick, was a physicist.

In Table 22 some data are presented on field changes by immediate post-
cdoctorals. The fourth coitmn contains the numbers of postdoctorals with
PhD’s in one of the major fields listed on the left who took their postdoctoral
appointments in another of those major fields. The third column gives the
number of the postdoctorals who received their PhD’s in one of the major
fields and who changed subfields within the major field in moving to the post-
doctoral. The reason that biochemistry shows no change in this column is that
biochemistry is a subfield with no finer structure in our specialties list. (See
also Figure 5.)

Chemistiy, engineering, and the biological sciences (with the pronounced
exception of biochemistry) all suffer a net loss in PhD’s to other fields. Bio-
chemistry is the major gainer from chemistry and the other biological sciences,
while physics picks up most of the engineers who change fields.

The following table displays the migration of the immediate postdoctorals
among gross field groupings; the number in parentheses is the number who
have remained ia the same subfield:

Postdoctoral PhD Field

Field EMP Life Sciences Other Fields
EMP 1,107 (867) 13 10

Life sciences 66 721 {(451) 25

Other fields 13 66 211 (122)

The gross field move is an extremely limited occurrence. Of the 66 making the
transition from engineering, mathematics, and physical sciences (EMP) to the
biological sciences, 49 are chemistiy PhD’s and 3¢ of these changed to bio-
chemistry. Similarly, of the 13 going in the opposite direction, 11 are moving
to chemistry. Finally, of the 25 wno received their PhD’s in other fields and
who are taking their postdoctorals in the biological sciences, 16 are psychology
PhD’s.

for his postdoctoral field while the latter would again have written solid state physics
(code no. 160). Since there is a limit to the amount of fine structure one can permit in

a list of specialties, we will have to be content with the possible distortions that are intro-
duced in this way.

205ames Watson, The Double Helix, Atheneum, 1968.
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TABLE 22 Fie::. and Subfield Changes of Immediate U.S. Postdoctorals, All Host Institutions

Immediate U.S. Postdoctorals
With PhD in With PhD in With PhD in Number of PhD’s in
Total Same Subfield Same Field Field Other Field Changing to

in Field as Postdoct. as Postdort. Than Postdoct. Different Field as

Field {100%) N % N % N % Postdoctoral
= Physics 450 349 77 55 12 +46 10 -23
3 Chemistry 453 345 76 87 19 +21 5 -75
g Other physical sciences 160 121 76 16 10 +23 14 -12
Engineering 67 52 77 12 18 +3 5 -39
Biochemistry 343 21 62 +132 38 -38
Other basic medical sciences 193 122 63 9 5 +62 32 -120
Other biosciences 276 118 43 77 28 +81 29 -105
Other fields 290 122 42 89 31 +79 27 -35

Total 2,232 1,440 65 345 15 +447 20 -447

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Census Questionnaire.
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FIGURES
Percentage of Immediate Postdoctorals, by Field of PhD, Who Changed from
the Field or Subfield of Their PhD’s.

Percentage of Immediate Postdoctorals
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3gijochemistry is a subfield in the specialties list; therefore all changes are at the

subfield level.
Source: NRC, Office of Scientsfic Pessonnel, Fostductoral Census Questionnaire.

The predominance of field-changing in tk:e biological sciences is probably
related to the specificity of those fields in comparison with the physical sci-
ences. In the latter the mathematical nature of their principles allows students
and investigators an economy of categorization. Many diverse systems and
phenomena can be subsumed under a few laws or mathematical statements.
As yet the phenomena with which the biological sciences are concerned have
not been resolved to the point that they ca1 be discussed in precise quantita-
tive terms. Consequently, discoveries and 1 nderstanding on one biological sys-
tem may not be transferable to another sy:tem. One young English geneticist
explained that her postdoctoral in biocher istry was not so much a change of
fields as a change of proteins. Such considerations are important in making

crossdisciplinary comparisons.

o

PP LR

VY

L T | 1)




86
THE DEMOGRAPHY OF POSTDOCTORAL EDUCATION

Kinds of Support Although there are four major support mechazsms for
postdoctorals, only three play any role for immediate postdoctc Is. These are
the fellowship, the traineeship, and what we might designate generically as the
project  ssociateship. The fourth, the sabbatical, relates to the older postdoc-
toral on leave from an established position and is usually available only after
an extended stay at that position. The immediate postdoctoral, almost by defi-
nition, is excluded from this latter opportunity. We shall discuss in Chapter 9
the stipends associated with these mec.;anisms and their policy implications.
Here we shall merely describe the differences and the similarities among them
and their distribution by field.

Historically, the dominant mode of support and encouragement has been
the fellowship. Generally speaking, the fellow has been chosen in a national
competition by a select panel. From the beginning, however, there have been
locally sponsored fellowships at host institutions. Both approaches are similar
in attempting to provide a period of relative financial security for the young
postdoctoral during which he might gain increased sophistication in research.
Except for the local programs, of course, the fellow may take his appointment
at any host institution that is willing to provide him with space and where a
suitable mentor is willing to supervise his activities. This provision has almost
always (scmetimes by the conditions of the program) led the fellow to an aca-
demic institution or to a nonprofit, quasi-academic research institute, although
not necessarily in the United States.

The applicant must propose a plan of resesich, and this plan, along with
letters of recommendation and copies of publications, constitutes the znateri-
als on which the selection is based. Much leeway is allowed in the alteration of
the research plan once the tenure has begun in order to permit local conditions
and unforeseen changes of direction in research findings to determine the most
fruitful course of the investigation.

It is the hope of these fellowship programs that they are providing assist-
ance and encouragement to the most promising young scholars and that their
programs, like the earlier National Research.Council program, which has heen
acclaimed for its success, wili promote ex~ellence in research in this count:y".

Another supr.ort mode—limited almost envizely to the life and medical sci-
ences—is the traineeship. The competition here is among groups of faculty or
even whole departments to obtain a training grant, usually from NIH, for the
purpose of creating a cadre of manpower trained in a particular field. The pro-
posal to the federal agency from the department describes the national need
for people with a particular background; enumerates the facilities, research per-
sonnel, and research activities of the prospective training institution; and re-
quests funds both for stipends and for training expenses, including research
equipment and supplies. Often the proposed program extends from the predoc-
toral level through the postdoctoral level, although a man is relatively unlikely

-
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to stay at the same institution for work at both levels. The postdoctoral trainee
is selected by the training institution rather than by an extramural panei; in
particular he is selected by the faculty participants in the training grant on the
basis of credentials and letters of recommendation similzr to those required in
the feilowship programs.

The third major support mechanism is the project associateship (often
called the “research associateship™). In this case the competition is among fac-
ulty investigators for support of their reszarch. The postdoctoral enters into
the picture when the successiul investigator is awarded sufficient funds to per-
mit him to hire people at this level. Gaining an appointment as a project asso-
ciate tends to be a less formal process than applying for a fellowsnip. An appli-
cation for appointment generally follows an informal decision by the faculty
member to make the appointment. This decision is based on corresponidence
with the PhD adviser of the prospective project associate in which the strengths
and weaknesses of the candidate are explored. Papers by the candidate and a
résumé of his thesis are also examined, but his area of research is established
by the faculty investigator who is bound by the specifications of his grant or
contract. Any formal application is filled out for the purpose of obtaining
approval by the university administration to ensure that the project associate
will be paid.2* From the point of view of the granting agency, of the university
administration, and often of the faculty mentor, the project associate is an
employee.

In principle, then, the three mechanisms can be said to support the inde-
pendent researcher, the research student, and the research employee, respec-
tively. From these descriptions one can understand the fellow and the trainee
as two different kinds of postdoctorals in our sense of the word, but the cas~
is less clear for the project associate. He is included because in practice the dis-
tinctions of principie only partially survive. Whatever the motivation of the
funding agencies, and however clearly they perceive the particular need that
their funds are intendzd to satisfy, the postdoctorals and the faculty are refa-
tively indifferent to the mode of support. The critical concern of the postdoc-
toral is to wecrk with the particular faculty member. The major interest of the
faculty is to have junior colleagues. The various mechanisms are used to maxi-
mize success for both participants.

As seen from: iiie vantage of the terminal-year graduate stucent who desires
to become a faculty member at a major university, there are two principal
routes. The first (and less likely) is to be hired immediztely after his doctorate
as an assistant professor at a prestige institution. This does occur, as can be
seen from Table 14 (p. 68), although it occurs infrequently. In physics, chem-

21The process described here is typical but not unizersal. In Chapter 6 we will examine
the situation in more detail.




I | o AL Ak i

88
THE DEMOGRAPHY OF POSTDOCTORAL EDUCATION

istry, or iology, only one in five faculty members appointed as assistant pro-
fessors at the ten leading institutions came directly from graduate school.
Assuming that each school appoints four men each year at that level in each
field, then eight people in 2ach field qualify annually with the PhD alone. For
those to whom this opportunity presents itself, the postdoctoral fellowship is
probably less attractive. The data in Table 12 (p. 66) indicate that their teach-
ing loads are small and their research opportunities are large. Since these for-
tunate few are probably the most able researchers in their PhD class, their de-
fection from the fellowship applicants means that the fellowship programs are
not supporting all of the very best. This loss is only to the fellowship program;
both research and higher education are served by their employment.

The other route to faculty status at a2 major institution is to be awarded a
postdoctoral appointment. Winning a postdoctoral fellowship gives a man a
number of advantages, including prestige in applying later for an academic
position or for a research grant. But postdoctoral fellowships are not easy to
get. Only one in nine applicants was successful for the 1969 fiscal year in the
NSF program. If the faculty member with whom he wants to work has project
associate funds, it may be possible to proceed informally through his PhD
adviser to a guaranteed position.?? Nothing rauch is lost if being a project asso-
ciate entails much the same experience as being a fellow.

Although exceptions exist, the projact associate is usuaily given more free-
dom than the employee status would imply, and the fellow has less freedom
than the grantors intended. The faculty member is seidom comfortable in the
employer-employee relationship and prefers the master-apprentice interaction
instead. His research support is seldom so narzow in description that a spec-
trum of activities may not be allowed under the terms of the grant or contract.
His own interests probably lie in several areas simultaneously. If his project
associate has ideas of his own, he is permitted to follow them if they fall
within the scope of the faculty member’s interest.

On the other hand, the fellow will often discover that unless his research
interests coincide fairly closely with those of his mentor, he will get Iittle help.
Few institutions have free space not assigned to faculty members, and conse-
quently, the fellow’s research must conform somewhat to the facilities avail-
able to his mentor. Since the fellow is not likely to have sufficient funds to
pay for his research expenses,?? he is dependent on his mentor for support
from the mentor’s project grant or contract. Such funds, however, are legally
used only when the research is appropiiate to he project.

221ndeed, once the positicn is guaranteed, jie may be urged by his prospective postdoc-
toral mentor to apply for the fellowship anyway. If he wins it, the mentor will be able to
hire a second postdoctoral with funds released.

2350me programs provide ap to $1,000 foc expenses. Not all of these funds are neces-
sarily available to the fellow, and even if they were, research costs often exceed this
amount.
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The net result of these conditions is that the distinction between the proj-
ect associate and the fellow is lessened. When a research group ~ontains both
types, a faculty member is especially loath to insist on differences. This does
not mean that there are none, however. The project associate, as an employee
of the university, usually shares in the fringe benefits of health insurance, park
ing privileges, and even retirement plans. On the other hand, the fellow is
granted exemption of tax liability for up to $3,600 of his stipend.

The faculty often see the training grant as a means of increasing the num- 4
ber of postdoctorals in the department. Since the award is at their disposal, ;
the traineeships are used to attract able postdoctorals in the department. Once
there, the postdoctoral may be urged to apply for a fellowship. If he is suc- ]
cessful, a traineeship is released to bring another postdoctoral to the groug. '
Although this shuffling from traineeship to fellowship or even to project asso-
ciateship makes the impact of the training program difficult to measure, the
individual continues to receive the experience that he sought, the faculty re-
ceive the assistance that they desire, and the manpower pool generally receives
another independent researcher.

None of the above destroys all differences between the three modes of sup-
port. It merely tends to make them less severe. Fellows, after all, have been
selected in a national competition and tend, on the average, to be much better
researchers. Some faculty want only fellows in their group for just this reason.
They argue that the national committees can do a better job of selection than

‘ the individual faculty member. As one put it, “I insist that the people who

; come to work with me be good enough to win in a national competition.” Of

: course, not all faculty members have the reputation to attract fellows. Those
who do tend to be at the prestige institutions.

The project associate may be a graduate of the host in«titution who has
been kept on since he was offered no suitable outside position. As we have
seen from Table 19 (p. 78), he may not be as able as the rnan from the out-
side. It is probably true that, on the average, the project associate is not as
promising as the fellow. Even if this were true, the overlap in ability of the
two groups is extensive.

Not only is there little difference in treatment among thz fellow, the
trainee, and the project associate once they are at the host institution, but the
situation is confused further by tne lack of consistency in the use of titles at

' the host institutions. Respondents to our census of postdoctorals were asked
to give their title and, separately, to check the type of appointment they
held. The latter options were fellowship, traineeship, sabbatical, position sup-

: ported by project funds, and other. The following table gives the relationship
.- among their responses®*:

]
48

NS

249,971 out of the 10,740 respondents provided both title and type of appointment.
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Type of Title
Appointment Feliow Research or Project Associate Other
Fellowship 3,572 726 796
Traineeship 316 105 604
Sabbatical 23 43 a3
Project associateship 326 2,030 625
Other 188 184 340
Total 4,425 3,088 2,458

It would appear that many postdoctorals neither know nor care what type of
appointment they have as long as their checks arrive on time and they are able
to do the research they want.?s It is with little confidence, therefors, that we
present the data on the types of appointment held by the postdoctorals.

Table 23 gives the distribution of all postdoctorals among the types of
appointment at U.S. academic institutions as reported by the postdoctorals
and as reported by the departments.® The departmental response is probably
accurate and the lack of agreement between the two sets of data reinforces the
comments made above concerning the postdoctoral attitudes toward the vari-
ous modes of support at academic institutions. It is apparent that regardless of
nationality, postdoctorals prefer to consider themselves as fellows, no matter
what their real status may be. The reasons for tiiis preference are many. They
include the prestige of being a fellow, ignorance of the distinction between
the various types, and the confusion of titles.

Concentrating now on the departmental response, ard realizing that approxi-
mately 62 percent of the science postdoctorals are immediates, it is apparent
(Figure 6) that postdoctorals in the engineering, mathematical, and physical
sciences have fewer opportunities for fellowships than those in the biological
sciences and almost no opportunity for traineeships. The burden of postdoc-
toral support in the EMP fields is on the research grant mechanism. This ex-
plains why current cut-backs in research funding affect the postdoctoral situ-
ation in the physical sciences so much more severely than in the other areas.

It will also have a serious impact on the foreign postdoctoral in all science
fields. Only in the humanities and social sciences (““other fields™) are the for-
eigners less often project associates than the Americans.

The lesser dependence on the trairing-grant mechanism in the EMP fields
correlates with a lesser interest among the faculty in these fields in the merits

250ne young biologist told us that he had avoided a project associateship because he
thought it would commit him to his mentor. Earlier in the discussion he had complained
that his mentor had ignored the project outlined in his fellowship application and had
required the fellow to work in an area that interested the mentor.

26Not all departments were asked for data so that the numbers of postdoctorals as given
by the departments need not agree with the numbers from the census. On the other hand,
it is difficult to reconcile the change in the ratio of foreign to U. S. between the two
sources, unless our response rate from foreigners was better than from U. S. citizens.




TABLE 23 Typesof Appointment of All Postdoctorals at U.S. Academic Institutions: A Comparison between Departmental
and Postdoctoral Responses

Percentage of Postdoctorals by Mode of Support

Total

Project Number
Postdoctoral Field Source of Data Citizenship Fellowship Traineeship Associateship Other (100%)
EMP?2 sciences Postdoctoral u.s. 29 2 58 11 1,257
Foreign 37 1 51 11 1,893
Departmental uUs. 19 1 73 7 1,430
Foreign 11 0 e1 8 1,790
Biological sciences Postdoctoral us. 51 20 21 7 1,254
© Foreign 43 8 42 8 1,338
=* Departmental uUsS. 35 24 35 6 1,091
Foreign 20 5 68 7 832
Medical sciences Postdoctoral us. 67 26 2 . 5 1,337
Foreign 70 13 10 7 780
Departmental uUsS. 23 1 8 28 2,011
Foreign 35 18 19 28 638
Other fields Postdoctoral Us. 53 10 14 22 517
Foreign 54 5 19 21 242
Departmental uUsS. 49 7 25 20 213

Foreign 62 0 12 26 94

3Engineering, mathematics, and physical sciences.

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Census and Departmental Questionnaire.
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FIGURE G

Types of Appointment of Postdoctorals at U.S. Academic Institutions.
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of the postdoctoral experience in preparing PhD’s for research in the university
setting. In preparing a training grant proposal the faculty member is forced to
consider the manpower needs of the country and to design a program to help ;
fulfill those needs. The research grant proposal, on the other hand, puts the
emphasis upon accomplishing a desired research goal. Any support for post-
doctorals included in the proposal must be justified by the level of effort that
the research requires. Although both mechanisms are research based, the latter
recognizes the postdoctoral as a “‘means,” while the former considers him an
“end.” In actual practice, the situation is mixed; the trainee is also a research
assistant and the project associate is receiving valuable experience. Both of
these by-products, however, are less intentional than fortuitous. A mechanism
is called for that ties these two together.

Duration of Appointment Postdoctorals spend varying amounts of time on
their appointments. A few remain for an indefinite period, becoming, in our
terminology, “long-term” postdoctorals. Most immediate postdoctorals, how-
ever, tend to stay three years or less, with the overall average being 1.6 years
and with over 80 percent staying less than 2.3 years. Contrary to the general
opinion, the foreign immediate postdoctoral does not spend any longer time
on appointment than his American counterpart.
By field, the humanist spends from 0.6 years to 1.4 years, the chemist from
0.8 to 2.0 years, and the biochemist from 1.3 to 2.5 years. All other fields lie
somewhere between the extremes. These figures, not surprisingly, do not dif-
fer significantly from those suggested by the faculty as optimum either for the
postdoctoral’s sake or for the department’s. In both cases the duration recom-
‘ mended is from 1.4 years to 2.8 years, with biochemistry at the upper end and
! chemistry at the lower. At one major institution the chemistry chairman as-
serted that one year of postdoctoral study was enough. “The second year does
not double the benefit of one year of postdoctoral study.” Another chemistry
chairman echoed this impression and added that “the first year rewards the
postdoctoral; the second year rewards the mentor.” A third chairman, also
4 from chemistry, introduced the important proviso that the crucial determinant
1 is that the postdoctoral stay long enough “to do something.”
i There is, however, much variation in the departmental attitudes toward
establishing limits on the length of time that a postdoctoral may spend in the
department. The top institutions tend to have a policy on duration more often
than the lesser institutions and the EMP fields more often than the basis medi-
cal sciences. Only 77 departments out of 915 that reported having postdoc-
torals limit the tenure of postdoctorals and in no field did more than 18 per-
: cent of the departments report such a policy.
e | Of course there are other constraints on the duration of appointment. Fel-
lowships are generally tenable for one year, although some programs permit a
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renewal for an additional year and sometimes longer. The postdoctoral’s own
career interest is 2 major cause for limiting the appointment. Most are eager to
get onto the tenure ladder as assistant professors. They are quite conscious of
their artificial status at most universities where they no longer think of them-
selves as students but are not faculty members either. The actual duration is
likely to be a compromise among a number of forces including the postdoc-
toral’s desire for faculty status, the mentor’s desire for expert research assist-
ance, the progress of the particular research problem involving both of them,
and the availability of a suitable next appointment for the postdoctoral.

Intermediate PhD Postdoctorals

The intermediate postdoctoral did not take his appointment immediately after
his doctorate. Presumably he was employed elsewhere in the intervening time
and then made a decision to pursue postdoctoral study. Postdoctorals in this
category are of two different kinds: those who are on leave from their previous
positions, and those who have resigned from their previous positions and are
making a transition to new employment. The former are in a sense taking an
early sabbatical, perhaps to escape the distractions from research of their regu-
lar employment and possibly to achieve new competencies in their research
fields. In the humanities and social sciences, especially, this is the time when
the thesis may be transformed into a book for publication. For the scientist
who went immediately to an academic position following his PhD, the tempo-
rary leave allows him to pick up his research, which previously had to compete
with the preparation of lecture notes and with the other demands on the time
of a new assistant professor.

For others the postdoctoral appointment is a mechanism for upward mobil-
ity in the academic world. Having taken a position in a lesser institution (from
which it is difficult to appear attractive to the better schools), the young PhD
takes a postdoctoral appointment and essentially starts over again in the em-
ployment market. Thus, the postdoctoral position provides for the system a
mieans of individual renewal—a second chance. This is particularly important
for the PhD in science who, having tired of being a student, opted for imme-
diace faculty status. Without the postdoctoral experience he is unlikely to re-
ceive an appointment at an institution of high prestige (see Table 14 on p. 68).
Were it not for the opportunities for an intermediate postdoctoral appoint-
ment, such a man would be unable to move to a more desirable university.

These remarks apply mainly to the U.S. citizen. For the foreign citizen the
intermediate postdoctoral appointment, in addition, may be simply a delayed
immediate postdoctoral position. The difficultics of arranging appointments
from abroad, as well as the problem of acquiring travel funds, may cause a
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year or tw. to pass before the foreign PhD can finally get to the United States.
In the mezn+ime, of course, he has been temporarily employed. In every
sense, except for the forr ~! definition, he is an immediate postdoctoral.

The number of intermeuiate postdoctorals is not very large. Table 24 sum-
marizes some of their characteristics. In the sciences over 70 percent of the
intermediates are foreigners, while in the humanities and social sciences less
than 30 percent are from abroad. Altogether, 72 percent of the U.S. interme-
diates are at universities; 14 percent are pursuing postdoctoral work abroad.
In all fields combined there are only 326 U.S. intermediate postdoctorals; 2
small number when one realizes the important function postdoctoral study
may play at this career stage.

; Table 25 gives the leave status for intermediate postdoctorals. Since migra-
i tion to a university is relatively difficult from a nonacademic institution, it is
'i not surprising that 2 fair number of postdoctorals are on leave when taking

, their appointments outside the university. Again, those in the humanities and
the social sciences demonstrate behavior much different from the scientists.
They are much less likely to use the postdoctoral appointment as a means of
changing institutions. Their main interest in an appointment is that it tempo-
rarily releases them from other time-consuming duties connected with an aca-
demic position and that it enables them to devote themselves to research. The
importance of postdoctoral study at this time for these disciplines is indicated
by the relatively large proportion of intermediate postdoctorals in the social
sciences (other than psychology) and in the humanities. Although only 2 per-
cent of postdoctorals at the immediate level are in these fields, they arc ‘he
fields of interest of 18 percent of the postdoctorals at the intermediate level.
Eighty-eight percent of the intermediate postdoctorals in those fields are on
leave.

People who delay their postdoctoral appointment until the intermediate
stage have had maturing experiences beyond their PhD training. Consequently,
it is difficult to measure their quality compared to the immediate postdoctorals.
One would ~ypect that, having tasted regular employment, they have a clearer
idea of what they want to achieve during their postdoctoral study. The matu-
rity that some years out of graduate school have given them may compensate
for whatever initial differences separated them from their colleagues who went
immediately into postdoctoral study. When we compare the two groups with
regard to their total baccalaureate-to-PhD time lapse, the differences are small
but interesting. The mean time lapse for intermediates in the physical sciences
is 6.1 years, for the basic medical sciences 7.1 years, and for the other biologi-
cal sciences 6.8 years. In each case the intermediaie falls midway between the
immediate who migrates and the immediate who stays at home (see Table 19,
p. 78). In all cases the intermediate shares with the immediate about a 1%-year
advantage over the PhD population generally.
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TABLE 24 Distribution of Intermediate Postdoctorals among Host Institutions, by Field and Citizenship

Percentage of Immediate Postdoctorals by Type of Host Institution Total
Number

Postdoctoral Field Citizanship University Nonprofit Industrial Government - Abroad (100%}
EMP? us. 79 6 0 8 7 114
Foreign 88 4 1 6 0 345
Biological sciences us. 69 6, 0 7 18 100
Foreign 89 5 1 5 0 189
Medical sciences uU.S. 56 22 0 11 1 9
Foreign 26 14 0 0 0 14
Other fields? u.s. 68 10 1 3 18 103
Foreign 90 10 0 0 0 31
Total UsS. 72 8 0 o 14 326
Foreign 88 5 1 5 0 579

ZEngjineering, mathematics, and physical scienc .
includes social sciences and humanities.

Source: NRC, Cffice of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Census Questionnaire.
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TABLE 25 Percentage of Intermediate Postdoctorals at Academic and
Nonacademic Hrst Institutions on Employment Leave, bv Field and

Citizenship
Percentage of Intermediate Postdoctorals on Employment Leave
U.S. Citizens at Citizens of Foreign Countries at
Academic Nonacademic Academic Nonacademic

Postdoctoral Field Host Inst. Host Inst. Ho<t 5T, Host Inst.

EMP? 19 58 55 68

Biological sciences 18 30 50 67

Medical sciences 20 0 50 o

Other fields? 7 55 57 67

Total 34 45 54 66

?Engineering, mathematics, and physical sciences.
Includes social sciences and humanities.

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Census Guestionnaire.

As with the immediate postdoctorals, the usual period of time spent as a
postdoctoral is from one academic year to two full years. It is shorter in the
humanities and social sciences, where it seldom lasts longer than a year. Bio-
chemistry is the longest, with two thirds of the intermediates spending from ’
1.2 years to 2.8 years on their appointments. For both the immediate and the
intermediate the appointment is limited both by the availabilitv of funds (es-
peciaily outside the natural sciences)?” and by the availability of a suitable
position.

The intermediates look forward to academic positions even more strongly
than the immediates do. Many, of course, are returning to the ones they left;
others to better ones. The striking difference is in the proportion heading
toward a college rather than a university. Whereas 7 percent of university-
based immediates were anticipating colleges as their next employers, 15 per-
cent of the intermediates are planning on teaching at a college. It is possible
that most of these are on leave from colleges and are simply returning. Gov-
ernment and industrv are selected less often by intermediates than by imme-
diates, which probably reflect< the preselection of the entire group of interme-

o iy e 2 =

3 27Eyen in the physical sciences, which are dependent almost entirely on the National
Science Foundation for fellowship support, there is little money for the intcrmediate
postdoctora. Of the 120 fellowships awarded in the 1968 NSF regular postdoctoral pro-
gram, 86 went to persons who had not finished their doctorates at the time of their appli-
cations. At most, the remaining 34 fellowships went to intermediates in all the fields cov-
ered by that program.

¢ A

Ml

ﬂ
AR vl nltaniirmmpprmirinee .

i
l; ;. PR g

AR




98
THE DEMOGRAPHY OF POSTDOCTORAL EDUCATION

diates. Most wer= previously in academic positions and are not changing their
minds.

Senior PhD Postdoctorals

Whatever doubts may exist with regard to the necessity of postdoctoral study
immediately following the PhD, study or research leaves for mature scholars
are universally recognized as important and desirable. After several years of
teaching, research, and administration, tiie senior investigator is often ir need
of both a change of pace and the stimulation of new surroundings. For some, a
leave of absence permits them the leisure to complete a book on which they
have been working. For others, it is an opportunity to work with a colleague
at another institution. For still others, the absence of regular duties allows
them to visit libraries and other so.rces of original documents to pursue their
research. All look forward to the experience to renew their ability to cope with
their normal responsibilities.

Institutions recognize these needs and support them generally. Often the
support is limited to granting leaves without pay to their staff. Many univer-
sities and some nonacademic institutions have forma! sabbatical leave pro-
grams. The usual pattern is to provide a half-year’s salary every seven years
and to require no services for a period up tc a year. The employee has the
, option of receiving full pay for one semester or half-pay for the entire aca-

i demic year. The sabbatical leave is seldom automatic and is granted only on

' the submission of a proposed plan of study and research. It is understood
that the professor on sabbatical may supplement his income through research
grants and fellowships, but he may not be paid for services during his leave.

Although some senior investigators make use of their leave to acquire new
i skills, more often their motivation is to have free time to exploit their already
‘ considerable talents. They do not think of themselves as postdoctorals and it
' is likely that our estimates of their numbers are low. The formal fellowship
E programs, such as the NSF Senior Postdoctoral Fellowships, make the identi-
fication with postdoctoral study and research. Others, such as the Guggen-
heim Fellowships, are designed to support scholars with or without the doc-
torate. Humanists supported by a grani from the American Council of Learned
Societies (ACLS) or social scientists who have been awarded a grant by the
Social Science Research Council probably do not perceive of their activities as
being “postdoctoral” in any special sense. Part of the difficulty in estimating
the numbers of this group arises from our definition. If a scholar receives an
ACLS grant that supports his research part-time during the academic year
.- while he maintains his pedogogical duties, his situation is akin to that of the

physicist with support from a research contract. If, on the other hand, he is ¥

LI e
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released from teaching responsibilities to pursue his research, he becomes, in
our definition, a postdoctoral. q

Assuming, nevertheless, that our data are representative if not complete, :
they show that the humanists and the social scientists make much more use
of the senior postdoctoral appointment than do the natural scientists. Almost
half of the American senior postdcctorals are from tields outside the natural
sciences. By contrast, only one in seven of the foreign senior postdoctorals
are not natural scientists. Table 26 gives the distribution of senior postdoctor-
als among the host institutions. In striking contrast to the rest of the postdoc-
toral population, the American s>nior postdoctoral is almost as likely to travel
abroad as he is to spend his time ata U.S. educational institution. In the physi-
cal and biological sciences particularly, he will be a visitor in a foreign coun-
try as often as he will be ata different U. S. university. While the American
senior postdoc*oral is at an academic institution abroad, the foreign senior
postdoctoral is at a university here.

The distribution of senior postdoctorals among the fields may only par-
tially reflect the availability of funds. It is also a consequence of the different
.ature of research in the different disciplines. Most experimental scientists at
universities have their own laboratories at their universities. They are likely
to slow down their research if they go on leave for a year or less.2® Unless a
humanist is extremely fortunate, his “Jaboratory” is distributed around the
country and abroad. Once he has exploited the resources of the local library
and whatever materials may be obtained 1hrough interlibrary loan, he has need
for extended periods of uninterrupted tizne to write. It may also be necessary
to see original-source documents. In either case, his research requires-thie leave
of absence to become efficient. As we have seen earlier, the scieritist-often
finds it necessary to take a postdoctcral appointment early in his career in
order to become a productive investigator. For him a later postdoctoral is an
enrichment, but seldom a necessity. The hurnanist is already competent in the
techniques of scholarship when he receives his doctorate. His immediate need
is rather for growth and contemplation, often enhanced by classroom confroi-
tations. The delayed postdoctoral for him is necessary if he is to bring his re-
search to fruition.

Although the senior postdoctoral may be relatively more important for the
humanist t1an for the scientist, it is still important for the scientist. Especially
if he desires to work with or near colieagues abroad, the availability of fellow-
ships is crucial. The evidence is that there is not nearly enough money to sup-
port postdoctoral activity in the sciences for the mature investigator. All of

28This is not true for the theoretical physicist or mathematician. The association with
colleagues at a different institution can be extremely fruitful, even if the duration is

relatively short.
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TABLE 26 Distsibution of Senior Postdoctorals among Host Institutions, by Field and Citizenship

Percentage of Senior Postdoctorals by Type of Host Institution Total

Number

Postdoctoral Field Citizenship University Nonprofit Industry Government Foreign (100%)
EMmP? uUs. 48 5 o 3 45 146
Foreign 82 6 2 10 1 199
Biological science us. 48 1 o 1 50 80
Foreign 96 2 0 2 o 102

o

=] Medical science U.S. 50 25 o o Y. 4
Foreign 89 o o 1 o 9
Other fields? us. 56 17 0 2 25 225
Foreign 82 14 o 2 2 50
Total uUs. 53 10 0 2 35 455
Foreign 86 6 1 6 1 360

gEngineerirag, mathematics, and physical sciences.
Includes social sciences and humanities.

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Census Questionnaire.




WS Lk m e

101
THE POSTDOCTORAL IN U.S. ACADEMIC INSTITUTIONS

Ly L W

the national programs have more applicants than awards. In the 1968 compe-
tition the NSF Senior Postdoctoral Program had 384 applicants for 55 j
awards.?’ The NATO program had 462 applicants for 39 awards. The human-
ists and social scientists face similar shortages in awards from their respective

sources of support.

Long-Term PhD Postdoctorals

Of major concern to those entrusted with public policy questions as they relate
to science education and research is the matter of the long-term postdoctoral.
Whatever the values of postdoctoral activity, they seem to some observers to
be abused by those individuals who make a career of being a postdoctoral. At
a time when both higher education and industry are bemoaning the insufficient
supply of trained manpower, the whole of postdoctoral education is open to
discredit by the failure of the ““eternal postdoctoral” to take a “real’ position.

A number of considerations must be bome in mind. As we have seen, the
average postdoctoral spends less than two years on his appointment before tak-
ing a more penmanent position. Although the postdoctoral phenomenon intro-
duces a delay in the flow of manpower, in a steady-state situation the flow is
undiminished for the bulk of the postdoctorals.

In fact, it is difficult to isolate the truly-perpetual postdoctoral. As indi-
cated earlier, he may not have responded to our questionnaire, since he per-
ceives himself to be a permanent employee rather than a temporary postdoc-
toral. Furthermore, there may be other factors in perpetuating a postdoctoral
career other than the reluctance to leave the academic research laboratory.

If we examine the research groups at universities, we find that there are a
number of different kinds of people invcived, ranging from graduate students
(and occasionally undergraduates) through senior faculty. In addition there
are immediate and intermediate pcstdoctorals who are transient members of
the group. Occasionally a senior scholar will be a wemporary visitor. There are |
; also the more permanent professional research staff. Some of these are techni-
cians with varying degrees of formal training and others are hclders of the doc-
torate who have chosen the academic research environment as their career loca-
tion. This latter group is the “unfaculty” mentioned earlier. They occur pri-
marily at the major institutions where the level of federal support of research
] is sufficiently massive, permitting the expectation of uninterrupted employ-

- ment over an extended period. The long-term postdoctoral may be identified
. in part with this professicaal research staff, although he may also exist in less
. prestigious institutions.

it

reweny

D1 1969, due to the budgetary stringency, the NSF found it necessary to drop this
program altogether.
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In a study made in the spring of 1967, Kruytbosch and Messinger*® exam-
ined the situation, as “observant participants,” of the professional researcher
at the University of California. The document is not free from bias and was
conceived to influence policy, but it yields an interesting and informative pic-
ture of both the problems and the activities of the “unfaculty.” The report
raises important questions about the place of research at 2 university and, al-
though the authors plead for more formal recognition and acceptance by the
administration of these “temporary” and somewhat unofficial members of the
community, they suggest why some of the long-term postdoctorals choose that
status over being a faculty member at another (and lesser) institution.

These people are strongly committed to research and aspire to faculty posi-
tions at major institutions. The opportunities to do the kind of research that
they desire are limited to a few centers. To leave those centers would require
either a change of research emphasis or a diminution of research activity.
Given these alternatives, they prefer being unrecognized persons at a research
center to having full faculty status elsewhere. Even better, they would like
their present status formalized with all the privileges of the faculty at their
institution.

That they are valuable members of the research groups to which they
belong is undeniable. The evidence is strong that they participate not only in
the research activity but also in the administration of the grants and contracts
that support the research. The longer they stay the more they are able to assist
the professors. The fact that the project directors contiinue to find funds to
support them indicates the desirability of their presence. If the object is to
produce research, the professional researcher is clearly a most irnportant com-
ponent.

The question may be rzised, of course, as to whether there is a more effec-
tive use that could be magd: of these people. Should the funding of research at
universities be such as to encourage the practice of retaining professional
researchers for indefinite periods? The formulation of an answer to this ques-
tion requires the consideration of several complicating issues. In the first place,
it must be decided whether the research being performed is itself sufficiently
valuable to be supported at current levels. If so, then the question must be
faced as to whether the samne research could or would be performed outside of
the university setting. Furthermore, except for the important question of the
relevance of this kind of research to the university’s mission, does it make any
difference to the purchasers of the research (ultimately society at large) where
1 it is done? If the same people are doing the same research, the alteration of
1 titles is not a real resolution of the long-term postdoctoral problem.

[T

b bt o b i

* A

- 30Carlos E. Kruytbosch and Sheldon L. Messinger, Unequal Peers: Profe=zional Researclt-
ers at Berkeley, unpublished report, University of California, Berkeley, April 1967.
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If one should decide that, for whatever reasons, the support of these peo-
ple should be stopped, the question of whether they would be as usefully em-
ployed elsewhere is the next consideration. The mere possession of a PhD
does not necesszrily qualify a person for an academic or industrial position.
Hopefully, a faculty member wants to teach and has the personal character-
istics beyond formal learning and research productivity that enzple him to
relate pedagogically to students. Industrial laboratories iequire researchers
who are stimulated by applied problems and who are sufficiently self-denying
to be productive even when proprietary interests forbid publication and public
or professional recognitic.1. Furthiermore, there are few industrial applications
for elementary particle physics or fruit fly genetics. The long-term postdoctoral
has been aware that there are other opportunities and for a variety of reasons,
both personal and professional, he has rejected them. It may be that his great-
es\ cortribution to society is being made where he is, given his peculiar aca-
demic training and personality traits.

| In lien of a better criterion, given the data available to us, we have desig-
nated as “long-term” those postdoctorals who are in their third or later year
of postdoctoral work and who are not on leave from another position. Grant-
ing the appropriateness of this definition in this area of postdoctoral activity
and accepting the probable bias in the responses to our census questionnaire,
it is instructive to examine the details of the group of long-term postdoctorals
as we measured ~nem. From Table 9 (p. 59) we see that there is much varia-
tion in the proportion of the postdoctorals in a given field who are long term.
The physical and biological sciences have a larger share than the medical sci-
ences, and in the fields of physics, chemistry, and biochemistry approximately
one in seven of all postdoctorals are long term. These three fields also have the
largest number of postdoctorals, with the result that they colleétively account
for sixty-two percent of all long-term postdoctorals. The situation °s somewhat
more complex, however, since the post-MD component by definition does not
contribute to the long-term group. If we compute the percentages on the basis
of the number of post-PhD’s in the field there are some dramatic changes. The
medical sciences have a total of only 175 post-PhD’s but 27 (or 15 percent) of
i them are long term. The fraction of long-term postdoctorals in the biological
sciences rises to 18 percent while there is little changc in the physical sciences.
In addition to variation by field there is a strons; dependence on sex and
nationality. The following table gives the fraction of each group who are long

- ——

3 term:

‘ u.s. uUs. Foreign

. Postdoctoral Male Female {Both Sexes)
- ; Field % % %
2 EMP 10 33 14

Biological sciences 9 27 14
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Thus foreig iers are approximately one and one-half times as likely to be long i
term as U. S. males, while U. S. females are long-term postdoctorals three times

as often as their male counterparts. Stated in a different way, whereas 39 per-

cent of all postdoctorals in the biolcgical sciences are U. S. males, only 29 per-

cent of the long-term postdoctorals are. U.S. women constitute 9 percent of

all postdoctorals in these fields, but 21 percent of the long-term postdoctorals.

The fact that U.S. males have a greater chance of obtaining faculty appoint-
ments in this country may partially explain the distribution of long-term post-
doctorals. Many of the women are either facuity or student wives who are not
able to receive faculty positions because of institutional rules on nepotism.

There are, of course, some wemen who find the postdoctoral status to their
liking, allowing them to do research part-time while remaining a wife and
mother. Nevertheless, it is clear that the majority are simply taking the best
position that is open to women who want to do research and to live with their
husbands and children. This is especially true at institutions not near other re-
search opportunities.

The foreign component shares some of the same constraints. Language diffi- (
culties as well as lack of faculty opportunities at research oriented universities i
for all but the very best foreign postdoctorals probably account for the attrac- f
tiveness of postdoctoral appointments for those who want to prolong their stay
in the United States. If we examine the fraction of postdoctorals coming from
countries in the various GNP categories31 (Table 27), we can see thatitisa
vast oversimplification to speak of the foreign postdoctoral as though he were
member of a homogeneous group. Because they constitute more than nine-
tenths of the postdoctorals from very low income countries, the Indians have
been considered as a separate GNP category. Indians are twice as likely to be
long-term postdoctorals as other foreign groups and they account for 27 per-
cent of all foreign long-term postdoctorals, while constituting only 13 percent
of all foreign postdoctorals. On the other hand, the postdoctorals from coun-
tries with fair per capita GNP become long-term posidoctorals even less often
than U. S. males. We will examine the foreign postdoctoral in more detail in |
Chapter 8. i

One final comment about the long-term postdoctoral is in order. As one
examines Table 27, it is clear that the number of people involved is not large
considering that all fields are combired. In the fields with the highest concen-
tration of postdoctorals—physics, chemistry, and biochemistry—there are only

1 31For the purpose of comparison among countries, per capita gross national product

(GNP) is a better (although not perfect) measure of the degree of development of 2

country than geographic location. Japan, for example, is better grouped with Great

v Britain than with the rest of Asia, if one wants to measure the sophistication and rela-
tive adequacy of higher education in the countries of the world. The countries in each

group are listed in Appendix B-3.
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TABLE 27 Number and Percentage of Long-Term Postdoctorals at U.S.
Academic Institutions by Sex and Citizenship

Postdoctorals at U.S. Academic Institutions
Male Female Total
Long-Term Long-Term Long-Term
Citizenship Total N % Total N % Total N %

Foreign {grouped by per capita GNP of country of origin) |

High 2587256 99 203 28 138 2,790 284 10.2 s

Fair 275 13 4.7 42 2 48 317 15 47 |
Low 450 35 7.8 91 7 77 541 42 18
Very low 37 4 108 1 0 0.0 38 4 105
India 520 118 22.7 47 12 255 567 130 229
Foreign Total 3869 426 111 384 49 122 4,253 475 11.2
U.S. Total 3916 2564 65 485 113 23.3 4,401 367 8.3
Total 7,785 680 87 869 162 18.6 8,654 842 9.7

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Person nel, Postdoctoral Census Question naire.

61,35, and 42 U. S. male long-term postdoctorals respectively. The national
manpower picture would not change significantly if they were ctherwise em-
ployed. :

Post-Professional-Doctorates

The postdoctoral in the medical, dental, and other professional fields is at
once different in his motivations and background from the post-PhD and also
much less well defined. Since professional doctoral training is generally limited
in research participation, the post-professional-doctorate is not as useful to
the faculty as a research associate. It is, in fact, the purpose of postdoctoral
activity in these fields more to instill the methodologies and techniques of
research than to expand or to sharpen tools already possessed. Unfortunately
for the purposes of our study, the definition of postdoctorals in these fields
(generally the ones supported by the National Institutes of Health) is not the
same as that found appropriate by NIH. Whereas we have restricted our study
to those post-professional-doctorates involved piimarily in research, the NIH

; programs are appropriately designed for physicians, surgeons, dentists, and

E . : others who desire additional training for a much wider range of activities.

; Thus, their “postdoctoral” fellowship and traineeship programs include indi-

viduals interested in acquiring additional clinical experience in their specialties,

- working toward specialty-board examinations, and receiving special residency

i | i
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experience, as well as those seeking research training. Since some of the activi-
ties may also include an exposure to research during a portion of the appoint-
ment, the guestion of inclusion or exclusion from our study becomes prob-
lematic. As mentioned in the introduction, our return rate in medical sciences
is probably not only low, but more indefinite.

Post-MD Notwithstanding this caution with regard to the accuracy of the ab-

solute numbers, we believe that the relative data may be sufficiently precise

to describe adequately the post-MD. This confidence arises not only from the

consistency of our data with the comments and opinions given in a number of

interviews but also with the agreement of percentages between our census

and data developed annually by the American Medical Association (AMA).

Table 28 gives these data for nine leading medical schools®? and for all others.
Beczuse of the internship and residency requirements there is no “immedi-

ate” postdoctoral in a real sense among the post-MD’s. It is difficult, therefore,

TABLE 28 Comparison between Office of Scientific Personnel (OSP)
Census and AMA Data on Postdoctorals in the Clinical Specialties at U.S.

Medical Schools

MD-Postdoctorals in U.S. Medical Schools

Clinical Specialty and Type OSP Census Data AMA Data
of School Number Percent Number Percent
Internal medicine
Nine leading schools 372 30 500 33
All others 628 70 1,003 67
Total 900 100 1,503 100
Other clinical medicine
Nine leading schools 345 26 749 28
Ali others 962 74 1,934 72
Total 1,307 100 2,683 100
Total
Nine leading schools 617 28 1,249 30
All others 1,590 72 2,937 70
Total 2,207 100 4,186 100

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Census Questionnaire; AMA.

327y division into nine leading medical schools and all others is admittedly arbitrary,
but it is interesting to note that the same mobility picture that was produced by the

reputation grouping of the graduate schools is reproduced here. Although the nine lead-
ing medical schools produce only 13 percent of the MD’s, they attract 28 percent of the

postdoctorals.
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to determine precisely what fraction of the MD’s produced take a postdoctoral
appointment. In 1965-66 there were 7,574 MD’s produced by medical schools
in the United States.>® We collected questionnaires from 833 medical science
postdoctorals who are U.S. citizens and who had received their MD’s within
the last seven years. Assuming an average of three years for their postdoctoral
experience and estimating that our returns represent half of the total, 555
MD’s per year seek postdoctoral appointments. This is only 7 percent of the
MD’s produced, as compared with 20 percent of the PhD’s in the natural
sciences.

The rationale for postdoctoral education in the clinical sciences is simple
and agreed upon by all participants, both postdoctoral and mentor, as well as
by the medical school administration and supporting agencies: to create faculty
for medical schools. It is the general consensus that a faculty member must be
involved in research if he is to be in a position to pass on to medical students
the latest developments. Consequently, it is imperative that, following a long
period of didactic training and supervised practice of medicine, the potential
faculty member be not cnly introduced to research but raised to a level of
proficiency and self-sufficiency. Some achieve this goal by seeking a PhD.
Table 29 demonstrates that, compared to the post-PhD, the post-MD is much

TABLE 29 Enroliment of Postdoctorals at U.S. Academic Institutions in
Regular Courses and in Degree Programs by Field and Citizenship

Percentage of Postdoctorals
Taking or Candidates for
Postdoctoral Field Citizenship Auditing Courses Second Doctorate
Physical sciences uUs. 41 0
and engineering Foreign 31 1
Biological sciences uUs. 46 0
Post-PhD Foreign 35 2
uUs. 78 45
Post-MD Foreign 47 19
Medical specialties uUs. 46 10
Foreign 36 15
Humanities and uUs. 46 1
social sciences Foreign 56 6

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Census Questionnaire.

33Medical Education in the United States: 1956-66, Journal of the American Medical
Association, Vol. 198, No. 8, November 21, 1966.
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i
more likely to be a candidate for a second doctors degree. Others choose not
to undertak= <uch formal training zad instead undergo a more or less informal
series of experieaces both in the classroom and in the laboratery. Neither mode
is entirely satisfactory and a number of medical schools are coasidering radical
charges ir: the entire medical curriculum, partly motivated by the desire to
accererate the training of future medical faculty.

The problem of creating faculty members for the medical schools is an
acute one and one that is f2lt Lty the current faculty and administration in a
way that siinilar shortages in the arts and sciences are nos felt. At the end of
the 1965-66 academic year there were 672 faculty vacancies in clinical depart-
ments in existiny, medical schools®* and since that time several new schools
have been :reated or planned. In the spring of 1968 one out of s.« budgeted
faculty positions in pediatrics across the country was unfilled, according to
Dr. Ralph J. Wedgewood?® of the University of Washington. Although there
are 155 unfilled budgeted positions,-only 80 pediatric faculty are trained each
year.

The traditional lockstep character of medical education militates against
satisfying the need for faculty. After a student has piled up debts and has
acquired a family during four years of medizal school, one year of internship
and fwo years of residency, two vears of a clinical fellowship 2nd two years in
the military, the prospect of two more years as a research postdoctoral (and
thus an academic career) must compete with the financial 2dvantages of pri-
vate practice.

Existing programs of postdoctoral study in the clinical fields comprise bo‘h
individual fellowships and varying degrees of formal traineeship activities in-
¥0iving groups of postdoctorals. Because the postdoctorals enter their research
appointments at various stages of their medical careers (ranging frem directly
out of medical school, through interruption of their residency experiences, to
following a year or two as assistant professors in a medical school), their back-
grounds are extremely diverse. Consciquently their training must be tailor-made.
Some will require additional ccurse work; others will require more clinical
experience; all will require research training.

In spite of their awareness of the need however, most medical schools have
not integrated their postdoctoral activities with their other responsibilities.
Faculty involvement in training postdoctorals is almost inevitably on an over-
load basis; there is often no lessening of their other responsibilities if faculty
desire to participate in the training program. This is particularly critical when
special courses are needed that are not in the regular curriculum. An example
was cited by Howard Hiatt of the Harvard Medical School. He points out that

38 yournal of the American Medical Association, loc. cit.
35Private communication.
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most research problems in clinical medicine eventually lead to prablems in bio-
chemistry. Because of the long time span of medical training it is possible for

a post-MD to have stvdied biockemistry as a frechman medical stedent before
James Watson and Francis Crick unraveled DNA. There is a need for refresher
courses. Under present circumstances, a biochemist must develop and teach a
new course not for his own students, but for postdoctorais from a different
department and almost always withcut specia: recognition.

The situation is aggravated by the fact that the medical pestdoctoral is usu-
aily less 2sefui as a research ascociate than the post-PhD is to his mentor. Only
after several years is he able, ordinarily, {0 contribute actively to the research
productivity of the faculty member. Whereas the major zationale given by fac-
ulty in the natura! sciences fo. having postdoctorals in their groups is to en-
hance the quality and quantity of research, medical faculty seldom mention
this reazon unless pressed. Then they describe the assistanca more in terms of
that received from a graduate student than that from a colleague.

Most post-MD’s, even +hen intending io do research eventually in a clini-
<al field, will take their postdoctoral appointments in one of the basic medi-
cal sciences. In this setting they are clea:ly not as qualified as the postPhD
who probably cbtained his doctorate in a basic medical science fie!d.3¢ In
view of the many courses that they must take to arrive at proficiency, the
additional requirements for the PhD do not seem as onerous. Tii’s, perhaps,
explains why 45 percent of the U.S. post-MD’s in these circumstances seek a
second doctorate. Whether tire long additional expenditure of time that this
path requires is necessary for the event::al clinical rzsearcher is a matter of
discussion and concern among the clinical faculty.

Post-DDS 1In dentistry the pattern of research training differs from both that
of the basic medical scierces (PhD) and that of the postdoctoral in medicine.
H. W. Magoun®’ has gathered statistics on these patterns, which are summa-
rized in Figure 7. The typical individual interesied in dental research com-
pletes the work for his DDS or DDM degree and then pursues a graduate pro-
gram jeading to a master’s degree. Although some schools have PhD programs,
these play a minor role. Of the 1,337 persons engaged in graduate and post-
doctoral study relating to dentistry in 1966-67, 82 pezcent were in master’s
programs, 5 percent were pursuing the PhD, and 13 percent were engaged in
postdoctoral siudy.

Magoun suggests that the emphesis on master’s programs in dentistry may
in part by related to the educational preparation of the dental faculty. In

36Howe\rer, the post-MD is generallyr more familiar with human Diology.

M w. Magoun, Graduate Education for Cireer Teaching and Research in Dentistry,
paper presented at Workshcp on Graduate Education in Sciences Related to Dentistry,
Chicago, 1968. Journal of Dental Education, in press, 196¢.
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FIGURE 7
Percentagc of Enrollees, by Level, in Dentistry, Medicine, and Basic Medical

Sciences, 1966-67.
100 .
Master’s
{1 Doctoral (FaD)
[543 postdoctora

PERCENTAGE OF ENROLLEES BY LEVEL
g

ol £ _ 2
DENTISTRY MEDICINE BASIC MEDICAL

{(N=1.237) (N = 4,087) SCIENCES (N = 10,055)

Source: 1. W. Magoun, “Graduate Educatio~ for Career Teaching and Reseacch in D2ntistry,”” paper presented 3t
Workshop on Graduaie Education 1.. Sciences Refated 1o Dentistry, Chicago, 1968,

1965-66 only 10 percent held the PhD with or without the piofessional doc-
torate, 21 percent held a master’s degree in addition to the professional doc-
torate, while 69 percent held the professional doctorate only. He further points
out that only half of the dental students in the United States possess the bac-
calaureate degree or. admission to dental school. The present emphasis in den-
tistry on pcst-professional master’s degree programs may rest in part on the
limited preparation of many dental graduates for more advanced graduate
work.
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Although the National Institute of Dental Research has recently supported
the establishment of a number of dental research institutes in universities over
the countiy, the situation today is that the post-DDS is a minor participant in
postdoctoral study. The statistics that follow will include him with the post-
MD without altering significantly the meaning of the results.

Post-professional-Doctorates Combined (Post-MD’s)*>® The post-professional
doctorate does not differ siguificantly from his PhD counterpart in his choice
of postdocicial host instifution. The university attracts three quarters of the
post-MD’s and the government and private hospitals -~count for most of the
remainder. Figure 8 shows the distribution of post-MD’s by host institution,
by field, and by degree level. Virtually all (95 percent) of the post-MD’s are
in the medical sciences and in the biological sciences, althcugh the foreign
oD is more likely to be in the biological sciences than his Aniciican colieague.
The recent American post-MD (within seven years of his doctorate) is almost
four times as nurmerous as the senior posi-MD, and only a few of the Ameri-
cans hold both the MD and the PhD. Tiiis picture is in contrast to that for the
foreign component, where one fifth of the postdoctorals hold both degrees
and the older postdoctoral is almost as frequent as the younger. Again, this
latter pattern is similar to that for the post-PhD population.

Table 30 gives the field distribution of the post-MD’s in more ctail. Among
the medical sciences internal medicine and surgery are the major fields, while
in the basic medical sciences biochemistry and physiology are the most attrac-
tive. Pathology, which has historically been a bridge field, is also popular.

Since the postdoctoral programs for the post-professional doctoral are the
most self-consciously career motivated, the data on anticipated future em-
ploym.ent are particularly interesting. Table 31 gives the choices of the post-
MD’s by level of degree. For all fields combined there is little difference be-
tween the regular and senior postdoctoral. Approximately 60 percent of both
groups plan acadernic careers. Those who hold both the MD and the PhD are
more Jikely to cont:nue in academic medicine and are similar in this regard to
their post-PhD associates. The column headed “other” usually describes for
the post-MD an intention to enter private practice. A third of the post-MD’s
do net anticipate a research czicer.

If a man takes his postdoctoral in one of the basic medical sciences, he is
much more likely to seek an academic career. Table 31 gives the choice for
both biochemistry and internal m2éicine. Even though an MD does postdoc-
toral study in biochemistry, he usually returns to medicine for his rzsearch,
using biochemical teciiniques. Presumably the prior commitment to research
implied in the selection of biochemistry as a postdoctora! field enhances the
likelihood that the man will remain in a research environment.

3% Hercafter we shall use the term post-MD’s to refer to all post-professional-doctorates.
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Distribution of U.S. and Foreign Fost-MD’s by Degree Level, Postdoctoral
Field, and Host Institution.
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TABLE 30 Distribution of Post-MD’s among Fields by Type of Host Institution and Citizenship

Number of Post-MD’s by Type of Host Institutions and Citizenship  Total

U.S. Academic Institutions Other Institutions

Postdoctoral Field us. Foreign u.s. Foreign 1.S. Foreign
Internal medicine 455 271 163 64 618 335
Surgery 108 62 40 19 148 81
P:diatrics 70 62 29 19 99 81
Nuclear and radiological medicine? 41 21 16 3 57 24
Social medicine? 43 19 3 3 46 22
Other medical specialties® 282 148 135 59 417 197
Other medicined 7 52 1 13 82 65
Pathology 120 38 7 11 137 49
—  Anatomy 23 23 1 1 24 24
&  Biochemistry 77 123 74 11 151 134
Microbiology 3g 31 8 7 46 38
Pharmacolicgy 23 44 8 5 31 49
Physiology 74 76 23 17 97 93
Biology 64 68 25 10 89 78
Dentistry 67 31 5 1 72 32
Veterinary medicine 50 23 1 0 51 23
Other fields 73 42 34 10 107 52
Total 1,679 1,134 593 243 2,272 1,377

?Nuclear medicine, radiobiology, clinical radioisotopes, radiology, radiological physics.
bPhysicaI and medical rehabilitation, aerospace medicine, occupational medicine, public health, general preventive medicine.
E.g., psychiatry, obstetrics, ophthalmology, hematology.

Pharmacy, administrative medicine, unspecified medicine.

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Posidoctoral Census Questionnaire.
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TABLE 31 Anticipated Employment of Post-MD’s by Citizenship and Level of Degree

Percentage of Post-MD'c by Anticipeted Employer Total
- Number

Postdoctoral Field Degree Level University College Governmennt Industry Other {(100%)
Biochemistry Recent MD 83 1 5 1 10 115

Senior MD 78 0 9 0 13 23

MD and PhD 77 0] 8 0 5 13

E Internal medicine Recent MD 55 1 7 0 35 537
Senior MD 60 3 9 1 27 75

Total All Fields—U._S. Recent MD 60 1 6 1 33 1,768

Senior MD 56 2 7 1 33 450

MD and PhD 74 2 6 2 17 54

] Total All Fields—Foreign Recent MD 72 2 2 1 24 615
Senior MD 72 3 4 0 21 482

1 MD and PhD 86 3 1 1 10 280

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Census Questionnaire.
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The foreign post-MD is much more likely to seek an academic career. 1
part this is a reflection of his preference, compared to the American MD, for
the basic medical sciences. But even in the clinical fields almost three fourths
of the foreign postdoctorals indicate a university as their career location.

The Postdoctoral in Nonacademic Institutions

Percentage of Postdoctorals at Nonacademic and Academic Host institutions
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Although allusions have been made to that portion (19 percent) of the p~si-
doctoral population not in U. S. academic institutions and occasional ~om-
parisons between the two segments have been made, the nonacader-.ic postdoc-
toral activity deserves special consideration. Outside the universities, postdoc-
torals can be found in nonprofit instituticas, in industrial laboratories, in fed-
eral government instailations, and abroad. With the exception of industry,
none of the above categories is homogeneous; each iricludes a variety of envi-
ronments. Nonprofit institutions encompass hospitals, research institutes, pri-
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Nonacademic Host Institutions: Percentage of Postdoctorals by Field of
Postdoctoral, Sex and Citizenship, and Level of Appointmer:t.
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SEX AND CITIZENSHIP

2

[-1U.S. Male
US. Female
[l Foreign, both sexes

~
(3]

PERCENTAGE OF POSTDOCTORALS
& g

0— . >
NONPROFIT INDUSTRY GOVERNMENT ABROAD

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Pos:doctcral Census Questionnarre.

vate laboratories, libraries, museums, and state or locai government offices.
The federal ~ vernment installations range from the quasi-academic laborato-
ries, such as the Lawrence Radiation Laboratory at the University of Califor-
nia and the Ames Laboratory at Iowa State University, through the National
Bureau of Standards and the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, to the mission-
oriented Fort Detrick Biological Laboratories of the Army and Houston Manned
Spacecraft Center of NASA. Of major importance is the Bethesda campus of
the National Institutes of Health. Postdoctoral activity abroad includes both
appointments at foreign academic institutions and ar:heological field trips in
uncharted territories. Other host institutions out of the couniry are iibraries
and museums.

With such a variety of instituticns, little can be said that applies to all of
them. Figure 9 shows the differing patterns of fields, of levels of appointment,
of citizenship, and of sex among the types of nonacademic host institutions.
The lack of uniformity is the most obvious feature of these charts. There are,
nevertheless, some important trends and each category of host institution dem-
onstrates interesting characteristics.

The behavior of U. S. male postdoctorals can be taken as a standard against
which both the U. S. females and the foreigners can be measured. Each of the
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latter groups must contend with sp2cial restriciions and attitudes that modity
their postdoctoral opportunities. For the U. S. female, marital ties and linger-
ing prejudice limit her freedom of movement. The foreign postdoctoral con-
tends not only with language problems and scarcity of support in some fields,
but also is differentially at¢racted to the United States as one moves from
field to field. Especially for more senior scholars in the humanities and in the
social sciences, only thoss concerned mainly with American studies would
find the United States a particularly fertile research environment. Similar situ-
ations, though sometimes more subtle, face the natural scientists. Although

in some fields Americar. science is pr~ - nent, this is certainly not the case in
all. The European Organization for Nuclear Research (CERN) or the Niels
Bohr Institute in Copenhagen are certainly as attractive for physicists of what-
ever country as their American counterparts.

Academic institutions can also be used as a standard against which other
host instituticns may be compared. This is not to imply that the universities f
have the “proper” distribution of fields, sex, citizenship, or level of posidoc-
toral activity, but rather that, as the largest category, they represent the choice
that the bulk of the postdoctorals have m::de. The other categories of host
institutions are important for the participants but are seldom statistically sig-
nificant in the total postdoctoral picture.

- S —

Ncnprofit Institutions

As indicated above, this category comprises several different kinds of institu-
tions. In terms of numbers of postdoctorals, rather than numbers of institu-
tions, the composition of the nonprofit group is 35 percent at hospitals, 14
percent at research foundations (usually medical), 40 percent at research insti-
tutes and laboratories, and the remaining i1l percent at libraries. museums,
and assorted agencies and nonprofit corporations. There are 817 postdoctorals
in this group, of whom 50 percent are U. S. males, 7 percent are U. S. females,
and 43 percent are foreign. By field, the proportions follow the general irends.
The number of foreigners Gecreases as one moves from the EMP fields through
biological and medical sciences to the other fields, and women are more likely
to be found in the biological sciences and the other fields than in the EMP
fields or the medical sciences. These patterns hold for all categories of host
institutions.

The medical sciences are more predominant in nonprofit institutions than
in the universities, as are the humanities and social sciences. Of course, these
fields are not represented at the same institution. The heterogeneity is caused
. by the variety of types of institutions subsumed under the category “non-

profit.” Nevertheless, some quasi-academic institutions do have several fields
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represented. Promin2nt among these are The Institute for Advanced Study on
the East coast and Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences on
the West. Both are purely postdoctoral institutions offering no formal course
work. Although informal seminars are regularly held, scholars work independ-
ent.y except for the serendipitcus collaboration that each institution attem:pts
to foster through careful sclection of its scholars.

The invitational nature of the nonprofit institutions accounts for the rela-
tively small proportion of immediate postdoctorals and the larzer numbers of
intermediate and senior postdoctorals. Generally, the nonmedical institutions
are concerned with research rather ihan training. Consequently, their limited
resources are reserved for established or at Jeast budding scholars whe can be
expected to be productive over the shoit period of the 2npointment.

The immediatz postdoctsrals who are at some nonprofit instit::tions are
there for the sane reasons as those at universities, voth from their own poin¢
of view and from the point of view of the institution. The president of a medi-
cal researck: institute states, “Nonuniversity research iastitutions need the serv-
ices of postdoctoral scientists to the same degree that university research pro-
grams do.”

Over four-fifths of the post-PhD’s at nonprofit institutions are again either
returning to or seeking academic employment follcswing their postdoctoral
appointments, and even 43 percent of the post-ML’s aie headed for the uni-
versity. The nonprofit institution (whether a research institute c; a hospital)
is, therefore, an alternative place to do research but it is not really different
from the university as a place of postdoctoral study.®® It often has its own
advantages for postdoctoral study, including special equipment or librazy col-
lections and fewer distra<tions than a university.

Incustrial Laboratories

We have been able to locate a total of 47 postdoctorals at three industrial labo-
ratories. The three firms are Bell Telephone Laboratories, Avco-Everett Re-
searcii Laboratery, and The Mitre Corporation. We know that other industrial
laboratories have postdoctorals, but the number is small. Of 4Z spokesmen for
industry who responded to our inquiries, 17 indicated that they had formal or
informa: postdoctoral programs. It is characteristic, however, that 2ven the
largest corporations offer only a handful of such positions. Except for the Bell

39The director cf a nonprofit laboratory engaged in research in the life sciences says: “I
think that this laboratory behaves more like the appendage of a university than an ortho-
dox nonprofit institution. . . . All our research personnel have had university postdoctoral
expzrience.” (It is not clear from the zvidence that the “orthodox” nonprofit institution

exists.)
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Laboratories (w} 22 there are 36 postdoctorals out of the 47 who {illed out
our questionnaire), no firm mentioned any larger number than two or three.
Most of the appointments are offered on an informal basis. One company,
North American Aviation, announces the postdoctoral appointments available
at its Science Center in the same fashion as a university.

£. major reason why these firms have postdoctorals is the competition with
univarsities for doctoral taler.t. The argument is made by the vice-president of
a research corporation in the following way: “To the extem that the young
PhD is strongly attracted 1o the university environment for postdectoral stud-
ies, other organizations in need of PhD’s must either find ways to bid compet-
itively for their services or provide themselves by other means with equivalent
learning and capability.”” Another vice-president says flatly: “With the advent
of more industry-like research going on in universities, it becomes nccessary
for industry to become more university-like to attract research scientists.”

Most industrial firms admit that offering postdoctoral appointments is a
useful recruiting device. Only a few speak of the nesd to educate young PhD’s
in their arca of research or point to the stimulus that postdoctorals can give
their firm’s 1esearch programs. One respondent states as a matter of course that
‘““one purpose” of the firm’s postdoctoral program is “to attract interested and
promising individuals to the laboratories, with the expectation that if we feel
they are outstanding, they may become interested in. our work and choose to
remain with us.” A company spokesman who mentions another purpose first
quickly lists recruiting second:

The prime motivation for establishing the postdoctoral program was the desire to increase
in our laboratory the number of young, high-class rescarch men above the number we
could afford as permancnt employees for tie purpose of increasing the infusion of new
ideas, experiences and techniques into our research organization. In addition, we expect
to hire a few of these people just ac we hire postdoctorals from other establishments.
Then the appointment is also a trial period for the laboratory and the man, which can

be terminated by cither party without prejudice.

That svch a motivation is reasonable is supported by the data in Table i1 (p-

62). Thirty-five percent of the immediate postdoctorals in industry will remain

in industry. ‘this is a iarger percentage by far than that from any other source. f
Nevertheless, only 2 minor fraction of the nation’s industrial firms offer

postdoctoral programs. It is instructive to consider why the vast majority do :

not. For many firms the idea of offering short-term appointments raises serious

difficulties. The research director of a major steel company arguss: :

"The very nature of industrial research including the possibility of involvcinent with pro-
prietary matters, the dependence of fringe benefits on length of service, and other con-
siderations militate against temporary opportunitics being offered in industrial research.
It is my feeling that such an arrangement would tend to encourage “floaters,” employees
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who move at frequent intervals from onc organization to arother inotivat.d soiely by the
possibility of a higher salary 25 a result of zach move.

The president of u consviting firm writes:

} find 1t Zifficult from my own experience to make a case for offering postdoctoral edu-
cational opportunities within very many industrial organizations whick I have seen. The
reasons yor this 2re first, from management’s point of view, I doubt that a cost effective-
ness justification could be made for it; and second, from the student’s point of view
doubt that he would find the cEmate and other motivational factors adequate. This is not
to say that PhD’s coming into industry do not have leaming opportunities, but rather that
the opportunities are too “reai world™” and, by definition, are therefore distracting and
diverting. It seems to me that most PhD’s interestead in postdoctoral education are inter-
ested in acquiring greater depth rather than grezter breadth, and the 2ast thirg in theworld
they want is distraction and diversion.

An oil company that has received many inquiries frcm yonung PhD’s seeking
postdoctoral experience has nevertheless felt compelled to turn them down:

For reasons that appear obvious to us we are interested in hiring “permanent” employ-
ces. An equally strong point is the great proprietary interest we seek to develop from our
applied research, which represents about 90 percent of the total.

A similar statement comes from the vice-president tor research of a pharma-
ceutical company:

We have not attemyted to offer postdoctoral opportunities in the cense that the candi-
date would work for us for only ore or a very limited number of years to enlarge his doc-
toral experience, and then move on. Almost without exception we select our people with
the intention that they will become “permanent™” members of our research organization.
- . . our laboratorics operate on the open-door approach, with relatively free discussion of /
our objectives, and our successes and our failures. This contmunity spirit flourishes best
with employees who have made more than a temporary commitment to our organization.

We shall return in Chapter 7 to the relationship between postdoctoral edu-
cation and the industrial world. For the present we will content ourselves with
commentary on the census data.

Figure 9 shows that over half of the postdoctorals in industrial laboratories
are foreign. Although the numbers are small, these postdoctorals from abroad
are almost entirely from developed countries, a pattern that is significantly
different than at other types of host institutions. It is also evident tha: most
of the foreign postdoctorals are not fresh PhD’s; the contrast with the Ameri-
can postdoctoral, who tends to be younger, is most acute in industry.

The industria’ postdoctoral is also likely tc be in the physical sciences and
engineering. The small fraction of life scientists probably reflects the proprie-
tary nature of the health products industry (mainly pharmaceuticals), which
is particularly adverse to the ‘“temporary employee.”
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Federal Government Laboratories

One way of characterizing the postdoctoral population in the federal labora-
tories is o indicate the agency that supporis the laboratory. If we do so, we
find that 47 percent of the postdoctorals are supported by the National Insti-
tutes of Health and virtually all of them are at the main campus of NIH in
Bethesda, Maryland. Thirty-two percent of the federal postdoctorals are at
one or another of the Atomic Energy Commission’s laboratories such as
Brcsokhaven, Los Alamos, Oak Ridge, Argonne, or tiie Lawrence Radiation
Laboratory at the University of California. Eight p2rcent are at installations
of the Naticnal Aeronautics and Space Administration such as the Goddard
Space Flight Center, the 7*~usion Manned Spacecraft Center, or the Jet Pro-
pulsio. Laboratory ai the California Institute of Technology. Five percent are
at the several laboratories of the Department of Defense or of the three serv-
ices. Among these laboratories are the U. S. Naval Research Laboratory, the
Fort Detrick Biological Laboratory, and various laboratories of the Air Force
Systems Command. The Depariment of Commerce supports almost 4 percent
of the federal postdoctorals at its Natidnal Burcau of Standards, while the
remaining 4 percent zre distribuied among installations of the Department of
Agriculture, the National Science Foundation, and the Food and Drug Admin-
istration.

While many of the postdoctorals at NIH are similar to university project
associates working on intramural research under ihe directinn of the resident
scientists, the majority are Public Health Service officers who are fulfilling
selective service obligations. They are, so to speak, involuntary postdoctorals
and might not properly be included in our census.

The situation at the national laboratories of the AEC is strongly university
oriented. Since the Manhattan Project, the governmeni’s activity in nuclear
science has been dominated by academics, and the structure of the national
laboratorizs reflects this heritage. With the exception of the Oak Ridge Na-
tional Laboratory, each of the major installations is governed by either a sin-
gle vniversity or a corporation of a group of nniversities. The multibillion-volt
acceierators are operated precominantly for university-based physicists and
the flow of people back and forth is continuous. Perhaps for this reason the
AEC laboratories are highly desirable locations for postdoctoral study and do
not have the problem of other government and industrial laboratories in that
appointments there impede a veturn to the academic world. The uniqueness
of the facilities, the academic atmosphere of thz activities, and the abundance
of basic research in fields ranging from nuclear engineering to genetics more
nearly duglicates the vaiversity than most nonacademic laboratories.*°

01t has been suggesied that the identification-with universities be made closer by allow-
ing the labcratories to grant graduate degrees. See Alvin Weinberg’s “The Federal Labo-
ratories and Science Education™ (Science, Vol. 136, April 6, 1962, p. 29).
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Postdoctoral appointments at the other fedieral centers are awarded for the
most part by the Research Associateship Programs of the Natio.ial Research
Council. Since 1955, a number of federal laboratories have been hosts to post-
doctorals selected by the NRC. The NRC, as well as the individual labo:atories,
advertises the availability of appointments at universities and elsewhere. Appli-
cations from candidates are received by the Council and its selection panels
prepare 1ank-ordered lists of candidates approved for awards.**

There are actually two separate programs under this rubric. In one, the
NRC makes the awards and pays the stipends out of funds supplied by a con-
tract from the participatinig laboratories. In the otner, appointments are made
under Civil Service regulation to as many candidates as the laboratory has
funds for, without departing from the rank order as determined by the NRC
panels. In the iatter program cach laboratory has had to receive prior approval
from the Civil Service Commission to participate; however, since 1967 the
Commission has permitted any laboratory to make one-year postdoctoral
appointments through the NRC, if the NRC approves the laboratory’s research
program and environment. The Commission has also authorized extensions of
appointments for a sccond year if the laboratory determines that the extension
wouid benefit both the individual and the laboratory.

The better-known laboratories, especially those engaged in basic research
in fields of current interest, e.g., the National Bureau of Standards, have at-
tracted increasing numbers of applicants of high caliber. Candidates are ]ess
attracted to laboratories where the emphasis is on applied research or develop-
snent. Such laboratories appear to have several disadvantages: they publish less
in the scientific journals, they are usually less well known, and candidates who
might be attracted to them can get better-paid positions of the same sort in
industry.

The federal laboratories and the National Research Council recognize a
double purpose in the associateship programs: to enlist the scientific resources
of the laboratories in the development of talented individuals and to contri-
bute to the research programs of the laboratories. Care is taken to keep these
purposes in balance. If, over the years, for example, more than a third of the
associates in a laboratory’s postdoctoral program choose to continue with the
laboratory as permanent employees, this is viewed as cause for concern. It is
felt that a program is failing in its ecucational purpose if too many of its
appointees close their career options in this way.

Some ambivalence exists in the attitudes of the participating laboratories.
There is a certain amount of reluctance on their part to releasing 100 percent
of the exceptional talent they train. Table 11 (p. 62) indicates that almost a
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“*In spite of possessing all the characteristics of fellows in the selection process, these
“research associates” are subject to full taxation. Asin the univexsity the distinction
between fellews and research associates is more c function of legal language than opera-
tionally different treatment.
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quarter of the federal postdoctorals choose to remain in government employ
following their appointment. However, graduates of the program who return
to the university (and 55 percent do) often motivate their stude.its to become
employees and associates in the participating laboratory.

Except in the physical sciences, the foreign postdoctoral plays a much less
important role in federal laboratories than at other types of host institutions.
Only 26 percent of the federal postdoctorals are foreign. In part this is a reflec-
tion of the dominance of the life sciences and the draft alternative that posi-
tions in the Public Health Service represent. Obviously only Americans are
concerned with the latter and Public Health Service officers are a large frac-
tion (approximately half) of the federal postdoctorals.

SRR

rostdoctorals Abroad

Compared to the postdoctoral at an American university, the postdoctoral
abroad is much more likely to be a mature scholar on leave for a year or less
o make use of the unique resources overseas or to discover what is happening
in foreign laboratories. In fact, as we have seen, the senior postdoctoral is as
likely to be abroad as 2t home. The younger man is not as ready to leave the
country, since his visibility for subsequent employment is less at a foreign
establishment than at a domestic one. These behavior patterns are easily dis-
cernible in the NSF postdoctoral programs, <ince the awardee may select his
own fellowship institution. The fact that only 44 of the 120 regular postdoc-
torals in 1968 chose to take their appointments abroad, while 42 of the 55
senior postdoctorals did so, illustcates the behavior. Some (10 percent) of the
immediate postdoctorals abrcad have already been appointed te the faculty
of a unj-ersity, but have delayed the actual beginning of the {aculty appoint-
ment to accept the fellowship. Not having to worry about their post-appoint-
ment employment, they are free to leave the country. For comparison, only 2
percent of the immediates at U. S. universities are on leave from another pesi-
tion.

Few object to the idea that the senior scholar should travel abroad, not
only to represent Uaited States science and learning abroad, but also to see
kis subject approached from another point of view and to become as familiar
with Zoreign centers as the foreign scholars are with ours. Only the severest
chauvinism assumes that the best in all fields is here and that nothing can be
learned from others. The problem is whether the same values prevail for the

« immediate postdoctoral. These in favor of postdoctoral opportunities abroad
.o for the new PhD point out that for some fellows the foreign laboratory may

| be the best place to go because techniques and ideas there are more advanced

than in the United States. Others, recognizing the indifference of science and
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scholarship generally to national boundaries, say that travel per se is not a
justification but that the determining factor is where the postdoctoral can .
receive the best research experience. If that laboratory is not in this ccuntry,
so be it.

Those opposed to the postdoctoral appoiniment abroad make their objec-
tion on relative grounds. Granted that in some areas supericr experience can
oe found in foreign centers, the question is whether the additional cost is justi-
fied. If the man can receive almost as good an expericnce in this country, why
not extend the funds by restricting the travel? Underlying these arguments is
the suspicion that the move overseas will involve such a change of environ-
ment that the research will not be efficiently pursued. There are problems
involved in changing institutions in this country; for the American who goes,
say, to Europe there are the additional difficulties of language and custom that
must be mastes=d.

Over 97 percent of the immedizate postdoctorals abroad are supported on
fellowships. The implication of this fact is that, on the whole, they are of
higher quality than postdoctorals generally. They have been higuly screzned
and are selected for their probable achievement of research leadership. On the
basis of baccalanreate-to-PhD time lapse they are better than all other groups

| of postdoctorals. The average time iapse in the physical sciences for the im-
mediate postdoctoral abroad is 5.0 years and for the basic medical sciences it
is 5.9 years. Each is significantly below tke time lapses given in Table 19 (p.
78) for the postdoctorals at U. S. institutions.

A significant point is that we are not talking about very many people. Only
7 percent of the immediate U. S. male postdoctorals are overseas—a total of
145 people by our count. What might be inappropriate for the entire group of
immediate postdoctorals could be valid for a highly select subgroup of them.
The subtle influences that procuce the creative researcher are not understood.
It wculd seem prudent not to foreclose the foreign experience for a few in the
name of economy, as the marginal cost probably does not begin to match the
value of the work that one future Nobel prizewinner among them might
accomplish.
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CHAPTER
Implications for
the Postdocteral

A great amount of time, effort, and financial
resources has been expended on postdoctoral study, and the question “How
productive has this expenditure be2n?” remains to be answered. As we shall
see, many participants testify to the critical importance of the experience to
their professional growth and performance. On the other hand, some success-
ful nonparticipants tend to deprecate the need for the experience. It is possible
that both are right, and it is impossible to know what eithe: would have accom-
plished had the circumstances been different.

The evolution of a scholar or scientist is a singular process. Were it only a
matter of inculcating technigues and procedures, the necessary curriculum and
training exercises would have evolved by now to turn out the researchers needed
for each generation. Indeed, the rather standard PhD program is an attempt to
formalize the process. But even here, the dissertation research is an individual
matter. A Nobel Laureate in biochemistry, Sir Hans Krebs,! points out that
the acquisition of skills is not sufficient in the making of a scientist. “What is
critical is the use of skills, how to assess their potentialities and their limita-
tions; how to improve, to rejuvenate, to supplement them.” He argues that in
2ddition to skills, excellence in science depends on a certain attitude that fos-
ters “. . . a self-critical mind and the continuous effort to learn and to improve.”

The creation of the environment in which both skills and attitude are trans-

TH. A. Krebs, The Making of a Scientist, Nature, Vol. 215, September 30, 1967, pp-
1441-1445.
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mitted from teacher to novice is the basic problem in the making of a scientist.
There is general consensus that whatever else is relevant, the excellence of the
incipient scientist can be enhanced by the degree of excellence of his mentor.
Since excellence is reiatively rare and the demand by industry, government,
and higher education for trained scientists and scholars is great, many who
attain the PhD are limited in their scientific capability by the fact that their
mentors were competent without achieving great distinction or excellence.
This is not a reflection on the standards of graduate schools or an assertion
that the graduate programs have failed, but rather a consequence of the scar-
city of excellen-e. Much of postdoctoral activity can be explained in terms of
the search for a more excellent mentor.

In the article previously referred to, Krebs analyzes the scientific “geneal-
ogy” of himself as a Nobel Laureate. Each scientific ancestor is quoted as
attributing his success to having worked in the laboratory of his scientific
“father.”

In each case, the association between teacher and puril was close and prolonsged, extend-
ing to the mature stage of the pupil, to what we would now call postgradiate and post-
doctoral levels. It was not merely a matter of uttending a course of lectures but of re-
searching together over a period of years.

Jacques Monod,? who received the Nobel Prize in 1965, kas testified to the
impact on him of a Rockefeller Fellowship that permitte¢ him to work in the
laboratory of Thomas Hunt Morgan at the California Institute of Technology.

This was revelation to me—a revelation of what a group of scientists could be like when
engaged in creativ activity, and sharing in constant exchange of ideas, bold speculation,
and strong criticism: it was a revzlation of personalities of great stature such as George
Beadle, Sterling Emerson, Bridges, Sturtevant, Jack Schultz, and Ephrussi, all of whom
were working in Morgan’s department.

Morgan was already a Nobel Laureate and Beadle was later to receive the Nobel
Prize.

A by-product of working in the laboratory of an outstanding teacher and
researcher is, as suggested by Monod, the association with extraordinary con-
temporaries. Krebs had a similar experience and points out that “. . . great
teachers tend to attract good people. Students at all levels learn as much from
their fel'ow students as from their seniors and this was certainly true in my
case.” The same phenomenon has occurred in physics where the students who
were at Chicago with Enricc Fermi currently play central roles in elementary
particle physics. These include Owen Chamberlain, C. N. Yang, T. D. Lee (all
Nobel Laureates), Geoffrey Chew, Jack Steinberger, and Marvin Goldberger,
all of whom were fellow students at the same time at Chicago.

Whether these men and others like them would have achieved what they

2Jacques Monod, Science, Vol. 101, 1966, p. 475.
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did without their particular predoctoral and postdoctoral experiences is im-
possible to know. Krebs argues that scientists are not so much born as made
by those who teach them research. One wonders, however, whether less in-
nately gifted students would have fared so well. The flaw in such a speculation
is that our present measures of aptitudes do not identify within the very high
ranges those who are likely to be creative. Creativity is still not understood
and it is only after a creative act is performed that we identify the creative
person.

When we move away from the relatively small group of excellent teachers
and gifted studenis, the situation is less clear. We gerierally ask for testimoni-
als only from the successful; the much larger “merely competent” group is
also much quieter. The number of postdoctorals far exceeds the number of
those who will win nationai and international prizes and only a handful of
mentors have received or will receive such honors. Is postdoctoral activity
important for the less-than-exceptional student? Can a less-than-outstanding
scientist serve as an adequate mentor of postdoctorals?

Comments of Former Postdoctorals

By examining the comments of some former postdoctorals we can develop an
insight into the situation from the point of view of the participants. Most reaf-
firm tke reasons given in Chapter 5 by current postdoctorals for taking the
appointment. The respondents considered their postdoctcral years valuable
for permitting a transition period from student to professor, for meeting and
working with eminent scholars, for starting independent research, for making
field changes or acquiring breadth and perspective, and for iearning specialized
techniques. Many describe the postdoctoral period as the most “stimulating,”
“crucial,” “formative,” or “invaluable” experience in their careers. It is often
felt to have been more important than their predoctoral training.

Not all, however, had satisfactory experiences. A number mention the ex-
ploitation of the postdoctoral by the mentor. As a chemist put it, “I was a
source of cheap labor—a glorified grad student.” Another called for a code of
ethics to be imposed upon preceptors “regarding aspects of the training, prob-
lem selection, publication rights, etc.” He felt himself to be more an employee
of his mentor than a junior colleague and wished that his “preceptor had felt
he also had an obligation to advance the training and experience of the post-
doctoral student.” A psychologist’s dissatisfaction with his adviser “was in his
unwillingness to guide my training, except when I entirely took the initiative
in demanding guidance.” In his view, “the value of postdoctoral training, dis-
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tinguished from the opporiunity to carry on research, seems to be an interac-
tion betwezn the disposition of the adviser to teach and the willingness of the
fellow to be aggressive in seeking training.” The balance between freedom and
constraint is a delicate one and one which must be determined ir; the individ-
ual case. It is unfortunate that a professor may be insufficiently sensitive to
the particuiar needs of his postdoctorals in their professional development.

A few former postdoctorals were disappointed in their choice of institution,
either because of the inadequacy of facilities and equipment or because the
faculty there had no interest in discussing problems not immediately related
to their own current research. The most common theme with regard to insti-
tutional choice, however, was the mistake of some of taking their postdoc-
toral appointment at the same institution from which they received their PhD.
A biochemist who followed this course, to his later regret, gives the following
reasons for a fellow’s taking his apnointment in z ncw inssitution:

1. He will be exposed to new techniques and ideas.

2, He will meet other established scientists.

3. Opportunities for advancement are usually greater in a different environment.

4. He can bring new t>chniques and ideas to the new institution.

5. Perhaps the most important, unless the worker makes a really significant advance
asa student or early in his postdoctoral work (a rare occurrence), he is not often appreci-
ated at the institution at which he took 1. degree.

A physiologist echoes these remarks from his own experience and deplores the
tendency to “parociial research before [the postdoctoral} has fully explored
his research interests and capabilities.” He alsc points out that the change of
institution would “lead more rapidly to a more independent orientation and
professional maturity.”

On the positive side, the former postdoctorals urge on their successors the
prime importance of the senior mentor’s being a scientist of exceptional abil-
ity. A biochemist who took his pcstdoctoral at a national laboratory declares
that his appointment was “decisive in my own personal development and the
development of my subsequent career. I cannot overemphasize [its] value
to me—a value more related to knowing the man than being at a particular
place.” An embryologist testified that his work with a particular scholar was
crucial. “Although my experience did not result in a great number of papers,
it provided something more valuable and intangible—a set of standards for
excellence and contact with people who have continued to stimulate my sci-
entific interests.”

A few, speaking from their own background, attribute the value of their
postdoctoral appointments tc overcoming weaknesses in their graduate pro-
grams. An anatomist asserts that “I am of the opinion that the majority of
young PhD’s receiving their degrees from the ‘average’ department of biologi-
cal sciences lack the research training and insight to successfully carry out a
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significant research program without postdoctoral training.” A pharmacologist
adds that “with the decrease in time for obtaining the PhD degree it is imper-
ative that more postdoctoral pesitions be made available in crder that recent
PhD’s have 2 chance {0 mature and become established in a field cf reseazch.”
On the other hand, most former postdoctorals saw th:e postdoctoral appoint-
ment as not supplementing an inferior graduate program but rather as the next
stage in their development. An established zoologist writes:

I have no hesitation in asserting that my two postdoctoral years (especially the first) were
absolutely crucial for me personally in fostering the development of scientific skills and
abilities, critical judgment, and intellectua’ perspective to a satisfactory level before I
undertook a fully independent academic appointment. I do not believe my predoctorai
education was deficient (indeed, 1 regard it as superior in nearly all respects), but the
time involved in research was inadequate to permit satisfactory scholarly development as
far as | personally am concerned. Possibly I would have attained the same maturation
eventually in an academic appointment commznced directly after receipt of the doc-
torate but it was facilitated by postdoctoral experience first, and would have been
inhibited by heavy teaching responsibilities assumed immediately after the doctorate. I
2lso regard the postdoctoral experiences. . . as having been especially important for a
variety of sustained intellectual contact with different individuals in a research context.
I do not believe that I could have learned to ‘do’ research so easily if fully on my own at
that juncture in my career.

All of the comments above were made by people between 7 and 17 years
after their PhD degrees who had held an immediate postdoctoral appointment.
It is interesting to compare their attitudes with those of their contemporaries
who have never held a postdoctoral appointment. The scientists in the latter
category divide into two factions: a small group who have no regrets (and no
good words for postdoctoral education in general) and a large majority who
regret not having had the experience. Many of the latter feel that their post-
PhD research careers have suffered as a result. The former faction was almost
exclusively composed of those presently in industry or those in fields such as
geology and oceanography, where the number of available academic positions
is large compared to the PhD production.

The manager of the mathematics department of an industrial firm asserts,
“I feel rather strongly that a postdoctoru fellowship immediately after the
PhD is detrimental to the career of an industrial scientist and not of much
advantage to the future academic scientist. . . . This is not true for the excep-
tionally able student, but the numter of postdoctorals available exceeds the
numbsi of outstanding recipients.” A chemist from industry states, in partial
agreement:

I see little value in postdoctoral training for industrial careers. It would seem to me that
the chief value of postdoctoral appointments lies not in the education, but in the associ-
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ations. In having carried through a second research program (in addition to the doctoral
research), one is undcubtedly better 2quipped to do further research. In industry this
opportunity is always present, whereas in the academic field . . . possibly theexperience
comes a little more slowly.

Another industrial chemist agreed that the experience was not necessary in
industry, but added, “I sincerely feel postdcctoral experience is desirable for
people entering tfic academic profession.”” He saw an advantage in exposure
to new and different institutions for the incipient professor who will subse-
quently train the next generation of students. A physiologist at a pharmaceu-
tical corporation felt that there wers only two justifications for postdoctoral
work: to make up for a deficient predoctoral program and to allow a change
of fields. He rather suspected that postdoctoral activity has become “‘a status
symbol beyond its real contribution,” and that many entes it to be able to
refer to it in their curriculum vitae or to avoid facing a “real” assignment. On
the other hand, a physicist at a government laboratory reports, 1 am sold on
the postdoctoral concept. . . . A postdoctoral would have enabled me to learn
the nuclear physics that I did not have time for in graduate school.”

The academic people tend to support postdoctoral education even when
they did not have the experience themselves. An associate professor of anatomy
said, “I feel that the personal connections with outstanding people in the field
which inevitaoly develop as a result of postdoctoral work would have been
helpful in avoiding certain pitfalls in experimental design and helpful in keep-
ing close to the center of things. If one waits for published work to know what
is going on, one tends to get left behind.” A professor of pharmacology was
unsuccessful in winning a fellowship immediately after his PhD and now is
convinced that “one or two years of sound postdoctoral training early would
have been helpful. I so advise students.” Againr the feeling is not unanimous.
A professor of chemical engineering felt that even those new PhD’s who antici-
pate an academic career would be better off with industrial experience than
with a postdoctoral appointment in a university.

Several people whose first postdoctoral experience occurred some years
after their doctorate wished that they had taken such an appointment earlier.
A botanist said, “Additional research experience the first year after receiving
my degree would have accelerated my ‘professional development’. . . . I feel
I would have advanced more rapidly with regard to academic promotion and
research contribution to my field.” An astronomer regrets having accepted an
academic position before having had postdoctoral experience. He believes that
“additional research guidance and delay of the rather extensive demands of
initial teaching would have started my research efforts at a stronger and more
productive level.” A zoologist found his delayed postdoctoral appointment to
be highly successful, but found the delay itself to have had an effect on his
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career. “My production of papers did not really begin until during the post-
doctoral period.” Other respondents favored the delayed postdoctoral appoint-
ment over the immediate. A physiologist was full of praise for iis delayed
appointment and had serious reservations about the value of postéoctoral
work as a routine postlude to graduate trainins. In his opinion, “graduate
school is the time in which training should bs completed; I would favor a
lengthening of the predoctoral span, rather than a uniform reliance on post-
doctoral study.” A mathematician feels that “a delayed postdoctoral fellow-
ship usually would be better, since it takes a year or two for a person to uti-
lize and use up his “thesis knowledge’ and mature a bit.”

With regard to a delayed postdoctoral appointment taken several years
after the PhD or to a senior postdocioral appointment there is almost unani-
mous praise. If there is any complaint, it is that there are not sufficient oppor-
tunities for support for sabbatical-year research and study leaves. The enthusi-
asm was shared (an¢ the complaint made) by academic and industrial scien-
tists in all fields. The benefits mentioned most often concerned field changes,
providing new perspectives, opportunities for contacts with other senior schol-
ars, rekindling enthusiasm for research, keeping nonresearch professors abreast
of their fields (and consequently keeping courses up-to-date), and simply pro-
viding unfettered time to do reseazch. One professor of mathematics wrote:

The Institute for Acvanced Study has repaid the United States 1,000 times the money
invested in it. Since cleariy not everyone can go there, it seems obvious to me that simi-
lar centers of research without teaching shonld be started [in several locations around
the country] where a faculty member could spend a year in favorable conditions, in
pure, uninterrupted scholarship, away from his natural habitat.

Others made similar remarks abcut the Center for Advanced Study in the
Behavioral Sciences. The chairman of a political science department testified
that the major advantage of such centers was contact with scholars in other
disciplines. “Although one can read in disciplines other than one’s own, the
insights gained through conversation with others tend to be more easily assimi-
lated into one’s own thinking.”

We have presented this rather lengthy recitation of reactions to show the
variety of opinions and experiences. Except when the respondent was making
proposals in areas where he had no experience (e.g., the industrial scientist
judging the relevance of postdoctoral work for the academic scientist), one
must accept the analyses at face value. Postdoctoral education may simultane-
ously be crucial for some and unnecessary for others. It may be appropriate in
some fields and not in others. It may be more important immediately after the
PhD for one scientist and not until several years have passed for another. It
may be abused by some postdoctorals and some mentors, but it has clearly
been productive for many.
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Quantitative Aspects of the Postdoctoral Experience

The fack of a distinct picture persists when we exaniine the more quaatitative
aspects of the impact of postdoctoral education. As indicated in the introduc-
tion and as pointed out by a respondent from industry, “Possibly the selection
process, including the inclination to seek and the qualities sovZiut in the grant-
ing of a postdoctoral position, provides the Major screening as %o any greater
probability of future productivity. If . . . postdoctoral experience seems to
yield a more productive result, this may be due to the original selection proc-
ess and 5ot to the experience.” We tried in our sampling procedure to select
two groups of former postdoctorals and non-former postdoctorals of equal
quality as measured by the reputation of their doctoral institution and their
baccalaureate-to-PhD time lapse. These two measures, of course, do not pre-
clude potential differences; for example, motivation and encouragement to
seek a postdoctoral position undoubtedly are important distinctions. Another
influence in making comparisons between thos: who have had a postdoctoral
experience and those who have not is the “halo” effect, or as Robert K. Mer-
ton® has put it, “the Matthew effect.” Merton tzkes his text from the Gospel
according to St. Matthew: “For unto everyone that hath shall be given, and
he shall have abundance: but from him that hath not shall be taken away even
that which he hath.”” Merton goes on to apply the principle to the system of
rewards in science. The application here is in the incremental awareness one
has of an award winner and in the subsequent abundance of opportunities.
Given two candidates of comparable quality for a position, there is probably
a tendency to favor the one who has been previously recognized by a national
fellowship committee or who has worked with a particularly prestigious men-
tor. In this circumstance i is not the postdoctoral selection process, or even
necessarily the postdoctoral experience, but the mere fact of having been a
postdoctoral that turns the balance.

With these reservations in mind let us examine the comparative data among
three groups of natural scientists: those who took an immediate postdoctoral
appointment, those who took a delayed postdoctoral (the intermediate and
senior appointee), and those who have never had a postdoctoral. The sample
was selected from those who received their PhD’s in 1950, 1955, or 1960 (see
Appendix A-4).

The first difference among the three groups is in their current employment.
Table 32 gives the type of employer in 1967, and the data indicate that those
who have never had a postdoctoral are less likely to be in the academic world
and are significantly more likely to be in industry. The fact t'at the former
delayed postdoctoral is more likely to be in the university than is the former

3R. K. Merton, Science, Vol. 159, January 5, 1968, pp. 56-63.




TABLE 32  Type of Employer in 1967 of Natural Scientists by Postdoctoral Background, PhD’s of 1950, 1955, and 1960

Percentage of Scientists by Pastdoctoral Background and PhD Year

immediate Postdoctoral Delayed Postdoctoral No Postdoctoral
Type or Employer in 1967 1950 1955 1960 1950 1955 1960 1950 1955 1960
_‘ Academic institution ., 55 72 83 81 78 61 55 50 55
g Nonprofit research organization 7 5 3 2 5 10 3 13 9
Industry 13 10 5 4 3 0 25 21 16
U.S. government 15 10 4 11 6 13 9 14 15
Other 10 4 5 2 8 16 8 2 6
Total Percent 100 101 100 100 100 100 100 b 101
Total Number 40 83 127 47 65 31 65 111 115

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Experience Questionnaire.
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immediate pestdoctoral is explained by the circumstance that sabbaticals and
leaves of absence are more easily obtained and more the custom in the univer-
sity setting than in other employing institutions. The immediate postdoctoral
may have left the university soon after his appointment. The delayed post-
doctoral remained at the university loag enoush to have his appointment.

In what follows we shall compare only those in the sample who are U. S.
males at acadeinic institutiors. There are significant differences in-the treat-
ment of women 2nd foreigners by all employers, and the salary scales and pub-
lication practices of the academic world differ from those of cther employers.
We will also often refrain from comparisons within the sciences, since our
sample size is not sufficient to lend credence to the apparent differences.

Table 33 gives the academic rank or position of the sumple and shows no
significant diffezences except, of course, that the older men (PhD’s of 1950)
have a higher rank and are more likely to have administrative positions than
are the younger men.

We begin to see some differences when we look at how the respondents’
time is spent (Table 34). The former immediate postdoctoral is more involved
in research and less involved in teaching and administration than the other two
groups. Both research and teaching give way to administration in the case of
the older respondent. It may be that the early commitment to research that
the immediate postdoctoral represents is reflectad in these results.

Another possible distinction is the degree of involvement with graduate
education. The following table shows the percentage of academic scientists in
the sample who have been graduate thesis advisers and the number of students
supervised at the master’s and doctoral level:

Postdoctoral Background

I'nmediate Delayed None
Percent who have been graduate thesis advisers 76 86 83
Average number of MS students per year who
received degrees under these advisers .25 43 .49
Average number of PhD students per vear who
received degrees under these advisers .38 .23 .29

At the master’s level the former immediate postdoctoral is much less produc-
tive than the other two groups, but at the doctoral level he is more important.
Not shown in the table but explicit in the data is a significant exception which
will show up again. The man who never had a postdoctoral but who received
his PhD {rom one of the ten leading institutions has produced on the average
0.47 masters per year and 0.40 PhD’s per year. The latter number is larger than
those from any other type of institution or with any other type of postdoc-
toral background.

When we look at the research indices (Table 35), we observe that the non-
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TARLE 23 Rank or Position in 1967 of Academic Scientists (U.S. Males
Only), by Year of PhD and Postdoctoral Background

Percentage of Acadeimic Scientists

Academ:c Rank PhD Year Postdoctoral Background
or Position 1950 1955 1960 immediate Delayed None
Full professor 70 45 13 41 47 40
Associate professor 10 36 52 31 34 33
Assistant professor - 5 23 14 8 5
Instructor, lecturer 1 1 1 1 1 2
Administrator 13 6 3 5 5 11
Research staff member 6 7 6 6 3 9
Postdoctoral - 1 3 1 2 -
Total Percent 100 101 101 99 100 100
79 102 136

Total Number 82 162 172 1

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Experience Questionnaire.

postdoctoral is less likely to be doing any research than are the others. He is
also Jess iikely to have outside support for his rescarch. However, if one sub-
tracts those with outside support from those in research, there is no signifi-
cant difference among the groups, i.e., approximately 10 percent of those do-
ing research do not have any outside support regardless cf iheir postdoctoral
background.

The nonpostdoctoral gets his first grant slightly earlier than does the imme-
diate. The reason may be that he can apply at an earlier date (not being on a
postdoctoral appointment at the time). He is a year ahead of the delayed post-
doctoral in this respect. The increase in the availability of extramural support

TABLE 34 Type of Work Activity in 1967 of Academic Sciertists (U.S.
Males Only) by PhD Year and Postdoctoral Background

Percentage of Academic Scientists

Type of PhD Year Postdoctoral Background
Work Activity 1950 1955 1960 Immediate Delayed None
Research 40 44 48 51 41 Es
Teachirg 3 36 37 31 1 33
Administration 23 16 12 15 16 20
Other . 6 4 3 3 2 6
Total Percent 100 100 100 100 100 100

Total Number 32 162 173 179 102 136

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postaoctoral Experience Questionnaire.
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TABLE 35 Research Activity of Academic Scientists (U.S. Males Only), by
Year of PhD and Postdoctoral Background

PhD Year Postdoctoral Background
Reseerch Indices 1950 1955 1960 Immediate Delayed None
Percent in reseatch 90 93 98 95 96 90 ’ 3
Percent with outside 3
support 86 83 20 85 85 79
Average number of years
past PhD to first E
extramural research F
grants 58 46 28 4.7 59 39 3
‘ Percent of those with
: outside support who :
! received subhsequent 3
research grants 94 88 85 89 91 87
Average number of papers
pubiished per year 22 138 21 2.1 19 22
Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Experience Questionnaire.
is evident in the time lag as a function of PhD class. The 1960 graduate reccived

his first grant in half the time it took the 1950 PhD. There is no significant ad-
vantage with regard to getting a second outside grant. Approximately 90 per-

i i cent of all groups who received a first grant received a second grant. Finally,
there is no apparent difference in the rate of production of papers among the
three groups, although the nonpostdoctoral whose degree is from one of the

g ten leading schools publishes an average of 2.9 papers per year—m~-e than any
' other subgroup.

Such a counting of papers does not, of course, take into account the qual-
ity or importance of the paper. The Commission on Human Resources and
Advanced Education of the National Research Council has used the facilities
| of the Science Citation Index to determine the number of times an author’s
3 : work has been cited by others. Although there are many irrelevant reasons for
citing a work, it is likely that on the average more important papers are cited
more often than less important papers. In their latest study* the Commission
! reports the following:

The impact of research executed by postdoctoral fellowship awardees is also indicated to
_ be greater than that by their peers who had not received a postdoctoral fellowship. In
each field, the aggregate of 1957-59 male doctorates who had received a fellowship were

*From a draft being prepared for publication, Human Resources and Higher Education,
Russel Sage Foundation, New York, in press.

TS

o
fesemr

T o

il




[T

138
IMPLICATIONS FOR THE POCSTDOCTORAL

found to have about twice as many recent citations to their work as those who were non-
recipients. While those who receive a postdoctoral fellowship were subsequently more
likely than others to engage primarily in research and are more likely to be employed in
college or university settings. Even when these factors are held “constant” the former
postdoctoral fellowship holders tend to have higher citation counts than do their
colieagues.

Although this result is suggestive, the Commission did not hold constant the
“quality” of the two groups as we attempted to do in our sample. Citation
counts for our sample show that the former immediate postdoctoral tends to
be cited almost twice as often as either the former delayed postdoctoral or
the non-former-postdoctoral .®

A final comparison among the academic scientists with different postdoc-
toral backgrounds is the salary that each receives. The rather surprising result
is that the scientist with no postdoctoral experience receives a higher average
salary than the man with previous postdoctoral experience.® The figures for
annual income for all scientists are: $17,500 for those with no postdoctoral
experience, $16,000 for those who were immediate postdoctorals, and $15,900
for those with delayed postdoctoral appointments. In part, this difference is a
reflection of the somewhat heavier involvement in administration of the non-

’ postdoctoral, but it is probably accounted for also by the fact that the imme-
diate postdoctoral does not begin to receive a salary as a faculty member for
one or two years after the man who does not take the postdoctoral appoint-
ment. Again the nonpostdoctoral who received his ?hD from one of the ten
leading schools stands out. His average znnual salary is $18,500, which exceeds
the salary of scientists from every other academic o: postdoctoral background.
In generai, whatever motivations a young scieniist might have for seeking a
postdoctoral appointment, financial advantage is not one of them.

Of those members of the PhD class of 1950 who have never had a post-
doctoral appointment, 10 percent applied for such an appointment but did
not receive it or did not accept the appointment when it was offered. In com-
parison, 21 percent of the nonpostdoctcrals of the 1960 PhD class made ap-
plication for an appointment. The increase in the number of postdoctoral }
appointments isreflected in the fact that 17 percent of the 1950 nonpostdoc-
torals asserted that no such appointment was available, while only 4 percent
of the 1960 nonpostdoctorals were unaware of postdoctoral opportunities.

5The frequency distribution of citations in each of the groups is highly skewed. The mean
number of citations does not therefore adequately describe the behavior. Nevertheless,
; ! itis clear from our data that the former immediate is cited more often than the other
: two groups, especially if one discounts self-citations.
oo The figures in the humanities indicate the reverse. Here the man who has had a delayed
! postdoctoral appointment averages a higher salary than one who has never taken an ap-
E pointment, and the former immediate postdoctoral receives a higher salary than both.
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Virtually all of those who did not take a postdoctoral appointment found 4
other opportunities more attractive at the time. In retrospect, however, approx- i
imately 40 percent of those who have not had postdoctoral experiehce now

wish they had taken or had been offered the opportunity. Their reasons were 3
given previously in this chapter.

The academic scientists who had had an immediate postdoctoral appoint-
ment were asked to give three reasons for choosing the institution at which
they did their postdoctoral work. Regardless of where they went, the prime
reason given was to work with a particular scholar (mentioned by over 60 per-
cent of the respondents). The other reasons varied according to the type or
reputation of the postdoctoral institution. Thus, those who went to one of ;

' the ten leading universities or to a nonacademic institution frequently listed E
the reputation of the institution as a second reason for their choice. Those ‘
who went to other academic institutions mentioned the freedom to work in

the field of their choice as being the second most important consideration.

The third motivating factor in their choice of institution was highly variable.
Those who took their appointments at one of the ten leading schools men-

| tioned the superior facilities, equipment, and/or libraries. Those at the 20 other
major schools indicated that their choice was influenced by the recommenda-
tion of their PhD mentor. Those who went to schools of lesser reputation ad-
mitted that a favorable geographic location had influciiced their decision, while
those who left the academic world to take their postdoctoral appointments
divided their third most important consideration between the recommendation
of their PhD mentor and the freedom to work in the field of their choice. Given
low priority were personal considerations or the comparative attractiveness of
stipends.

The former immediate postdoctorals tended to be satisfied with their appoint-
ments. When asked to respond to various aspects of their experience on a three-
point scale, ranging from unsatisfactory through satisfactorv to highly satisfac-
tory, their replies were distributed as shown in Figure 10. Except for the oppor-
tunity to teach, the replies in every category varied from somewhat unsatisfactory
to highly satisfactory. This quantitative display correlates with the previous
discussion in this chapter.

The reactions of those who had delayed appointments are shown in Figure
11. Again mention was made of the scarcity of teaching opportunities, but
there was a significantly greater satisfaction with the postdoctoral experience
for those who were more mature when they took the appointment. Overall,

82 percent of the delayed postdoctorals described their experience as one of
enhanced productivity, as compared with 73 percent of the immediate post-
doctorals.

Finally, the former immediates were asked what, if anything, they would
have changed if they could have altered their first postdoctoral experience.
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Almost two thirds would have changed nothing. Those who were less than
satisfied stressed dissatisfaction mainly with the institution that they chose
(23 percent) and/or the faculty mentor with whom they worked (22 percent).
Almost a quarter would have stayed longer, but 6 percent would not have
stayed as long. One out of five wished that they had had more guidance, while
one out of fourteen would have liked more independence. Four percent would
have put off the experience for a period of time, and 6 percent would have
avoided it altogether.

Any attempt to summarize these comments and statistics into a few sen-
tences would be simplistic. There is no singular impact of immediate postdoc-
toral education on the participants or on the nonparticipants. Even when one
takes into account field differences, future employment possibilities, and the
quality of academic background, there are more subtle and individual consid-
erations such as temperament, sense of independence, and degree of impa-

FIGURE 10
Evaluation of Immediate Postdoctoral Experience by Academic Scientists
(U.S. Males Only).

Rated Aspects
of IMMEDIATE
Postdoctoral
Experiencs

Development of
Research Skills

Scientific Adviser

Contact with Other
Senior Advisers

Career Advancement

Acquisition of
Knowledge

Work Accomplished

Opportunity to Teach

Availability of
Facilities, Equipment

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personrnel, Postdoctorat Experience Questionnaire.
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FIGURE 11
Evaluation of Delayed Postdoctoral Experience by Academic Scientists
(U.S. Males Only).

Ratsd Aspects
of DELAYED
Postdoctoral

Experience

Development of
Ressarch Skills

Contact with Other
Senior Scholars

Career Advancement

Acquisition of Knowledge

Work Accomplished

Opportunity to Teach

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral € xperience Questionnaire.

tience with the apprentice role. It is not necessary that the experience be a
sine qua non in the creation of a scientist. It is sufficient that for a great many
the lack of a postdoctoral opportunity would have been or is a detriment to
the development of their scientific talents. Both the exceptional investigator
and the more pedestrian one often benefit from the additional year or two of
research under the guidance of a superior scientist and in the company of a
group of similarly motivated apprentices.

Mot all mentor-postdoctoral relationships are productive ones. To approve
and even to encourage postdoctoral appointments for those who can benerit
from them is not to condone every practice that is current. To say that 63
percent of the postdoctorals would have changed nothing in their experience
is also 1o say that 37 percent found somett:ng amiss. Part of the reason for
this absence of unanimity is the informality of postdoctoral education as it
is practiced in the United States. There is no agreed-upon rationale for post-
doctoral education by persons either in the individual disciplines or at the host
institutions, and there are consequently no accepted criteria by which the
nature of the individual experience can be judged. With this introduction we
now turn to the impact of postdoctoral education on the universities.
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CHAPTER

Implications
for Academic
Institutions

The university is centrzi and dominant in the
whole postdoctoral picture. Not only does it produce all of those who become
postdoctorals and serve as host to most of the participants, but it is the major
employer of most of the former postdoctorals. The impact of postdoctoral edu-
cation on the universities is a pervasive one, affecting students, faculty, and
administraiion.

On the other hand, universities particizate unevenly in their relationship to
postdoctorals. Generally speaking, the higher the reputation of the institution;
the greater its involvement with the production, the hosting, and the recruit-
ment for faculty positions of postdoctorals. As a consequence, it is difficult
to typify the situation and to talk of “impact™ in a singular sense. For many
dear:s, faculty members, and students, acquaintanceship with postdoctoral
study is by hearsay only, while for others it is a matter of daily experience.
The same variability of existential knowledge can be found within a single in-
stitution as one moves from department to department and from dean to dean.

This unevenness of participation is illustrated for representative disciplines
in Table 36. The distribution is even more skewed when one realizes that the
number of institutions in each category gets laxger as the reputation drops.
While the top 30 schools produce 48 percent of the PhD’s in physics, they
produce 69 percent of the PhD’s who take an immediate postdoctoral appoint-
ment. Similarly, these same schools serve as hosts for 68 percent of the phys-
ics postdoctorals at academic institutions. Not counting the medical schools,
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TABLE 36 Participation in Postdoctoral Ecucation in Three Fields, by Type of Academic Institution

Type of Academic institution
’ Other

Msasures of Participation Ten Leading Twenty Other Established Developing More than half Less than half
in Postdoctoral Education (10) Major (20) (38) (180) PhD faculty (104) PhD facuity (900)
PHYSICS
Avg. no. of PhD’s produced

per inst. (1967) 36.3 16.4 7.8 1.4 0.05 0.0
Percent of PhD’s taking

postdoct. per inst. 33 30 18 15 0 -
Percent of inst. with depts

having postdocts 100 100 79 25 2 o
Avg. no. of postdocts per

dept. with postdocts 27 15 9 3 2 -
Percent new jr. faculty with

postdoct. 76 57 50 21 10 7
BASIC MEDICAL SCIENCES
Awg. no. of PhD’s produced

per inst. (1967) 25.3 15.2 8.2 19 0.2 0.0




B
i
Perceat of PhD’s tiking
Gostdoct. per inst. 40 52 43 g
Parcent of inst. with depts i
having pcatdocts 100 92 67 56 25 0
Avg. no. of postdocts per 3
dept. with postdocts 13 14 5 3 1 - 1

8

17 -

Percent w:ew jr. faculty with
postdoct. 55 61 45 32 30 -

SOCIAL SCEENCES
Avg. no. of PhD’s produced

e; inst. (1967) 77.7 46.3 16.8 45 0.1 0.0
Percent of PhD’s taking
postdoct. per inst. 5 4 1 2 0 -
Percent of inst. with depts
having postdocts 60 32 i3 5 0.5 o
Avg. no. of postdocts per
- dept: with postdocts 4 2 2 1 1 (1]
a Percent new jr. faculty with
postdoct. 6 7 5 5 4 1

Source: NRC, Of’ice of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Departmental Questionnaire.
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the average number of postdoctorals from all fields per school in the ten lead-
ing institutions is 225, while the same figure for the 180 schools designated as
developing institutions is only 4.6. Clearly the degree of institutional concern
witih postdoctorals can be expected to be much higher fer those institutions
with significant numbers of postdoctorals.

In the academic world then, there are two major features of postdoctoral
activity. It is concentrated in a relatively few institutions and, within the insti-
tutions, it is mainly a departmental concern. Among those institutions that
have sizable numbers of postdoctorals, the central adminisiration performs
essentially a “housekeeping” function. The demand for academic and research
space by departments with many postdoctorals causes administrative person-
nel to become aware of the postdoctoral. Similarly, there is a suspicion, sel-
dom backed by hard evidence, that the postdoctorals are costing the univer-
sities money, especially when they are not hired under faculty grants and con-
tracts (see Chapter 9). Few universities have gathered any statistics, however,
and only a few have made any concerted effort to maintain central surveil-
lance over the postdoctoral activity on campus.

Typical of the leadership at most postdoctoral host institutions was a grad-
uate dean of a uidversity in the Northwest whe mentioned several growing
areas of concern to the administration. Among these were the selection proc-
ess and the variation of stipends paid postdoctorals. He felt that the time was
ripe for some formalization of departmental and institutional practices. His
motivatior %3 more pragmatic than philosophical; such a formalization was
to be a consequence of the exhaustion of resources rather than an indication
that there was an academic mission to be fulfilled.

In a poll of administrators at 140 universities, only three said that their
institution actively promoted postdoctoral work and only about 10 percent
suggested that there was considerable control by the central administration
over postdoctoral appointments. The dean at a distinguished eastern univer-
sity exercising considerable control, relatively speaking. over its postdoctoral
appointments wrote as follows:

The extent of the review of postdoctoral fellows within individual departments varies.
The principal responsibility lies with the individual faculty member who sponsors the
postdoctoral fellow. . . . The department chairman is required to approve any recom-
mendations for a postdoctoral fellow and in some departments he takes his responsibility
quite seriously. In other departments, I’'m sure, the process is routine. Finally the Dean
of the Graduate School has to approve each appointment and each initial appointmens
must be accompanied by two letters of evaluation, including a letter from the supervisor
of the dissertation, unless the fellow has won a national competitive postdoctoral fellow-
ship. In this case we generally accept the fact of selection by a national committee as
warrant of his credentials. The Dean has the right to refuse to appoint; but he seldom
exercises this right. He has, however, raised questions of the quality of the proposed
appointees.
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The dean of another prominent eastern institution had this to say:

All postdoctorals and research associates have appointments that are appr. “ed by the
Academic Council, the same body which approves all other faculty appointments. A
curriculum ritae is submitted along with each secommendation and occasion. *ly there

is some discusston. Rarely, however, is 2 recomnendation disapproved. Yet the existence
of the mechanism is in itself a good control, probably the only one which would work.

At 2 west coast institution of the first rank the appointment procedure is
described as follows: “Each postdoctoral fellow must have a faculty appoint-
ment that is carefully reviewed even if no salary is involved. We have three
levels of appointment: research fellow, senior research fellow, and research
associate. These have faculty rank as listed in our catalogue just below assistant
professor, associate professor, and professor, respectively.” One division of this
institution has adopted rather stringent nomination procedures for postdoc-
torals. The faculty member who is to serve as mentor submits to the chairman
a full dossier on the proposed candidate. The chairman reviews the dossier and,
if he finds no critical problem, sends a memorandum to the department an-
nouncing that a person has been nominatec and inviting the faculty to excm-
ine the dossier in his office. If no objection is raised, the appointment is proc-
essed through the central administration. If there is an objection, either by the
chairman or by another faculty member, the question is generally talked out
and resolved internally without making an issue of it. The justification given
by the chairman for this rather elaborate screening is that they want to accept
only those candidates they will be able to recomrend highly on conpletion
of their postdoctoral work.

Sut the situation at other prominent institutions is more typical. A dean
at a major university in the Midwest wrote: “We have almost no controls.

. . . Without quesiion we and other universities should have controls that fit
our policies. . . . The variation in qualifications of postdoctorals in a university
like this one is far greater than the variation in credentials of either undergrad-
uate or graduate students.” Not only is there little central control over the
quality of postdoctorals, but there is also little oversight with regard to num-
bers and treatment of postdoctorals. The spokesman for a major west coast
university wrote: “It is a simple fact that we have no adequate control over
the number or the use of postdoctoral fellows. What is needed is a recognition
that they are now a fundamental part of the university community and that
our procedures have to be developed to inciude them just as they once had to
be strengthened to permit more adequate control of graduate students.”

Not all administrators feel this way. Many are satisfied that the present
laissez-faire approach is best. This point of view was expressed by a spokes-
man for a midwestern university: “The professors in a department are the
only persons qualified to judge the qualifications of the postdoctoral candi-
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date. They should be the ones to select the candidates in view of the personal
relationships involved. Present departruenial controls are adequate. Institution-
wide controls should be avoided.” The spokesman for another major midwest-
ern university said: “The appointment of postdoctorals .; initiated at the
departmental level. I would not recommend changes. The zcademic standards
of a given department are reviewed at the graduate and undergraduate jevel
and there is a high correlation between the standards applied at these levels
and at the postdoctoral level.”” A respondent at a distinguished eastern uni-
versity concluded: “Oug control is the good sense of the individual faculty
member. Since the postdoctoral fellow . . . is usually recommended through
the intimate and friendly relations between two faculty menibegs, the selec-
tion process is probably as good as it can be.”

There is the same general lack of anxiety over other questions that might
be raised about the place of the postdoctoral ir. the academic community.
Although a few administrators are aware of potential dangers, even fz'wer
recommend taking any steps to mitigate them. Whether the issue is tiie con-
tribution of postdoctorals to research or teaching, the competition with grad-
uate students for space and faculty timc:, the adequacy of graduate programs,
or the cost of postdoctoral activity to the university, most administrators be-
lieve either that what has evolved is adequate or that any steps to control or
regulate the activity would do more harm than good. Such attitudes find
strong support from the faculty, who currently have a relatively free hand and
who doubt that institutional participation in the postdoctoral process can
add anything positive. They have no desire to have the institutional invisibility
of the postdoctoral removed at the expense of faculty initiative and independ-
ence. The chemistry chairman of a southern unviersity spoke for many of
his faculty colleagues across the country when he stated that “the university
as such does not have postdoctorals nor a policy toward postdoctorals. Indi-
vidual faculty mentors have both.”

If a postdoctoral were analogous to a faculty member’s private library, such
a statement might go unchallenged; but the postdoctoral does not exist on an
academic shelf. He has a number of points of contact with students, with other
faculty, and with the administration that is responsible for providing the space
he occupies. In a department whers the resources, both human and material,
are underutilized, the addition of postdoctorals may not infringe on the activi-
ties of others. This sitvation (which describes many institutions) permits the g
indifference of the administration and the ;ndependsnce of the faculty. In
an institution that is already crowded or at one that is being created de novo,
there is a need to develop a rationale for postdoctoral study and a set of poli-

cies to implement it.
In anumber of states, the acquisition of additional facilities from state

budget committees or from legislatures requires justification in terms of en-
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rollment. In California, for example, the planning for new buildings follows a
formula that allots so many square feet for each faculty member, for each
undergraduate, and for each graduate student. No space is permitted under
the formula for postdoctorals. This does not mean that, after the space has
been awarded, the intemnal division of that space cannot be made with post-
doctorals in mind, but simply :hat the state does not recognize postdoctorals
as having a legitimate claim on st.te resources with regard to space. The ad-
ministration cannot educate the state until an institutional rationale is devel-
oped in which postdoctoral education takes its place within the complex
milieu that is a modern university.

In developing that rationale the goals of the individual university will have
to be taken into account. Moreover, the institution will have to consider the
function and the impact of postdoctoral activity. In Chapter 4 we examined
the diversity of the postdoctoral population and the motivations of the post-
docterals themselves. In Chapter 5 we described the i7enefits to the individual
as well as some of his problems. We now examine the nature of postdoctoral
activity within the university and its impact on students, on faculty, and on
research.

Effect on the Department

Since the postdoctoral makes his presence felt through the departraent, the
degree of his impact depends on his relative number and quality compared to
the other components in the department. The level of educational effort in
representative fields as a function of the reputation of the school is shown in
Figure 12. Since there are a number of schools not involved in research, we
shall restrict ourseives in the description of the makeup of departments to
those that have graduate programs, whether or not they have postdoctorals.

By almost any measure there is a strong correlation between reputation and
department size. Whether one counts the full-time graduate students, full-time
faculty, or postdoctorals, the average numbers of each tend to decrease as one
goes down in reputation. There are, of course, excellent small departments and
mediocre large ones, but these are likely to be the exception. What is more
relevant to our investigation of postdoctorals is that pertinent ratios also
change uniformly with reputation.

The chairman of the chemistry department of a prestigious eastern univer-
sity testified to the importance of having postdoctorals in a graduate depart-
ment. He suggested that fewer than one postdoctoral to every ten graduate
students renders the impact of postdoctorals on the department negligible.
However, he felt that the ratio in his own department of one postdoctoral




FIGURE 12
Percentage of Departments by Highest Level of Educational Activity, by Type of Academic Institution.
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for every two graduate students seemed to be somewhat larger than neces-
sary. We shall return later to the reasons why graduate departments, qua de-
partments, desire postdoctorals, but the chairman’s suggested density is a
useful one for the present. If we examine Table 37, which displays the data

on departmental size and composition, we see that all of those departments

of chemistry and the basic medical sciences that have postdoctorals have fewer
than ten graduate students per postdoctoral, with the density of postdoctorals
increasing with increasing reputation. At the other end of the scale are engi-
neering, the social sciences, and geology (except at the ten leading institutions),
where the impact of postdoctorals is small. Physics and biology occupy an
intermediate position.

With few exceptions, departments without postdoctorals tend to have
fewer graduate students and faculty than denzzimeats with postdoctorals.
Moreover, they tend to have fewer graduate students per faculty member.
This statistic bears out the contention of manry respcndents that the presence
of postdoctorals permits the iraining of more graduate students. The conjec-
tured competition between graduate ‘students and postdoctorals for faculty
time and departmental space does not seem to occur; or, if it does, it occurs
within institutions already exceeding most other institutions in graduate
student/faculty ratios.

The relation of postdoctorals to the production of master’s degrees and
doctorates is somewhat less neat (see Table 38). Although there is a definite
correlation between the number of graduates per factlty member at both
levels (especially at the PhD level) and the reputation of the school, there
is not the clean distinction between institutions with postdoctorals and those
without. Perhaps one can discern in the data a tendency of schools without
postdoctorals to concentrate more on master’s level] work, while those with
postdoctorals seem to be more involved with doctoral programs.’

One of the most interesting correlations between graduate study and post-
doctoral study is demonstrated in Tabie 39. Probably because of the subfields
represented in departments with postdoctorals in contrast to those research
areas in departments without postdoctorals, the immediate next activities of
new PhD’s are strikingly different, depending on the presence or absence of
postdoctorals. In particular, departments with postdoctorals are muck more
likely to send their graduates on to postdoctoral appointments than the other
departments and less likely to send them to industry or directly into an aca-
demic post. We shall discuss {he implications of this effect further when we
examine the impact of postdoctoral education on the nonacademic employers

1Engineering is unique among the fields shown in attributing professional status to the
baccalaureate degree. The master’s degree is therefore a postprofessional degree. At some
institutions the engineering program is a 5-year program ending with the master’s degree.
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of doctoral recipients. For the moment it is clear that graduate study in the
presence of postdoctorals results in significantly more graduates who take post-
doctoral appointments. As indicated earlier, it also.results in more graduates.

One of the more mechanical aspects of the impact of postdoctora! study
on the academic institution is the space required for the postdoctoral and the
time that a faculty member spends working with him. The answer in square
feet or hours per week is not as useful as the comparison of these variables for
postdoctorals ‘with those for graduate students. There is also a large cepend-
ence on the nature of the research even within the same department. A theo-
retical physicist requires much less space than an experimental one. An experi-
mental solid state man may need a smaller laboratory than an experimentalist
working on an accelerator. Rec~gnizing the importance of these differences
and yet not being able to make the fine distinctions required, we present in
Figure 13 the responses from the faculty with regard to the comparison be-
tweer: postdoctorals and graduate students on time and space requirements
respectively. There is surprisingly little difference among the departmental
averages. To summarize the findings, a postdoctoral takes up about half as
much time of the faculty as a graduate student and requires about a third more
space.

It is not surprising that those institutions heavily involved in postdoctoral
work are also those with faculty who themselves have had postdoctoral experi-
ence. Table 40 displays this effect. Only the earth sciences, where postdoctoral
work is considered less essential, breaks the pattern of significant differences
between schools with postdoctorals and those without.

This pattern of faculty backgrounds is not likely to change if the present
hiring practices at institutions continue. In Table 41 we show for several fields
the distribution by previous positions of newly hired junior faculty in depart-
ments having graduate programs. Except for engineering, earth sciences, and
social sciences, institutions that have postdoctorals hire more of their new
faculty from postdoctoral positions than from any other background. No such
preference is seen for departments without postdoctorals. In fact, they tend to
get their faculty straight from the PhD. Over 90 percent of the new faculty in
departments with postdoctorals have the PhD degree when they join the de-
partment. Departments without postdoctorals are less successful in attracting
doctorate holders.

Contrary to popular conception, however, departments on the whole do
not hire their own postdoctorals for faculty positions. When the time comes
to hire new faculty one’s own postdectorals are considered, of course, but
along with other candidates outside the department, both postdoctoral and
nonpostdoctoral. Only among certain of the ten leading institutions are more
postdoctorals hired from within than from without. This occurs more often in
physics and engineering and almost never in chemistry departments.
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TABLE 37 Faculty and Students in Selected Graduate Departments with and without Postdoctorals, by Type of Academic

institution
MNumber of Persons by Type of Academic Institution
Ten Leading Twenty Other Major  Established Developing
Graduate with without with without with without with without
Facuity Ind Students Department Postdoctorals Postdoctorals Postdoctorals Postdoctorals
Fuli-time faculty Physics 47 - 385 -— 235 144 19.4 10.4
Chemistry 312. - 282 - 209 130 170 105
Earth sci. 195 - 134 114 95 82 10.3 78
Social sci. 270 25.1 265 21.3 16.1 150 16.7 113
Basic med. sci. 134 - 159 - 109 58 7.3 6.7
Biosciences 199 15.0 218 11.1 19.7 131 149 115
Engineering 39.5 42.3 244 19.1 258 118 11.4 108
Fuli-time graduate students Physics 47 - 36 -— 37 30 26 1.7
per full-time facuity Chemistry 55 - 54 — 44 35 30 16
Earth sci. 31 - 33 3.2 32 34 33 19
. Sociai sci. 42 47 41 35 36 33 38 23
Basic med. sci. 34 - 1.7 - 24 24 2.1 1.8
Biosciences 35 2.1 30 30 2.7 41 27 21
Engineering <9 32 47 33 36 24 35 18




Postdoctorals per full-time faculty  Physics 06 - 04 -— 04 _ 02 -

Chemistry 1.5 — 09 - 07 _ 03 -

Earth sci. 04 -— 02 -— 02 _ 02 -~

Social sci. 02 -— 01 — 0.1 _ 01 -

Basic med. sci. 1.0 - 09 -— 05 _ 04 -~

Biosciences 05 -— 02 — 03 _ 02 -—

Engineering 02 -— 0.1 -— 01 _ 01 -

Full-time graduate students per Physics 78 — 9.1 — 96 - 16.3 ~—

postdoctoral Chemistry 37 - 5.7 -— 68 — 87 -—

3 Earth sci. 75 -— 166 — 2.2 - 9225 —
s Social sci. 252 - 454 — 322 - 490 -
Basic med. sci. 35 -— 1.0 — 50 -— 48 -

Biosciences 68 — 83 -~ 89 -— 175 -

Engineering 233 -— 45 — 29.1 - 05 -

e e e e o e b

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Departmental Questionnaire.
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TABLE 38 Graduate Degrees Granted per Year per Facuity Member in Departments with and without Fostdoctorals, by
Type of Academic Institution

Tegress per Year by Type of Academic Institution

Ten Leading Twenty Other Mejor  Establishe Developing
Graduate Degrees per Graduate with without with without with will,out with without
Faculty Member Department Postdoctorals Postdoctorals Postdoctorals Postdoctorals
Master’s degrees per faculty Physics g1 - 48 - 49 54 40 45
member Chemistry 62 - 39 - 3% 154 35 .34
Earth sci. 48 - 46 .40 .78 59 .56 .38
Social sci. .74 .80 .52 56 54 .61 .58 .50
Basic med. sci. 54 — A1 - 27 33 29 .30
Biosciences .58 .07 % 39 3B 67 48 53
Engineering 1.67 1.30 1.19 1.86 1.31 95 1.28 98
PhD degrees per faculty member Physics 57 - 3% - 31 .19 A7 12
Chemistry 87 - 67 - 55 .15 29 .15
Earth sci. 47 - 43 51 35 .18 33 .09
Social sci. 44 49 40 .24 47 .22 .28 .13
Basic med. sci. 41 - A7 - .30 .38 21 .16
Biosciences 39 .18 35 40 21 .36 18 .12
Engineering 49 29 39 .35 29 .15 22 .10

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Depaitmental Questionnaire.
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TABLE 39 First Employment of 1967 Doctorates from Departments with and without Postdoctorals

Percentage of 1967 Doctorates by Department

Physics

Type of First
Employment

Basic Medical

Postdoctorals Postdoctorals Postdoctorals Postdoctorals Postdoctorals Postdoctorals  Postdoctorals

Academic appointment 36
Postdoctoral appointment 24

Industrial research 19
Government research 15
Other 7

Total 101

38

8
24
18
13

101

22
27
37
8
6

100

100

40
16
17
15
12

100

48 33 42
1 11 24
K] 8 14
12 12 12
8 5 8
100 99 100

28
5
52
8
7

100

auBa8

8

67
5
3

12

15

102

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Departmental Questionnaire.




TABLE 40 Percentage of Faculty with Postdoctoral Background and Parcentage Who Are Postdoctoral Mentors in
Departments with and without Postdoctorals

Percentage of Facuity by Type of Academic Institution

Ten Leading Twenty Other Major  Established Developing
Graduate with without with without with without with without
Department Postdoctorals Postdoctorals Postdoctorals Postdoctorals
Faculty with postdoctoral Physics 50 - 5 - 55 34 36 18
background Chemistry 66 -— 63 - 50 31 45 26
Earth sciences 34 — 25 29 0 17 34 16
- Social sciences 4 32 29 24 23 14 21 10
, 4 Basicmed.sci. 73— 66 — 68 34 57 36
3 Biosciences 62 48 49 45 492 33 40 19
] Engineering “20 8 18 9 21 5 8 5
3 Faculty as postdoctoral mentors Physics 47 - 27 - 2 - 12 -
E Chemistry 52 - 40 — 33 — 18 -
3 Earth sciences 22 - 17 - 12 - 15 —
Social sciences 12 - 7 - 8 - 11 -
Basic med. sci. 6 - 6 - 2z - 2 -
: Biosciences 40 - 21 — 18 - 12 -
B Engineering 1 - 12 - 10 - 8 -

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Departmental Questionnaire.
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FIGURE 13
Faculty Time and Departmentai Space Requirements for Postdoctorals as
Compared with Requirements for Graduate Students.

AVERAGE FACULTY TIME REQUIRED TO DIRECT RESEARCH TRAINING
GRADUATE PERCENTAGE: POSTDOCTORAL/GRADUATE STUDENT

DEPARTMENT 0% 50% 100% 150% 200% 250%
Physics | 3

Chemistry 1
Earth Sciences 1 ~

Physiology . | -

| Biochemistry |

S e

!
Biosciences | ] }
|

Medical Sciences I

Social Sciences l 5

TOTAL :l i

/VERAGE OFFICE AND/OR LABORATORY SPACE ASSiGNED
0% 50% 100% 150% 200% 250%

Physics . |
Chemistry ' _
‘ Earth Sciences B | '

Physiology 11

Biochemistry ‘ l

AT

Biosciences ' - | o ;

e

Medical Sciences ) T - l 4 - - e

. Social Sciences T lﬁ C !

TOTAL .

Source: NRC, Office of Scientsfsc Personnel, Postdoctoral Faculty Guestionnaire.
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TABLE 41  Previous Position of Newly Appointed Junior Faculty in Departments with and without Postdoctorals

Percentage of New Junior Faculty by Previous Position

New Jr.
Faculty at Still Graduate Nonacademic Faculty with
Graduate Department Other inst. Postdoctoral New PhD  Student Paosition Totai PhD (%)

WITH POSTDOCTORALS

Physics 16 51 21 3 9 100 93
Chemistry 14 54 21 2 10 100 94
Earth sciences 12 22 41 5 20 100 91
Social sciences 17 9 46 23 4 99 70
Basic med. sci. 20 50 21 1 8 100 95
Biosciences 21 45 26 4 4 100 92
Engineering 11 17 51 3 18 100 91
WITHOUT POSTDOCTORALS

Physics 15 18 37 16 15 101 70
Chemistry 18 28 28 9 17 100 78
Earth sciences 19 7 38 20 16 100 61
Social sciences 27 4 25 36 7 29 51
Basic med. sci. 23 24 35 7 11 100 86
Biosciences 25 16 34 19 6 100 73
Engineering 11 3 42 23 22 101 62

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Departmental Questionnaire.
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Finally, the difference between having and not having postdoctorals in the
department is strongly reflected in the degree and intensity of the research
being done in the department. Table 42 displays these differences according
to three separate measures: the fraction of the facnlty doing research, the
fraction of the faculty receiving extramural research suppert, and the average
number of research dollars per supported faculty member. The disparity be-
tween departments with and without postdoctorals is striking. Not displayed
but again present in the data are the uniformly decrsasing numbers as one
goes down in reputation among the universities.

None of these results is unexpected and we might be charged with merely
quantifying what everyone knew or suspected all along. More seriously, it !
might be suggested that we have confused the cause with the effect; it is not
the presence of postdoctorals that has attracted the students, the research fac-
ulty, and the research dollars, but rather it is the faculty itself which has at-
tracted the other three. We would agree, but go on to argue that, after a steady
state situation has arisen, the department as a whole takes on the character of
being involved with research and graduate education as a kind of &lan vitai. ii
becomes the place to be for all the components. From our data it appears that
the most salient measure of the presence or absence of this élan vital is the

presence or absence of postdoctorals. In colloquial terms, postdoctorals are
“where the action is” and vice versa.

It becomes important, therefore, to understand why some departments
(and, more particularly, the faculty of these departments) desire postdoctorals.
It is also of interest to inquire why some departments do not have and, in
some cases, do not desire postdoctorals.

Teaching by Postdoctorals

From the department’s point of view, the major reason for having postdoctor-
als is their contribution to teaching and research. The chairman of the depart-
ment of physics at a major west coast institution expressed the attitude of
most chairmen in fields where postdoctoral study is abundant by stating,
“Although the postdoctoral experience is an extremely valuable one for the
postdoctoral, at our university the postdoctoral contributes more than he 4
takes away.” Another chairman found the postdoctoral not only useful in :
o " carrying out research activities, but critical to the informal teaching that is

! valuable in a productive department. He said, “The postdoctoral is both being
productive and being educated.” The president of a distinguished university

g expressed the dominant opinion when he wrote:

bk ek bbbl o A




TABLE 42  Degree of Facuity Involvement in Research in Departments with and without Postdoctorals

Percentage of Ressarch Support
Percentage of Faculty with {in $1,000's) per
Graduate Faculty in Extramural Faculty Member with
Department Ressarch Research Support Extramural Support
Physics With postdoctorals 91 76 53
Without postdoctorals 62 29 20
Chemistry With postdoctorals 90 68 32
Without postdoctorals 69 31 8
- Earth sciences With postdoctorals 95 64 32
g Without postdoctorals 81 47 21
Social sciences With postdoctorals 88 52 26
Without postdoctorals 67 23 14
Basic med. sci. With postdoctorals 94 86 35
Without postdoctorals 92 74 16
Biosciences With postdoctorals 91 75 31
Without postdoctorals 74 38 14
Engineering With postdoctorals 83 69 50
Without postdoctorals 64 42 19
E Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Departmental Questionnaire.
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Postdoctoral studies have great advantages both to the individual and to the sponsoring
institution. They provide a period for productive. significant research work at a most
critical and creative period in a scholar’s life. They not only enrich the scholarly atmos-
phere of thé sponsoring institution and its members, but they help the institution fumnish
unusually gifted and well-trained supervision for graduate students. They enable the insti-
tution to evaluate exceptional individuals . . . for possible admission to the junior faculty,
and they afford a stimulating association for senior scholars.

Since the definition of a postdoctoral appointment involves research, it is
not surprising that one of the uses of the postdoctoral is in that area. What is
less expected and less well known outside the academic world is that the post-
doctoral also contributes to teaching.? This is particularly unexpected when

J many of the project associates are being paid full time for research.

! Much of the teaching, however, is closely associated with the research and
! some of it is done unconsciously by example rather than explicitly by lectur-
ing. A professor of chemistry commented:

I am not sure that the teaching function of the postdoctoral within a research group has
heen eufficientlv recognized. The postdoctorals, even the foreign ones, perform a con-
tinuous teaching function with an intimate contact that the professors cannot quite
manage. The education of the graduate student is made more efficient and his knowl-
edge gains 2 higher degree of sophistication because of postdoctorals in a given research

group.

»

L aliiad

A colleague at another university described the process more fully by saying:

Postdoctorals . . . set a standard and serve as an image for graduate students as well as
helping them and guiding them in the laboratory. They show the graduate students what
a young researcher can do and what they themselves can become.

The effectiveness of the postdoctoral as a graduate teacher is usually ex-
plained by the closeness in age and the lack of formal status that permit an
identification between the two. Graduate students are “generally very happy
to be able to waste a good number of silly questions on their postdoctoral col-
leagues rather than have to display their ignorance to their faculty research
directors,” as one graduate dean put it. Many faculty and chairmen have testi-
fied to the multiplying effect of postdoctorals. Many faculty members feel
that the presence of postdoctorals, rather than crowding out the graduate stu-
dents, permits the professor to take on more graduate students, with the post-
doctoral acting as a surrogate faculty. A chemistry professor on the west coast
. introduced the idea of the “cascade effect,” by which the professor’s teaching

. effect is extended by the teaching of his postdoctorals and graduate students.
”t He figured that, while a professor taught only six hours a week, the combined

2However, see Harold Orlans, The Effects of Federal Programs on Higher Education, The
Brookings Institution, 1962, pp. 79-88, for earlier testimony to teaching by postdoctorals.
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teaching by himself, his postdoctorals, and his graduate students totalled more
than 30 hours a week. This group total must be compared, he insisted, with
the 10 to 15 hours a week taught by professors before World War II when
there were few graduate students and postdoctorals. Although this reasoning
is open to question and to modification in other research groups, there is an
effect here that is not usually recognized.

The dean of science at a major university suggests and then rejects three
alternative ways that a university might enjoy the same teaching benefits that
postdoctorals provide. These are the following: hiring more professors (re-
jected because of expense and the need for coordinated research projects),
restoring the rank of instructor or hiring more assistant professors (rejected,
since faculty members should not work for other faculty members), and hir-
ing more technical support personnel (rejected because of the expense and
commitment required to retain high quality people). In short, the postdoc-
toral, with his tenure of only one or two years, satisfies the needs and has
none of the shortcomings of the alternatives.

Ini contiast to the chorus of testimony to the effectivencss of this kind of
informal teaching by postdoctorals, there is much less uniformity of opinicn
about the desirability of a formal teaching experierice for the postdoctorais.
One third of the graduate deans polled indicated that as future academics, if for
no other reason, postdoctorals should be involved in teaching. A characteristic
reply from a dean was:

Iam concerned that postdoctoral programs keep so many of our young scholars from
teaching. I am convinced that most of our present postdoctoral students could contribute
to and learn from a teaching experience. I should, therefore, encourage those responsible
for postdoctoral programs to permit limiteJd teaching in the early postdoctoral years. At
our institution we do use some of our postdoctoral students as teaching assistants, lectur-
ers, etc., in both graduate and undergraduate courses. This is voluntary and remunerated
with a small payment.

More deans express concern with the disassociation of postdoctorals from
teaching than provide solutions for the problem. Thus, the dean at another
institution wrote:

The holder of a postdoctoral appointment during his formative years loses his awareness
of the complete picture of the conventional academic man. The postdoctoral fellow misses
the fact that he has personal responsibility for the running of the affairs of the community
of scholars to which he belongs.

The dean at a midwestern school commented:

For those bound toward academic positions, postdoctoral specialization unfortunately
seems to intensify . . . disengagement from those institutional responsibilities and inter-
ests outside the research realm. . . . Research and scholarship are in the very nature of a
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university, - . the typical postdoctoral fellow is given little opportunity for or encour-
agement toward general involvement ir: other aspects of academic life.

Neither dean offered a remedy.

A few institutions have gone beyond encouragement to involve postdoctor-
als in teaching. Especially in medical centers, but not solely in clinical depart-
ments, teaching is seen as an integral part of the postdoctoral experience. The
chairman of a department of physiology gave the following description and
prescription:

We give training in teaching to both graduate students and all postdoctorals while they
are in our institution. All of those in attendance participate in all of the activities of this
department and I think it should be thus everywhere. The postdoctoral who is too good
to do anything except his research is not receiving proper education. . . . We do research,
but we do not think of ourselves as a research institute with medical students and under-
graduates as inconveniences. . . . We tend to train people to do what we do.

Some departments have appointed “research instructorships,” positions
that reflect a mixture of the “research postdoctoral” and the “teaching instruc-
torship.” The particular mixture and its implementation varics among depart-
ments. Of special note in this regard are the namcd insiructorships in mathe-
matics. A number of schools have introduced limited-term instructorships
under which a man does research while teaching a reduced load. This approach
is especially appropriate to mathematics, where research is a more lonely enter-
prise. One professor of mathematics pointed out that taking on a postdoctoral
does not enhance the professor’s research, but in fact lessens the amount he is
able to accomplish. There is little that the postdoctoral can do to help the pro-
fessor’s research, and whatever time the professor spends with the postdoctoral
is not spent on his own work. In expressing the benefits that the C. L. Moore
Instructorships have brought to the Department of Mathematics at MIT,
Professor William T. Martin said:

They have brought a stream of exceptionally able young mathematicians here who have
been a wonderful stimulus and example to the graduate students, as well as providing us
with some very excellent formal teaching. The department could never have so many
young men competing for tenure as assistant professors and the teaching the Moore In-
structors provide is therefore a bargain at the price.

The proposition that postdoctorals should have a teaching experience dur-
ing their appointment is not held unanimously, however, even among graduate
deaiis. A niumber felt that the postdoctoral’s chief and proper business was to
devote himself to research and that it would negate the purpose of his appoint-
ment to involve him significantly in other duties. A southern dean wrote: I
believe there is no place in the postdoctoral programs for teaching. . . . The
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postdoctoral appointment should be primarily for-research.” The dean at a
major university asserted: “It does not follow that postdo-torals should be
awarded for the purpose of giving the student training in teaching. . . . This
should be obtained by other means. . . . It would appear to spread one’s post-
doctoral program very thin to include t=aching . . . as a part of it.”” The dean
at another leading university put it this way:

T Teatral purpose of postdoctoral education is the stimulating interaction between the
proiessor and the Fellow. As a result of this experience, both the individual and the insti-
tution can assesss, with greater validity, the nature of the Fellow’s aptitude and profes-
sional interests. The central question, for both the individual and the institution, is not
whether the Fellow will eventually become a suitable teacher or administrator but to
what level of professional achievement he shou!d aspire. Since this dependsin a critical
way on the level of his rescarch talent, rather than his teaching or administrative ability,
1.do not feel there is a problem in the relative lack of attention to the latter.

The faculty tend to be more blunt about formal teaching by postdoctorals,
but no less divided. One physics professor of international reputation found
postdnctorals providing an interinstitutional atmosphere for the graduate stu-
dents that was broadening. He felt that postdoctorais should teach and that
institutions should pay them for it. “Make them light-load assistant professors,
if you like.” He is in a small minority among physicists, who generally agree
that requiring postdoctorals to teach is one of the ways in which universities
cploit them. In othe: fields a fair fraction of the respondents favored a light
teaching lo=d. Several biologists remarked specifically that for 2 man whe will
someday be a university professor, a year or two devoid of teaching serves
only to intensify his dissatisfaction with teaching. As one remarked:

Postdoctoral education is the backbone of the national research =ffort. If any change in
the present system were to be made, it shouid be to [increase] somewhat the role of
postdoctorals in teaching, since the program is also the source and strength of academic
faculiy.

Some of the faculty, usually those without postdoctorals, are in doubt
abeut the benefit to be derived from interaction of postdoctorals and gradu- , ,’
ate students. One chemist expressed concern that increasing num:bers of post-
doctorals would reduce the amount of contact between faculty and graduate |
students. A number of faculty stated that they prefer working with g-aduate
stugeiis and that the time and money spent on postdoctorais should go to
predocrorals. One physicist found that where equipment was limited, tae post-
doctoral is ofter :sing the apparatus to the exclusion of other members of the
group.
As with other aspects of postdoctoral education, the impact on the teach-
ing wesponsibilities is very much a function of the experience of the observer. f"

[ 4
.
x




L4
L 4
.

e i e

i 167
TEACHING BY POSTDOCTORALS

It is too much to expect that everyone will support the concept; it is even
less likely that there are no flaws. Most of th- graduate students interviewed,
for example, were either enthusiastic about their relationships with the post-
doctorals or were at least neutral. One young chemist, who was well along
with his research, however, complained that he spent all his time teaching each
year’s crop of postdoctorals how to use the equipment. Apparently the edu-
cational process works both ways.

In order to measure the involvement in teaching, we asked the postdoctor-
als to check off on a chart all the ways in which they participated in the teach-
ing process. Table 43 gives the fraction of postdoctorals by field and citizen-
ship who are involved in any kind of teaching and the fraction of the depart-
ments with postdoctorals that have a policy with regard to teaching by post-
doctorals. Overall, 64 percent of the U. S. postdoctorals arz teaching in some
form or other. We can also see that the medical fields are much more con-
czrned about teaching as a matter of policy.

TABLE 43 Involvement of Postdoctorals in Teaching, by Citizenship and
Field

Percentage of Percentage of Departments
Postdoctorais Tesching Requiring Postdoctorals

Pastdoctoral Field uUS. Foreign To Teach

Physics 61 50 35

Chemistry 53 43 18

Other physical sciences 62 50 25

Biochemistry 57 41 54

Other basic med. sci. 72 55

Biusciences 59 49 22

Internal medicine 78 56 69

Other ciinical medicine 81 54

Allied medical sciences 64 58 76

Psychology 58 46 24

Social sciences 50 30

Arts and humanities 27 34 5

Educstion and professional 53 57 18

Total 64 48 36

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Census and Departmental
Questionnaires.
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TABLE 44 Percentage of Postdoctorals Who Teach, by Level and Types of Teaching and by Citizenship

Permofu.s tﬂFMMﬂ*me bchnlandTypcofTadnng

Ur:dergraduate Level Graduate Level
{ ormal Informal Formal Informal
Postdoctoral Field uUsS. Foreign uUsS. Foreign uUsS. Foreign usS. Foreign
Physics 38 23 19 8 24 16 60 60
Chemistry 31 17 24 15 19 20 67 64
Other physical sciences 48 23 30 13 46 33 66 66
Biockemistry 18 16 15 13 42 24 64 55
Other basic med. s<i. 43 36 19 16 53 34 52 50
; Biosciences 34 20 25 17 45 31 66 62
-]
{nternal medicine 31 34 20 37 £0n 29 62 42
Other clinical medicine 32 33 22 30 58 39 48 49
Allied medical sciences - 52 36 26 16 42 26 48 31
Psychology 41 46 28 18 28 27 49 64
Social sciences 37 1€ 21 5 23 16 54 58
Arts and humanities 48 26 29 36 39 36 32 57
Education and professional 27 20 22 19 40 28 44 41
Tota! 35 25 22 17 44 26 58 55

Note: The total for a field exceeds 100% because postdoctorals are doing more than one kind of teaching.

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Census Questionnaire.

TR




169
TEACHING BY POSTDOCTORALS

In Table 44, a breakdown of the kind of teaching that the postdoctorals do
is presented (see also Figure 14). Since a pc *doctoral may be involved in more
than one kind of teaching, the percentages in each row sum to more than 100
percent. By formal teaching, we refer to the giving of lectures in a course, the
leading of quiz or recitation sections of a course, or the giving of noncredit
courses. Informal teaching includes participation in seminars, the supervision
of laboratori-s, and the supervision of research activities. There is reason to
believe that some of the postdoctorals did not recognize the informa: instruc-
tion of graduate students in their group as “teaching” and as a result did not
check the chart. Had they done so, the percentages would have been higher.

FIGURE 14
Percentage of Postdoctorals Who Teach, by Level and Type of Teaching

and by Citizenship.
TYPE OF TEACHING | -|FORMAL " INFORMAL
US. C'TIZENS FOREIGN CITIZENS
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If the numbers in both Tables 43 and 44 are combined, we see that sizable
proportions of the postdoctorals in some fields are engaged in formal under-
graduate instruction. In physics, 23 percent of the U. S. postdoctorals give
formal instruction to undergraduates; in the other physical sciences besides
chemistry the percentage is 30. Furthermore, about 30 percent of the post-
doctorals expressed a desire to have c sreater opportunity to teach.

To measure how effective the teact:ng effort is, we asked the faculty to
rank on a five-point scale the degres to which each component of his research
group contributed to the effectiveness of the faculty member’s teaching. The
results are shown in Figure 15 where the bars stretch one standard deviation
in each direction from the mean response.® It must be kept in mind that the
question was phrased in relation to the professor’s teaching effort, i.e., the
degree to which the graduate students, postdoctorals, or research staff assisted
the professor in his teaching. No evaluation is made of how well they did
teaching their own formal courses. The surprising aspect of this evaluation is
the light weight that professors give to the impact of postdoctorals (except in
physics and chemistry) on the work with degree candidates.* From the verbal
commentary above, one would have expected the impact to be larger. Also
unexpected was the very small estimate of the influence of graduate students
on each other. Most graduates tend tc ascribe much of their learning to their

peers.

Contribution to Research

The other major reason departments and faculty want postdoctorals is their
contribution to research. There is no doubt that the more mature postdoctoral
is often able to be of greater assistance in the performance of research than
the younger and as yet undeveloped graduate student. He does not have his
research time cut up by courses, language study, or examinations. He often
brings new points of view and new experimental techniques to the laboratory.
Moreover, there is much testimony that not only do postdoctorals contribute
to the quantity of research, but also to the quality. Over 73 percent of the
university administrators assented to this statement. One from a midwestern
university stated:

I believe that the postdoctoral commitment has contributed significantly to the quality
of research at the university. It has enhanced the level of innovation and the onportunity
to gamble on novel ideas that might be less appropriate as graduate problems.

3Except where the skewness of the distribution causes the dispersion to go beyond the

scale.
4Data on individual fields were available to the study, but do not appear in Figure 15.




FIGURE 15

Contribution of Research Group—Graduate Students, Postdoctorals, Professional Research Staff—to Natural Science
Professors” Teaching Responsibiiities.
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From an eastern school we received this comment:

The presence of postdoctorals has incrsased the caliber and output of research at [our
university]. It has also permitted more sophisticated yesearch in many areas. The evidence
which relates to this is subjective but quite persuasive. Faculty are virtually unanimous

on this point. . . . Assessment of research accomplishments of various research groups
makes it clear that the output of postdoctorals looms large.

The chairman of chemistry at a prestigious eastern school said that many of
the faculty in his department consider the postdoctoral “indispensable.” He
himself felt that indispensable was too strong a word, but affirmed that they
were very useful for their contribution to research. Many deans felt that post-
doctorals were necessary in the department if it were to achieve the highest
quality. Said one:

Since the yuality of a department is often judged by the effectiveness of its research pro-
gram, it is indeed hard to see how a department can achieve first rank without the inten-
sive research work provided by postdoctorals. They lend continuity and intensiveness to
the research effort of senior faculty' who, because cf teaching duties, committee assign-
ments, etc., cannot spend one hundred percent of their time on their research projects.

Another dean avoided the question of indispensability, but wrote:

Research with postdoctorals can be even more adventurous than esearch with graduate
students. The former possess more highly trained skills and broadet knowledge of their
subject. They do not have to produce results to quite the same specifications. These are
important elements in striving for the highest quality. A good postdocicral student should
lead his faculty collaborator on an even merrier chase into new areas than a graduate
student.

This element of the development of the faculty member by association
with his postdoctorals is mentioned by some of the faculty as well. A chemist
: stated that each laboratory has its own style and approach. He found that post-
] doctorals contribute tc the exchange of styles by bringing values from one
group to another. Another chemist, in addition to attributing his increased
publication rate o his postdoctorals, admitted that the direction of his re-
search had changed with the new techniques that he had learned from his
postdoctorals. A biologist confessed that, were it not for the information and
the knowledge that his postdoctorals brought to him, he would have to take
time off for a postdoctoral appointment himself.

Not everyone is quite so ecstatic. Some deans speak of the mixed benefits

] of postdociorais and one suggested that the impact of postdoctorals on the

1 * university’s research was only “on the whole favorable.” Two deans had the
: impression that the graduate students were being squeezed out. At one insti-
. I tution the presence of postdoctorals “has enhanced the quality in several

fields. It has enabled one professor in particular to be very productive but has
had the adverse effect that he has devoted correspondingly less time to pre-
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doctorai students.” At another institution, “Unquestionably it has enhanced
the quality of research accomplished in most instances. However, the involve-
ment of postdoctorals in large ‘team’ research efforts does not offer the same
opportunity for self-development which is desirable in a training situation.””

Some of the faculty, probably observing the situation from the outside, are
more specific. A number mention that postdoctorals are often exploited and
teduced simply to another pair of hands. This situation arises, in their opinion,
because the postdoctoral position is so ill-defined. The postdoctoral has no
defense against being so used. Some typical responses from this iess-than-
enthusiastic group follow. From an organic chemist we heard:

} It is probably overdone for fiscal reasons—an occult way to increase professional person- 3
nel on external budget sources. It tends to dilute the academic community’s interest in
predoctoral education. 3

A physiolcgist asserted:

The nuinber of postdoctoral positions available is far greater than it shouid be. I conceive
of postdoctoral education at a more advanced conceptual and intellectual level than pre-
doctoral work, but it often turns out to be not at all better because the intellectual capac-
ity of those guiding postdocs is limited.

A biochemist swings the biggest ax by writing:

To some sxtent such programs have become a racket. Only a few of the best institutions
get superior individuals. Only a limited number of professors have real leadership to con-
vey to young PhD’s; too much money available results in “‘slave labor” for inferior indi-
viduals to do “footwork” for average professors.

Before ascribing sentiments such as these to a faw malcontents and dismiss-
ing them, it would seem more prudent to examine the present practices for
possible abuses of the system. With so many expressing satisfaction with the
status quo, much of what is happening must be right. It is also possible that
any attempt to correct abuses will seriously damage the many favorable aspects
of postdoctoral activity. Befcee such a statement can be made with assurance,
however, there nceds to Se an investigation by the sponsoring and the host
institutions of the style of postdoctoral education, both as sponsored and as
handled locally. :

Similar to the question on how much help graduate students, postdoctor-
als, and research staff are to a professor’s teaching effort was a question to
the faculty regarding the contribution to research by these same groups. The
answers are summar.zed in Figure 16. Except for the performance of routine
work, the postdoctoral is more valuable than either the graduate student or

SFor a rare and persuasive defense of training in a *‘big science” setting, see W. X. H.
Panofsky, Big Science and Graduate Education, Science Policy and the University, The
Brookings Institution, 1968, pp. 189-201.
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FIGURE 16
Contribution of Research Group—Graduate Students, Postdoctorals, Profes-
sional R2search Stafi—to Faculty Research in the Natural Sciences.
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the professional research staff, but all three contribure heavily to the tempo
of the research.

In addition to their contribution to teaching and research, postdoctorals
are often welcomed at universities for other reasons. They not only bring tech-
niques and research ideas, but they also represent an exchange of environments.
Professor Derek deSolla Price of Yale has made a penetrating study® of the
problem of the dissemination of new knowledge so vital to the growth of sci-
ence, and concludes that the most efficient procedure is the rapid transit of
scientists among institutions and laboratories, with short-term sojoui:s at one
place. After making reference to this article, a graduate dear wrote: “It would
appear that postdoctoral study is ideally suited to the means.”

Postdoctorals also leave the university and carry with them the association
with the department to which they were attached. A departmental chairman

! judged that 40 percent of the high reputation that his department enjoys is
due to the postdoctorals that they have hosted, with 60 percent of the repu-
tation ascribed to the PhD’s produced.

In view of all the positive aspects of the impact of postdoctorals on insti-
i tutions of higher education and despite the negative aspects (or perhaps in
ignorance of both), most PhD-awarding departments that do not have post-
doctorals at present wish they did. In Table 45 we give the response of depart-
ment chairmen to the question: “If you do not now have postdoctoral stu-

TABLE 45 Evaluation by the Chairmen of Doctoral Departments without
Postdoctorals of the Desirability of Having Postdoctorals

i e et

Percentage of Department Chairmen
Reporting Postdoctorals Would Be of

Number of Great Some No Significant
Graduate Department Departments Benefit Benefit Benefit
Physical sciences 310 57 30 13
Basic medical sciences 61 72 25 3
Biosciences 129 55 33 12
Social sciences 376 44 35 21
Humanities 315 24 40 36
Engineering 195 45 44 1"
Education 119 54 40 6
Agriculture 53 49 40 1

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Departmental Questionnaire.

®D. deSolla Price, The Hard Science of Science and Technology, Proceedings of the 20th
Nationa! Conference on the Administration of Research, Denver Research Institute,
1967, pp. 45-51.




TABLE 46 Composition and Size of Research Groups with and without Postdoctorals, by Field

Average Number of Persons in Research Groups

Graduate Auxiliary Total Faculty
Students Postdoctorals Personnel® Nonfaculty? Co-Workers
with without with without with without with without with without
Postdoctoral Field Postdoctorals Postdoctorals Postdoctorals Postdoctorals Postdoctorals
Physics 6.6 4.2 24 - 2.2 0.6 11.2 48 27 1.9
Chemistry 6.0 5.3 2.5 - 1.1 0.5 9.6 5.8 1.3 1.3
3 Earth sciences 6.6 6.5 1.8 - 1.6 1.2 9.9 7.7 2.1 2.7
®  Biochemistry 43 40 30 - 33 1.2 10.6 5.1 1.9 1.5
Physiology 39 46 2.6 - 27 0.8 9.1 5.4 2.5 1.7
Biosciences 4.7 58 2.2 - 29 1.2 9.8 7.0 24 1.9
Medical specialities 1.3 0.4 4.0 - 43 1.6 9.5 2.0 3.1 2.4
Social sciences 102 55 24 - 3.2 0.6 158 6.1 38 2.2

Total 5.6 53 25 -~ 2.2 0.8 10.3 6.1 21 1.8

2auxiliary personnel includes professional research staff as well as technicians.
bpye to rounding, figures for the total nonfaculty may not equal the sum of the first three columns.

- Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Faculty Questionnaire.
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dents in the department, do you believe the department would benefit from
the presence of such students?”” Only the humanities could be described as
unenthusiastic, with more saying that there would be no benefit than that

the benefit would be great. When the chairmen took the opportunity to coni-
ment on their reply they generally endorsed postdoctoral education as stimu-
lating to the research and teaching within a department. Departments of physi-
cal and biological sciences registered this sentiment most strongly, departments
of engineering somewhat less, and departments of social science and education
(with the exception of psychology, which registered a strong endcrsement)
were relatively lukewarm.

Despite this general approval of postdoctoral study, few departments re-
ported any intention of beginning a program in the future. Departments from
the ten leading institutions through the established institutions were stronger
in their endorsement of postdoctoral activity and were more likely to have had
experience with postdoctorals in the past. With some exceptions, most of the
devcioping institutions’ departments felt that they would have difficulty fitting
postdoctorals into their organizations and challenging them academically. De-
partments that endorsed postdoctoral education strongly, but were not plan-
ning to initiate a program, characteristically cited reasons of organization or
budget that kept them from having postdoctorals. The more lukewarm depart-
ments commonly stressed that postdoctoral study was not suitable to their
departmental goals. A small percentage of these worried that postdoctorals-
would burden or distract their teaching staff or would not find the environ-
ment that they should have.

Implications for the Research Group

An cften-repeated claim is that the presence of postdoctorals permits a faculty
member to train more graduate students. In Table 46 we have collected statis-
tics on the relative size and composition of research groups. The research
group, rather than the department, is the natural unit’ at the graduate and
postdoctoral levels. It is within the group that the interaction among faculty,
staff, postdoctorals, and graduate students takes place. We have separated the
groups with postdoctorals from those without in order to observe the differ-
ence that postdoctorals make. Although the data could have been presented
in terms of the reputation of the institution, the differences within an institu-
tion are often larger than those among institutions.

In all fields research groups with postdoctorals are larger than those with-
out postdoctorals, by more than just the number of ‘postdoctorals. There are

7See Warren O. Hagstrom, Competition and Teamwork in Science, Final Report to the
National Science Foundation on Grant GS-657 to the University of Wisconsin.
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more graduate students (except in physiology) as well as more auxiliary staff.
There are also more faculty co-workers (2x=ept in earth sciences) in groups
‘vyith postdoctorals. This last fact casts some doubt, however, on the proposi-
tion that the faculty can train more graduate students when postdoctorals are
present.

We asked each group to proviue us with the number of PhD’s awarded to
graduate s:adents in their group in 1966 and 1957. Table 47 gives the totals
for the two years and the rumber of PhD’s per year granted per faculty mem-
ber and per graduate student in the group. On the basis of these results, we
would have to deny that postdoctorais make the production of PhD’s more
efficient. To reconcile these data with thos presented in Table 38 (p. 155),
it is sufficient to observe that azcording to Zable 42 (p. 162), fewer faculty
in departments without postdoctorals arz involved in research. When orie con-
siders the niz:noer of PhD’s produced per research faculty member, the ratios
i~ Table 38 will nbviously rise.

Wz must remember, however, that these are averages and that there are
fluctuations from the average that are significant. It may well be true that the
professor -vho is also chairman could not train as many graduzte students
without postdoctorals as he can with postdoctorals. There is nothing in these
statistin~ ¢1at says anything about the quality of the doctorates granted. It
may be thiat those graduate students who worked side-by-side with postdoctor-

TABLE 47 PhD Preduction by Research Groups with and without
Fos:doctora’s, by Field

PhD’s Granted per PhD’s Grantad per

PhD’s Granted Year per Graduaiz Ye_r per Faculty
in 1966 and 1967 Student in Research  Co-Worker in
3 +53 Research Groups Srougps Resnarch Groups
3 with without with without with without
i Postdoctoral Field Postdoctorais Postdoctor2's Postdoctorals
Physics 2.8 2.3 0.22 0.27 0.52 0.59
Chemistry 3.0 2.8 0.25 0.26 1.14 1.08
E Earth sciences 2.8 2.2 0.22 .17 0.67 0.41
: Biockemistry 1.7 19 0.20 0.24 0.46 0.63
Physiology 1.8 2.4 0.24 0.26 0.36 0.72
Biosciences 2.0 2.3 0.21 0.20 0.42 0.61
Medical specialities 0.6 0.4 0.24 0.47 0.10 0.08
Social sciences 43 3.0 0.21 0.27 0.56 0.67
L 4
. 7otal Z5 25 0.23 0.23 0.61 C.€5

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdactoral Faculty Questionnaire.
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als are better prepared than those who did not. Furthermore, it may be that
we are gzaling with different kinds of research. Therc may he a correlation
between the difficuity and sophisticatios: of the research and the presence of
postdoctorals. Nevertheless, the commonly held belief that the presence of
posidoctorals permits more graduate education is not valid in general. It is
still true, however, that it does not imply less.

As might be expected. zesearch groups with postdoctorzls are much detter
endowed with iesearch fuads than groups without. If there is any correlation
between the quality of the research and the degree of support, then the groups
with postdoctorais are doing the better research. 1% is more likely that we are
dealing with differsnt kiuds of research. ;Althoush the customary distinction
Seiween “Big Science™ and “Little Science™ tends to describe the ends of a
continuum rather than two distinct approaches, the postdoctorals tend to be
in groups where a much higher level of effort is required. Such research is also
more expensive.

Ja Table 48 we give the average support per research ~roup, by field and
rcputation cf the institution. Again, several ‘we1ll-known reatures of research
suppor are displayed. Physics tends to be almost t-wice as expensive as the
. other fields (except the social sciences). Also, the more prestigious schools
havz 2 larger share of the money. What is new is that most of the groups with
postdoctorals have more funds per research zroup than most of the groups
without postdoctorals, regardless of the reputation of the schocl.

Recruitment of Postdoctcrals as Faculty

1 The postdoctoral appointment is a useful inechanism for having a parade of

3 bright young men pass througa the department. As we have pointed out 2arlier
(Table 14, p. 68), a major fraction of new faculty in the science fieids at the
better institutions come immediately from postdoctoral positions; however,
in only a few of the highly prestigious departments do the bulk of the new
faculty appointments come from their own postdoctorals. The chemistry
chairman at a developing institution expiained why none of his iew faculty
had been postdoctorals in his department, zlthough several had been post-
doctorals elsewkere. At the present stage of development of his d>partment,
he was trying to breaden the areas of faculty interest. The postdoctorals in the

. department were in areas where he had faculty strength already.

Tke attractiveness of the postdoctorat as a faculty member in comparison
to a man coming directly from his PhD has several compornents. A chemistry
chairman mentioned the following: 1) The rdzpartment is able to judge with




TN e T T W TR SR

TABLE 48  Average Amount of Recearch Support per Research Group with and without Postdoctorals, by Field and Type

of Academic Institution
Avsrage Ressarch Support {in $1,000’s) per Research Group by Typs of Academic Institution
Ten Leading Twenty Other Major Established Developing
: with withosrt with without with without with without
Postdoctoral Field Postdoctorals Postdoctorals Postdoctorals Postdoct wals
Physics 307 98 171 42 137 47 107 37
- Chemistry 163 34 64 29 53 24 54 21
&  Earth sciences 122 517 43 32 90° 217 3%* 35
Biochemistry 103 347 87 38? o4 25 81 52
Physiology 73 234 115 747 81 187 82 367
Bioscienzes 63 42 63 22 70 18 56 30
Social sciences 238 147 52° 277 147 637 937 257
Total 170 50 96 31 83 28 70 32
31_ess than 20 groups responding.

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Faculty Questionnaire.
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much greater chance of success how well he might perform as a faculty mem-
ber, siace he has had much more experience under two different mentors and
(2) he is much better able to get grant support. The biclogy ckairman at the
same institution added that a new PhD is often not ready to begin independent
research. He pointed out that it is difficult to determine whether a thesis re-
flects the candidate’s abilities or those of his professor. This can cut both
ways. A brilliant student working for a pedestriar. professor can produce a
pedestrian thesis and vice versa. The postdoctoral experience helps to resolve
this dilemma.

A number of chairmen stated tha: the chances of a former postdoctoral’s
being retained on tenure are much better than those of a fresh PhD. Not only
does the fresh PhD have less research experience, but he tends to have more
irouble maintaining his research during the first several years. At universities
complying with the American Association of Uriversity Professc—:" statement
on tenure and academic freedom, the decision on tenure must be made at
the end of the sixth year of appointment. However, since a newiy appointed
assistant professor is seldom appointed for more than three years, the first
decision on reappointment (although not a tenure decision) must be made
after only two years. This does not give the y:»ung man much time to demon-
strate research potential if he has not had a postdoctoral appointment.

The attitude toward hiring former pestdoctorals as faculty members de-
pends to some degree on the field. A physics chairman indicated that his
department would not even consider a nev faculty member who kad just fin-
ished his PhD. He felt that thz transition from student to professor was too
abrupt and that the postdoctoral years allow a smoother transition. Another
chairman of physics from a less prestigious school agreed in principle, but
found it more difficult to attract people with postdoctoral experience.

A bioiogy chairman explained that the desirability of a postdoctora: back-
oround in facuity candidates depended upon the subfield. In more classical
areas, such as pozulation biology or ecology, he felt he could do quite well
with people straight from the PhD. On the other hard, he would insist on
postdoctoral experience for a biochemist.

A chemistry chairman at an established university in the South remarked
that all his recent appointments to the faculty came frcin postdoctoral posi-
tions, but he felt that this was due to chance. He was looking for the best
qualified person for each position and in each case they had been former post-
doctorals. They have better curricula vitae in that they have more publications.
Another chemnistry chairman at a major eastern school explaired his preference
for postdoctorals as faculty candidates by pointing out that they can show two
references indicating how good they are. This “stereoscopic view” of a man’s
promise is more reliable than the candidate’s doctoral vsork alone.

A psychology chairman said he would prefer to havs: people with postdoc-
toral background but that there are so many employment opportunities for
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the new PhD that few take postdoctoral appointments. An engineering chair-
yman asserted that postdoctorals were rare in his field and that in fact he wouid
crefer someone with industrial experience.

A number of chairmen in different fields and institutions were asked what
the impact would be on recruitment of faculty if there were no postdoctorals.
The usual, but not unanimous, reaction was one of hosror. Chainmen used
words like ““disastrcus” to describe what would happen to the quality of re-
search and, ultimately, of teaching. There would seem to be four major con-
sequences of a reduction of postdcctoral activity: (1) an extension of pre-
doctoral work, (2) a narzowing of the research interest and capabilities of new
faculty, (3) an unhealthy dependence of junior faculty on the more senior mem-
bers of the department, and (4) a tendency of better departments to hire the
better senior people from other institutions, with a corresponding reduction in
quality of the faculty at lesser universities.

If a graduate student knew that he would have to take a teacking position
immediately after I'is PhD, he might prefer to stay longzer as a graduate student,
acquiring more exp:rience in research. Such an occurrence would seem to
have two effects. The flow of students to the job inarket would not be any
greater than it is with the exist2nce of postdoctoral study, but the mobility
that characterizes and enriches postdoctoral study would be absent. Because
of the differential in stipends between the graduate siudent and the postdoc-
teral, the net effect (according to those who make this argument) would be
the purchase of a lesser product with less nioney.

The second rationale given for seeking faculty with postdoctoral experi-
ence is that without the experience, young facuity with the pressures of teach-
ing new ccuises while developing a research record tend Zo contirie working
on their thesis problems. Since the thesis topic was probably designed to be
sufficiently narrow for a graduaie student to accomplish, the result is an assist-
ant professor whose research interests and techniques are not as broad as they
might otherwise be. Many chairmen see littie hope for creativity under these
circumstances.

In some cases the search for breadth might impel 2 new facuity member to
attach himself to a more senior colleague. This would be all the more likely if,
because oi his lack of research record and experience, he finds it difficult or
impossible to be funded independently. Unless Le is able to leave the oroit of
tke senior faculty member before the time for a decision on tenure, he is un-
likely to be retained. Some chairmen believe that this would call too Leavily
on the willingness of the senior man to treat the junior man with sufficient
independence.

Since the better departments can offer, in addition to salary, the amenities
of distinguished colleagues znd superior facilities, they are able to attract more
senior people from lesser institutions than move in the oppositr: direction.
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Should young scientisis survive the pitfalls listed above and become productive :
] researchers, they will immediately become targets for recruitment by the more E
prestigious schools. Under present circumstances there are more postdoctorals 3
than the top institutions can hire and the whole range of institutions benefit.
If the opposite were true, all but the top would zuffer. The present postdoc- ]
torals are aware that most of them are going to be employed by institutions ;
less prestigious than their postdoctoral host institution. As one put it, “I am
going to be a much better facuity member at a developing institution after
my postdoctoral than I would have been without it.”

Cne need not accept all of the points summarized above to agree that what
one chairman at a developing institution described as a “windfall” (the release
of postdoctorals following a cutback in postdoctoral study) would likely be
only a short-range henefit. The sudden flooding of the markei would occur
only once, and then the readjustment 1s0uld take place. Even institutions that
do not appoint many former postdoctorals as faculty recognize that light-load
assistant professorships do not provide all of the benefits of a postdoctoral
appointment.

Having said all this, we must recognize that there are exceptional individuals
(usvally from exceptional institutions) for whom the postdocroral experience
does not seem :o be necessary. One professor of physics accepted his first
assistant professorship immediately after his PhD in lieu of an NSF Postdoc-
toral Feliowship that he had been awarded. He obtained extramural support
within a year and has had a productive career. Neither he nor his institution
regrets his decision.

Implications for the Disciplines

In the data already presented it is apparent that large differences exist among
the various fields of study. The postdoctoral situation in chemistry is very dif-
ferent from that in the humanities. Engineering presents yet another picture
and medicine is unique. The departments that form the educational structure
for the disciplines are differentially affected by the flow of postdoctorals and
by the availability of postdoctoral opportunities both for their graduates and
for their faculty.

What is less obvious are the reasons for these differences. There are, of
course, conditions exirinsic to the disciplines. Such conditions as the level of
research funding, the availability of predoctoral fellowships, and the employ-

« ment market for gradvates depend only indirectly on the nature of the dis-
ciplines in the sense that these conditions could change without zltering tne
basic nature of the discipline. It would be an error, however, to ascribe ail the t

e b e
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differences we have uncovered to disparate extrinsic conditio, ~The disciplines
are zlso intrinsically different, Their educational goals and theu cesearch tech-
niques set them apart. There are, of course, similarities across disciplines, but
they must be discoverec by observation and not extrapolated a priori.

An example of the failure to make disciplinary distinctions is the allega-
tion often made that much of postdoctoral activity {(especially immediately
following the doctorate) reflects a weakness in graduate education. If a man
were “properly” trained at the predoctoral levei, would he need further train-
ing at the postdoctoral level? Has the tremendous explosion in the number of
people taking graduate work led to a reduction in quality and a lowering of
standards in the graduate schocls?

Deans tend to be more worried about this possibility thar their faculty.
Up to 32 percent of the graduats deans considzred that the development of
postdoctora study was an indictment of graduate education.® The faculty,
whether or not they were working with postdoctorals, were satisfied that
there were reasons for postdoctoral study even for those PhD’s whose pre-
doctoral education was excellent. When asked if the character of predoctoral
training should be changed in the light of the growth of postdoctoral study,
the faculty responded as foliows:

Predoctoral Education Predoctorai Education No

Should Change Should Not Change Opinion
Faculty with postdoctorals 6% 59% 35%
Faculty without postdoctorals 5% 46% 49%

Most deans and almost ail professors see merit in postdoctoral education
for the reasons given earlier. They wculd argue that, if graduate education has
flaws, postdoctoral education is neither a cause nor an effect. The purpose of
postdoctoral education is to accomplish something that graduaie education
never did and could not do without duplicating postdoctoral education itself.
q The disenchanted, however, are not persuaded. The graduate dean at a devel-
oping institution in the South wrote: “The growth of postdoctoral education,
in:my judgment, is to a large extent a reaction to the failure of graduate edu-
cation to provide sufficient opportunity for specialized research.” The dean
at a developing university in the Midwest was more specific in his criticism: |

It has been my genexal impression in many areas that doctoral students are frequently
assigned to a segment of a problem of int. est to the major adviser and, hence, serve as
little more than coolie labor. As a result, they never get experience in the broad aspects

hadd adl

" 81t would be interesting to correlate the deans’ responses with their predecanal field of
study. To what degree are their attitudes shaped by their previous experience (or lack of
experience) with postdoctorals?

-
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of inquiry related to rescarch. In many cases where they are given freedom to select a
problem, they are expected tc nrepare specifications of a problem that could be self-
contained. This procedure in and of itsclf is totally antithetical to research procadure.

Not all of the criticism comes from developing institutions. Deans at inany
institutions share in these misgivings “in part” or “to some extent.” The dean
at an cminent institution in the East wrote:

“The development of organized research means that many PhD candidates are not exposed
auring the predoctorate years to the threefold process of seeking out, sizing up, and carry-
ing through a research project. Many of them simply carry out a project which is substan-
tially defined and carefully supervised by their dissertation adviser. . . . Their PhD experi-
ence is stunted.

The dean at a respected institution in the We.* agreed:

1 feel, myself, that there is a very real possibility that the PhD has been downgraded in

—flescioncss-sethet-the dissertation has merely become an exercise in research tech-
niques, not the original contribution to knowledge that nas oeen the traditionai standard
and which is still, by and large, ~haracteristic of the humanities and many of the social z
sciences.

Without denying that some students in some departmznts are not receiving i
the kind of graduate education that might be desired, there are several points
that might be made in rebuttal to those quoted above. The first is that not all
PhD’s, in fact not even a majority of them, take postdoctoral work. To say
; that in 1967 26 percent of the pnysics PhD’s went immediately into postdoc-
} : toral study implies also that 74 percent of the PhD’s in physics in 1967 did
not go into postdoctoral work. These other PhD’s went to teach in colleges
and universitics, to do research in government and industry, and to a variety
of other positions for which the employer felt that the kind of background
which the PhD degree involved was the appropriate kind for the position. Each
of these kinds of positions requires a different sort of person with a specific
distribution of talents and motivations. If the PhD degree ever did prepare a
particular kind of person for a particular kind of position, it no longer does.

It would be extremely fortuitous if a single kind of predoctoral experience
were appropriate for the creation of a graduate faculty member, a small col-
lege professor, an industrial researcher, 2nd a science administrator. What is
more likely is that the preparation for each of these positions will involve a
postdegree internship of either a formal or informal sort. With singular excep-
tions, the predoctoral educational experience cannot be expected simultane-
ously to prepare a finished product for ali of these employers, or even any one
of them. One could interpret the postdoctoral experience as that internship
often ni.cessary in some fields for the preparation of a graduate faculty mem-
ber. The data support such an interpretation.
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The second point in response to those who feel! that postdoctoral study is
2 reaction to the failure of graduate education has to do with the concept of
“growth.” Aiihough the last decade has seen afi expansion of postdoctoral
activity, by 1967 the fraction of the PhD class taking postdoctoral work was
just comparable to the corresponding fraction in certain fields in the 1920’
(see Fig. 1, p. 18). Since it is to this period that many critics refer as a bench
mark of excellence, both for graduate education ard postdoctoral study, the
correlation between real or apparent we:knesses i1. graduate education at the
present time and tae “growth” of postdoctoral education seems fess relevant.

Finally, in those fields and subfields where the situaticn Gccurs, one must
ask why faculty members urge particular thesis projects on their graduate stu-
dents, thereby depriving them of the necessary experience of “seeking out,
sizing up, and carrying through a research project.”’ The answer that the pro-
fessor is more interested in his own research and is looking only for contribu-
tions to it is probably limited in its applicability. To blame the phenomenon
on selfishness is to foreclose the possibility that in some fields the nature of
the subject and the degree of conceptual sophistication required tc make “an
original contribution to knowledge” are such that only after the experience of
an extended and directed research project is a man ready to seek out the next
project. Since not everyone is going on to a research career, it need not be
appropriate for everyone to hzave to p.isue a second research topic before
attaining the degree. The present practice of granting the degree after the first
project and then urging only those with research aspirations to take postdoc-
toral work is not only more efficient, but also does not take any longer for
the participant than staying on as a predoctoral to achieve the same experience.
That this is not the situatic 1in the humanities, in the social sciences, or even
in classical biology or that it once was not necessary in chemistry does not
seem particularly relevant. It does not app=ar t~ be fruitful to worry whether
a PhD in physics is more or less than a PhD in literature. They are not inter-
changeable in any practical sense.

At the risk of being somewhat repetitive, let us focus here on the disci-
plines and attempt to understand the differences in the degree of their i:1volve-
ment in postdoctoral activity in terms of their intrinsic subject matter and of
their peculiar educational goals and research techniques. In what follows we
shall have to make generalizations about which there are many exceptions and
many shades of opinions. Our purpose is not to be definitive, but merely to
indicate the variations among the disciplines.

One of the major ways in which the disciplines differ is the time at which
the student first makes a commitment to the field. A student comes into con-
tact with many fields while still in high school and enters college with at least
some idea of their content and methodology. If his area of concentration is
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chosen from one  these fields, he is usually able to begin his study early in
his college experience. After four years of undergraduate work, the studGent
will enter graduate school with substantial background in his field.

For several fields, however, the student tends to enter the program later in
his career. In psychology it will be toward the end of his undergraduate sro-
gram. Biochemistry and the other basic medical sciences have almost no roots
in the undergraduate program. Students who choose these fields will learn the
field mainly as graduate students, with two of their four or five graduate years
devoted to thesis research.

Fields also differ in the rate of development. Especiaily in physics, chemis-
try, biochemistry, and some of the biosciences, the growth of knowledge and
the expansion of techniques make difficult the acquisiticn of tiie breadth of
understanding necessary for fruitful research during the graduate program.
While a student is working on his thesis, there is little time to keep up with
developments even in contiguous areas of research. This situation in many of
the sciences differs strikingly with that in the humanities and to some extent
with that in the social sciences. In the humanities the pace of development of
new techniques is much slower and only recently have the social sciences be-
gun exiensive application of mathematical methods that wili probably exert
pressures for postdoctoral study similar to those in the sciences.

In some fieids the teckniques and methodologies are borrowed irom other
fields. Thus a biochemist must fearn biological concepts, chemicai approaches,
and lately even paysical techniques. The educational experience during the
graduate program is by necessity too restricted and limited to enable a student
to become proficient in all of these. A similar problem exists for psychologists,
especially those whose work borders on other disciplines. These may range
from sociology arnd anthropology to mathematics, biology chemistry, engi-
neering, business, psychiatry, or social work. Increasingly ..e social sciences
are experiencing the same interdisciplinary development. Only postdoctoral
opportunities will enable the student to develop essential proficiency levels
in these arcillary subjects.

The growth of team research has also had its impact on those fields where
it is appropriate. Research problems in some areas are too camgiex and sophis-
ticated io enable the lone investigator to achieve much success. Perhaps the
extreme example in this regard is experimental elementary particle physics.
The manpower required to operate a major multibillion volt particie acceiera-
tor is very farge. Papers have been published with as many as thirty co-authors,
each of whom has made an important contribution to the experiment. Clearly
a student of this field cannot expect to experience the range of activities asso-
ciated with the experiment without multiple opportunities to work in and
around the apparatus. Again the graduate program is too short to permit him
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all of these cppertunities before he receives the doctorate. To a lesser degree
team research has developed in other parts of physics and in many of the
other sciences.

In addition to the distinctions among the discipiines having to do with the
time of entry to the field, with the rate of development of the field, with the
interdisciplinary interactions of the field, and with the need for team research,
there is cne that is more subtle. Although difficult to quantify, this distinction
is as important as the rest. Fields differ in the facility with which the edges of
knowledge ar2 perceived. Before a student can begin te contribute to research
he must not only be able to distinguish between what is already understood
and what is as yet not known, but he must also appreciaie what constitutes a
contribution to krowledge as opposed to an exercise in technique. In fields
like theoretical physics a student may not arrive at this point until after his
thesis. In fields like literature he may have grasped the essentials in his first
year in graduate school. Other fields fal. . ..mewhere between these two.

As one examines each field in the Jighit of these qualities, it is possible to
nnderstand why postdoctoral work has grown in some fields and not in others.
The extrinsic conditions such as predoctcral support possibilities, of course,
play a role as well. There is a high correlation (in the sciences) between the
avezilability of predoctoral support in a field and the fraction of PhD’s taking
an immediate postdoctoral experience. Since thee is also a relationship be-
tween the shortness of the baccalaureate-to-PhD time lapse and the availability
of predoctoral support, the question is raised whether recent efforts to reduce
the time lapse in the humanities will increase the Jemand for postdoctoral
work.

Even within fields more heavily supported at the predoctoral level there are
differences. Both physics and chemistry are comparable in the support possi-
bilities available to graduat= students. Yet physics PhD’s take almost a year
longer on the average to earn their doctorate than the chemists.® Apparently
growing out of their earlier close association with industry, the chemistry de-
partments consciously move their students through the doctoral program with
more speed. The postdoctoral appointment is then used to supply whatever
might be missing in the graduate experience for those who seek academic
careers. Some physicists argue that similar approaches are possible in physics.

Some science fields do not. fit the pattern. In particular, mathematics and,
to a lesser degree, engineering have m-derately short baccalaureate-to-PhD
time lapses and yet do not participate to a great extent in postdoctoral activity.
Engineering differs from most scientific disciplines in ihat the bachelor’s de-
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I National Academy of Sciences, Docrorate Recipients from United States Universities.
Publ. 1483, Washington, D.C., 1967.
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gree has been the professionul degree. Baccalaureates who could benefit from
graduate *vork aie often drawn into industsial work by recruiters. Not until
recently has graduate work become prominent. In 1940, only 103 doctorates
in engineering were awarded. The number had risen to 629 in 1955 and to
2581 in 1967. Graduates at all levels have abundant employment opportuni-
ties beth in education and industry. Because the engineering doctorate is rela-
tively new and consequently postdoctoral work is not traditional, most em-
ployers do not expect postdoctoral experience. The “chicken and egg” situ-
ation occurs where demand will not occur until there is a supply and vice
versa. Finally, the graduate students in engineering tend to carry out their
research with notable independence from their supervising professors.

Nevertheless, there are some in enginsering who would iike to see more post-
doctoral work in the field They state that many doctoral pregrams do it give
enough maturity, self-confidence, and impetus to allow graduates to become
indevendent investigators. In addition, a postdoctoral appointment permits
the betrer student another research experience under a differeri mentor. Fi-
nally, tl: -y stress the is :portance of assisting foreiga nationals who aireadv pos-
sess the Joctorate.

The situation in mathematics is accented by the highly independent nature
of mathematics zesearch. In this purely conte:nplative discipline the graduate
student -vorks very much on ni> own. Most great innovators in rnathematics
have been individuaiists with respect to their work. When a fruitful collabora-
tion takes place, the work is still individual. A group exchange of ideas is fol-
lowed by periods of solitary study, which are followed iis tur by reports to
the aroup or partner. The consequence of this aspect of mathematics for posi-
doctoral study is that the usual beneficial association of postdocicra! and men- ;
tor occurs much less frequently. Almost ineviiably the professor’s research is :
impairea by the attention he must give to the postdoctoral.

There are benefits to the voung mathematiciza in postdoctora “iudy, but §
these are tempered by pitfalis as well. The posidoctoral appointee is able to J
lear:: about new and unsoived problems th2t are of interest to his ziew associ-
ates at the host university. He is then able to broaden his research outlook and
his research program. Frequently he changes it entirely to  -ore promising
or more fertile area in mathematics. The prestige of the appuratnient and the
sperding of time at a better institution than his own graduate schooi can be
highly advantageous to him. On the other hand the young PhD may find his
own originality and individuality considerably inhibited when he finds him-
self in a much more high-powered mathematical group than he was accus-
tomed to in graduate school. Thus he may channel his further efforts more
ai~ng the line of the group’s interests than his own, which might have been
more fruitful.
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From the standpoint of the devzlopment of the individual as a potential
teacher and leader, ¢! 2 postdoctoral program may possibly be less essential in
mathematics than in some other disciplines.

The social sciences provide an example of disciplines in transition. Whereas
postdoctoral activity immediately foilowing the doctorate has been rare, there
is evidence t1.22 the situation is changing.

The PiuD candidate in the socia' sciences typically works more independently
than in the sciences. This is reflec’.ed i the higher dropout rate, the longer
lapsed time to complete the degree, and the fact that ke frequently completes
his dissertation in absentia. While t!ie ycung, able PhD in the social sciences
has plenty te learn, he looks upon himself (and is looked upon by his elders)
as one who is competen. to do independent research, upon receipt oz the
degree. Consequently, although he may spend a considerable part of his time
in the early postdoctoral years mastering new research tools, ke perceives him-
self as a fully-established member of the professicn, and in zeneral he is <o
regarded within the profession. Whett:er he immediately accepts a teaching
appointment or joins a research term, he will be considered a junior collabo-
rator or employee—not a trainee. There are, of course, differences among the
social sciences, among subdisciplines within each of the social sciences, and
among individuals wvithin each subdiscipline. But even though postdoctoral
fellowships are availabie, it is clear that many of the ablest young PhD’s in
the social sciences seek to reccive a regular academic appointment early, to
spend a period in government or industry, or to do a stint abroad, often with
the intentior: of returning to a professorial rank. Many young social scientists
have already been employed as full-time faculty for a year or two before they
get their PhD’s (Table 41, p. 160).

While the social scientist is less likely than a scientist to seek a postdoctoral
appointment soor: after completing his PhD, he is more likely to seek research
leave at a later time. Often the sociai scientist will spend the first few years
after completing his PhD preparing his dissertation for publication and initiat-
ing a new project. After that he will seek leave to devote time to the new proj-
ect. It is apparent that while the able social scientist is always learning and
needs fres time for research, the rieeds of social scientists vary, and the immedi-
ate postdoctoral appointment is not nearly so common as in the physical and
biological sciences.

There are several explanations for the differer.ces in attractiveness of the
postdoctoral appointment for social scientists as compared to scientists. Many
social scientists leave their PhD institutions for teaching positions or positions
in industry or government before completing their degrees, despite tisc efforts
of graduate schools to encourage candidates to complete their dissertations in
residence. This is possible because in many fields candidates are not tied to
their laboratory or library until the final stage of their dissertations. Their
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miotives for leaving are several. Often, they are financial—cither the absence of
financial support from the graduaie school or the prospect of large financial
rewards in other employment. It is also true that many social scientists seem
to havz u greater urge 1o engage immcdiately in tcaching and that others take
nositions in goverament cr industry or serve overseas, where they can observe
at first hand 2nd can participate in the woild of action. For many social scien-
tists, the world of affairs is their laboratory and participation in it is their ficld
experience. It is not surprising, therefore, that many mer wish to leave the
academic world for such experience, either before or shortly after receiving
their PhD’s.

But there remains an important role for the postdoctoral appointment in the
social sciences, both in the period immediately zfter the receipt of the PhD and
at a later time. For example, 2s the social scientist makes greater use of mathe-
matical and statistical tzchniques, provision should be made for training ir: these
techniques for PhD’s v7ho did not have access to such training or did not see
the need for it during their predoctoral years. Similar opportunities should be
made available for these who are working in cross-cultural studies ana in ap-
plied social sciences problems such as the urban communities, the underprivil-
eged, and «ducation.

Finally, there is the role of the research centers for more mature and even
senior social scientists. The Instiiute for Advanced Stucy at Princeton, the
Center for the Behavioral Sciences at Palo Alto, and the Center for Advanced
St-:dies at Wesleyan University in Connecticut are not designed for the recent
PhD or for the provision of formal training. Nor are they designed for group
research. Rather, their purpose is to provide scholars of various ages with an
opportunity for research, reflection, and intellectual exchange with cclleagues
in the same or related fields. For one fellow it will be zn occasicn to complete
research that is already underway. For another it will be an occasion for
reflection or for the starting of a new direction in his research or career. For
still others it will be an occrsion to study new techniques and approaches often
stimulated by others at the center. Many believe that it would be desirable to
provide more such opportunities than now exist.

W= conclude this section by turning to the humanities. There is nothing in
the humanities comparable to the extensive and well-sstablished programs for
postdoctoral work in the natural sciences. Scholars in the humanities have
special opportunities for postdoctoral work through support from a variety of
sources, including academic leave. The chief purpose of these forms of support
and encouragement is to enable scholars in the humanities to have the free
time to pursue their research and the opportunity to use library and other
resources t» supplement local collections. In contrast to his colleagucs in the
sciences, the humanistic scholar will rarely elect to spend a period of subsi-
dized leave with a distinguished humanist under whose tutelage he will expect
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to grow and to develop. He will rather determine his arrangement on the basis
of the resources available in a particular locality for his particular research
interests.

The differerces in postdectoral activity between the humanities and sci-
ence arise not simply from the recognized limitation of financial support in
the humanities but from differences in the nature of the disciplines. Thc pe-
riod of significant creative activity secms to occur at different stages in the
two disciplines. Many of the most original achievements in science have been
produced during the early years of a scientist’s career, whereas the most im-
pressive accomplishments in humanistic schelarship come later in a scholar’s
career. A voung scientist is eager to continue with his research immediatzly
after ke has completed the doctorate. This impulse is encouraged at the present
time by ihe staie of scientific activity, the rapid accumulation of knowledge,
the increased specializaiion, ard the recondite nature of the art. The magni-
tude and complexity of some of the equipment required for many experimen-
tal problems ccmbine to increase the desirability of continued early full-time
comrzitment to research along with further training. Such compulsions are
largelv absent in humanistic scholarship. The young humanistic PhD may feel
the urge to pubiish or to develop some useful discovery or initeresting idea
ariting from his graduate studies but he is at the same time aware that his most
important contributions will require maturing and that they lie in the futuze.
In addition, his commitment to teaching is greater and has more bearir,z on
his mature work as a scholar than in the case or the scieatist. It is common
experience that teaching even undergraduate students provides the catalyst
for the humaristic scholar’s studies. And, finally, the PhD degree program
provides the young humanist with a reasonably good introduction to the meth-
ods and resources that he must use in his scholarly research.

Team research in the humanities, as in mathematics and in the social sci-
ences, is not a characteristic pattern. Of course, group or team projects are not
unknown. They arise chiefly in textual studies and editing, in the making of
dictionaries, and in certain forins of linguistic studies. Similar enterprises could
possibly be organized for special problems in, for instance, history or the history
of art. There would certainly be a place in such projects for postdoctorals who
could learn techniques not a part of their graduate training and at the same
time advance the work of the project. it has in fact been argued that the
humanities have been backward in failing to see all the advantages of group
research. It might be appli=d to many kinds of studies now thought of as pos-
sible only by individual mature scholzrs. Traditional usage may dictate such
a process, rather than any limitation inherent in the nature of the study. This
view does not at present command general acceptance among scholars. One
reason for the success of the postdoctoral appointment in science is that both
the postdoctorai and his mentor profit from the arrangement. It is not vet




185

SUMMARY

clear how, in all but very special cascs, the relations between the young scholar
in the humanities and ths mentor can promote equally the interests of both.

Any complete review of postdoctoral activity has to take into account the
special relationship beiween the new PhD and the schiolarly needs of the entire
profession. In the humanities it must take into account the strong commitment
to teaching of the humanistic scholar, his special need for breadth, azd his dis-
tinciive pattern cf professional growth, which often results in his finest work
being accomplished during nis middle and late years. For some the critical situ-
ation comes after several years of teaching and successful research when the
need ror greater breadth becomes apparent. Since much kumanistic scholarship
is by its nature interdisciplinary, the need to acquire competence in a new dis-
cipline or field of kncwledge may become pressing. Both teaching and scholar-
ship would profit frum giving such men the opportuaity for freedom and mate-
rials that they desire. Even the mature scholar, duri.ig what mign: b2 his most
productive years, faces problems in finding support {or his studies. He is not
in the same position as his scientific colleagues with their sponsored research
activity, summer stipends, and postdoctoral as:istants.

The distinctive pattern of postdoctoral study in the sciences has grown up
in resperse to the charzcter of the entire scientific activity and its needs. An
effective postdoctorai program in the humanities must similarly be responsive
to the distinctive character of the work of humanistic scholars and the conse-
quent diversity of their neceds. Such an approach would previde the best basis
for supplementing the relatively meager and uncoordinated sources of finan-
cial support available to scholars in the humanities at various stages ia their
careers following the dectorate.

Summary

The impact of postdoctoral education on the universities has been great in the
relatively few that are deeply involved and it has been minimal in others. Three
points of contact with postdoctoral education are closely correlated. These are
the production of PhD’s who take postdoctoral appointments, the hosting of
postdoctorals, and the recruiting of former postdoctorals as facuity. It is not
accidental that the same universities that are accorded the highest reputations
are also commiited to the values of postdoctoral study.

The development of postdoctoral study at all levels must take into account
the intrinsic nature of the field and must be responsive to the particular needs
of the field. The present pattern of involvement in postdoctoral activity among
the fields is partially understood in these terms. In some fields the lack of
financial support has inhibited the full development of postdoctoral opportu-
nities appropriate o those fields.
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CHAPTER

implications
for Nonacademic
Institutions

The impact of postdoctoral education on the
nonacademic employers of doctorates is more indirect than frontal. The funda-
mental issue is that despite the rapid ircrease in PhD production, there do not
scem to be enough high-quality doctorate recipients to satisfy the demands of
all employers. Every new alternative opened to the fresh PhD reduces the num-
ber of recipients available to the employers, and rostdoctoral education, con-
centrated mainly in the universities, is another attractive alternative.

Sheer numbers, however, do not completely describe the problem. If there
were a sufficient number of scientiste to satisfy the demands of all consumers,
nonacademic employers would stili have to deal with the attitudes of the doc-
torate recipients. With few exceptions, nonacademic employers are involved in
research in an applied science setting. Whether product-oriented as in industry
or mission-oriented as in federal laboratories and federally supported portions
of nonprofit or industrial laboratories, the kind of research (or the approach to
it) is different from that in the universities. Although the distinction is usually
made between applied and basic science, the director of 2 nong: ofit laboratory
was probably close tc the core of the problem when he said: I believe the
strongest bias of most new PhD’s is not for basic and against applied research,
but for reszarch problems of their own choosing and against research prob-
lems they are directed to study.”

How this bias is to be overcome or how mission- or product-oriented re-
search can use this bias to maximum benefit is of critical importance to the
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country. The recent report of the Committee on Science and Public Policy of
the National Academy of Sciences to the Daddario Subcommittee is only one
of several efforts to deal with it. The postdoctoral, however, is at most a symp-
tom of the problem, and the problem would remain even if the symptom were
removed.

Although it was not the purpose of this study to investigate the distribution
of PhD’s among the various employers of PhD’s, there are three reasons why
further comment might be in order. The first is simply that we have gathered
information that bears on t :¢ question and should be made availabe. The sec-
ond is that the qualifications of the postdoctcral make his disinterest ‘n the
nonacademic world ail the more significant. A third reason is that many have
suggested that an increased use of the postdoctorel mechanism by nonaca-
demic employers may be one way of resolving the problem of distribution.

Emboloyment of New Doctorate Recipients

There is certainly no a priori proper distribution of graduates among the sev-
eral potential employers. It is impossible to say what percentage of PhD’s in
each field “should” go into industry or *“should” go into academic institutions.
It is possible, however, to examine the concomitants of different employment
practices. In Table 39 (p. 156) we saw that departments with postdoctorals
present graduate a smaller fraction of PhD’s who choose industry for a career
(at least immediately) than departments without postdoctorals. Only engineer-
ing, biology, and the social sciences have different patterns. Postdoctoral activ-
ity is minimal in engineering and in the social sciences and has little impact on
the departments. In biology there is very little industrial demand. In the physi-
cal sciences, however, the effect is pronounced.

We can see a similar effect in Figure 17, where the fraction of PhD’s gradu-
ating from the 30 leading universities in specific fields who enter particular
employment categories is compared with the fraction of all PhD’s from the
same institutions and fields regardless of their subsequent employment. The
other category includes, in addition to those who return to a foreign country,?

1 National Academy of Sciences, Committee on Science and Public Policy, Applied Science
and Technological Progress, U. S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1967.
2The consistent surplus of the “other” category in Figures 17 and 18 from the 30 leading
universities arises mainly from the significantly greater percentage of their graduates who
go to a foreign country. In part these arc foreign students going home and in part Ameri-
can PhD’s going abroad for employment. We have no explanation for this difference in
behavior of the graduates from the 30 leading universities and of those from the other
universities.




196

IMPLICATIONS FOR NONACADEMIC INSTITUTIONS

K
[
g
(Q
Q
-
=
Q
E
>
2
Q.
E
w
[%2)
=
2
|
L)
>
o
S
|
Q
-
c
w
kY
=
|
Q
2
(=
pu
on
£
|
-l
[
™
Q
S
£
(]
|
(=
(72}
2
2
.
3
ks
Q)
[7p]
A=
W
(]
=
Q.
w0
@
g
-
("5
()
=
Q
0.

100

% of PhD’s in Field from

% from 30 Leading Universities

iversities

Top 30 Un

Entering Employment Catey, »ry

| smie
zof,‘mmmz,w.._uoz,_zoz HO Hzmm.zmmooo

m zo¢<mmmz IVIHLSNANI

I | +¥uoLs0aisod
;ﬁ, zw ) sziwzmamMo;mm.‘w‘,mmﬂmof

[ slsAordue ubiesc; sopmivun) §3HIO
HOuVHS3Y 1 u;mpmzm_m ,ram szzz H3A0D
zo¢<mmm¢ J IVI4LSNANI

_z - ._(mmh,.wo,;m_.wmmw

_ »zmz»z_o&l‘ 9IW3avoV

_ewﬂ.&__.ma&m mom&mwm&m 1oU}) YIHLO |

HOUV3s3Y h.z_oz,_zoz xorzms..zzmyoo.
zo¢<mmm¢ ._<_Emaoy

~ a ._ﬂ‘zo»ooo»mo,_

‘, »zmrpz_o&,q m,zwmmo |

u S B
“ ?3>o_nEo co_to_. Su:.oc; H3IH10
| zoz(%azm_.%_vmgzoz mofzmzzzgoo
_ _ zo¢<mmm¢ ._<_Emaoz_
| _,_ ) ._<¢o»ooo»mo,_
pzms:.z.o&“ o_s_mo<o<

, _ o Ag>o_nEr,ca_oho_ uou:_mc;;.mwﬂms
| zomﬂww.mz.,t.u,o{zoz zorzmz,zmmy;mm
| _ ‘HOWv3saY ._<_E..m..,.m_z_
| _ o N V4010001504
M - ;ﬁ, ) »zmzhz_o&( o_:mo,‘wﬂ

g 2 8 °

SAILISHIAINN ONIQVIT ALHIHL
3HL WOH4 5,04d 99-996L 40 3OVLNIOHAd

. " o e I YT PPV Y P T YU T P

CHEMISTRY BASIC BIOSCIENCES ENGINEERING

PHYSICS

MEDICAL SCIENCES

Source: NRC, Office of Scientific Personnel, Postdoctoral Deparimental Questionnarre,

P R S A §




197
RESEARCH FUNDS AND RECRUTIMENT OF POSTDOCTORALS

those who are drafted. Only in engineering do the 30 leading universities send
graduates to all non-postdoctoral employers in proportion to their overall pro-
cuction. In physics these institutiu:is precduce 56 percent of the PhD’s, but
are responsible for 71 percent of the postdoctorals, oniy 46 percent of those
who go into industry, and 50 percent of those who go into government re-
search. The complementary view of this same phenomenon is that zIl the uni-
versities below the top 30 produce 44 percent of the PhD’s, but are responsible
for only 29 percent of the postdoctorals. They produce 54 percent of those
who go into industry and 50 percent again of those who go into government
research. If there is a correlation between the quality of the students and the
reputation of the graduate school, industry and government are not getting
their share of the sop students immediately after the PhD.

As we have pointed out, however, the vast majority of postdoctorals leave
that status and subsequently take up regular employment. If we assume that
the postdoctorals from the PhD Class of 1965-66 behave in the same way as
those who responded to the study (Table 12, p. 63), it is possible to distribute
the postdoctorals of the 1965-66 PhD class among the other employment
categories. Figure 18 shows the situation for the 1965-66 PhD graduates of
the 30 leading universities if their postdoctorals are distributed ir: this way.
The only differences from the overall percentages that are statistically signifi-
cant (at the 95 percent confidence level) are the physicists in industria! research
and the biologists in government research.3 In the stcady-state situation, there-
fore, each of the employers of doctorates does get its share of the graduates of
the better institutions, with the exceptions just mentioned. Whether industry
and government get their “proper” share of all PhD’s is a separate question,
and how the growth of the number of postdoctoral positions has affected this
question is a matter of debate.

Research Funds and Recruitment of Postdoctorals

It has been alleged, for example, that the involvement of universities in mission-
oriented research and the use by universities of postdoctorals has created a
competition between universities and nonacademic research organizations, both
industrial and nonprofit, for federal funds and for superior young PhD’s. Two
questions immediately arise. s the allegation true and, if so, is the situation
necessarily bad for the universities, for the nonacademic employers, and for
society? The answer to the first question is probably yes; at the very least, a

3Exccpt for the ““other” category, in which the statistics are significant in all fieids ex-
cept engineering.
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number of firms are conscious of making proposals for research contracts in
competition with universities. Tiie second question is more difficult.

A vice-president for research and development in a large and diversified
company would like to reduce the competition by dividing the responsibility
for various research activities more cleanly among the institutions:

The competition for funds from mission-oricnted agencies among universitics and other
research organizations makes it increasingly important to define some approximate roles
for different Kinds of places. Universities should continue to stress teaching of fundamen-
tals, including fundamentals of rescarch techniques {and] including the techniques of se-
lecting research problems. Industrial laboratories should stress 1escarch fairly clearly lead-
ing to the solution of problems promptly affecting human welfare.

The vice-president for research in an oil company says:

We believe that by engaging in specific end-product research using mission-oriented funds,
universities are putting themselves in - position of directly competing with research insti-
tutes, government laboratories, and industrial research groups. They are subjecting them-
szlves thereby to pressures to be treated in the same way s nonuniversity rescarch insti-
tutions with respect to overhead allowances on contracts, tax trcatinent, ctc. For the
nonuniversity research institution the effects it:ck-ds increased competition for men with
training at the doctoral level, increasing unavailability of professors for consulting, lec-
tures, ctc.

The director of research for an optical company sees postdoctoral appoint-
ments as a significant factor in the ccmpetition:

It is not only apparent that competition has developed between universities and other
rescarch organizations for funds, it is also apparent that the funding policies have led to
a competition of all the research organizations for candidates for postdoctoral appoint-
ments. This [has] created high mobility within the scientific community, although it is
sometimes seriously questionable how much it has increased our scientific talent. More
seriously, perhaps, this escalation of competition for postdoctoral candidates [has]
caused an intensification of rescarch programs attractive to the candidates and not neces-
sarily leading to the training necessary, particularly in the nonuniversity or research insti-
tution. Industrial institutions therefore lack highly creative people who are niotivated to
accept the discipline of industrial problems.

On the other hand, some who not: the competition see little harm in it or
even see benef . in it. The spokesman for a consulting firm writes:

It is true that there is competition between universities and other rescarch organizations
for funds. Theze has always been competition, I believe; I think there should be. Such
competition is desirable if the fund-disbursing agencies have a reasonably enlightened atti-
tude and adopt policies which have a reasonable balance and which are continuously sub-
ject to scrutiny and review. In our business . . . we are sometimes at a considerable disad-
vantage in respect to competition from universities and “not-for-profit” rescarch institu-
tions because of a peculiar attitude which has grown up to the cffect that there is some-
thing unholy about the free enterprise system as applied to research and development.
Other than this bit of irrationality, we find no reason to complain of the competition.
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The director of an aircraft company’s rescarch center comments as follows on
the impact of directed research on the universities and corsequently on the
whole research community:

Twoe different trends have arisen as a result of the competition for funds from mission-
oricnted agencies. In quite a few cases I feel that the universities have allo'ved the rela-
tive availability of funds to cstablish rescarch prioritics, anc thereby have lost the direc-
tion of their effort, or, what is worse, have allowed rescarch accomplishment to supplant
their major mission of tcaching.

But he adds:

This has not been the case evervwhere, for some have been able to use mission-ovicnted
tasiks to broaden the viewpoint and experience of pcople who might otherwise have be-
come rather narrow specialists. Additionally, the pursuit of these mission-oriented prob-
lems within tie university community has attracted the atiention of faculty and students
alike to many of the subtictics of “‘systems type’” problems. In thosc cascs, substantial
benefits have accrued to both the universities and the students in terms of their ability to
contribute to large-scale pregrams.

The development of postdoctoral education in the univessities is put into
perspective by the research vice-president of another firm:

I sce nothing wrong with postdoctoral ecducation provided it is a bona fidc attempt on

the part of a postdocioral fellow to obtain highly specialized training and experience in

a ficld for which he fecls some special long-term commitment. . . . 1 think a case for offer-
ing postdoctoral opportunitics, in cither 2 university or in nonuniversity organizations,
can be made only if such organizations have on their sta‘f recognized cxperts in appropri-
ate ficlds. I don’t think postdoctoral experience can ever be justified sinzply on the basis
that the new PhD would like to spend a year in California, or Europe, or wherever, before
he scttics down to a regular job. Neither do 1 think that postdoctoral fellowships can ever
be justificd merely by the fact that a professor needs a couple of new PhD’s to help him
carry out a government-funded rescarch program, although f am certain that this i not
infrequently the case. . . . Recruitment by nonuniversity institutions (and universitices,
toe, for that matter) is unquestionably made morz difficult by any factor which increases
the number of alternatives to the prospective employee, and postdoctoral fellowships are
obviously one such alternative.

But he concluded: I do not feel that this need be a problem if postdoctoral
education [is] restricted to something like the criteria which I have indicated
above.”

The problem then is not the competition, but the .ailure of some universi-
ties to ensure that academic criteria are applied to the nature of the research
and to the involvement of students and pcstdoctorals in the research. When
the research is of a kind that permits the education of the junior participants,
the nonacademic world is one of the ultimate beneficiaries.

That the nonacademic employers of doctorates are not opposed to mission-
oriented research (or at least applied science research), in the universities is
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reflected in their response to another allegation. It has been charged that the
university experience of the young PLD tends to motivate him away from
applied research to “basic” problems. It is further suggested that the postdoc-
toral position only aggravates this situation. Sentiment in this regard exists
not only in the nonacademic world but also appears in statements of some
academicians.?

The vice-president for science and enginecring of an electronics firm says:
“The impact of ‘postdoctoral education is to further strengthen the aloofness
of the young PhD from the real world and further motivate hirm away from
applied research.” The vice-president for research of a food concern expresses
the sanie view: “No doubt the effect is to make the postdoctoral even more
academicaily oriented.” The research vice-president of another firm agrees:

Postdoctoral education clearly tends to accentuate this tendency. . . . However, the 1vots
of this problem go decper than postdoctoral education. There has arisen an unfortunate
tendency for the engineering and applied sciences to slavishly imitate the cuit of the pure
sciences, instead of fulfilling their proper role. If this were rectified and carried through
postdoctoral work, the problem of interfacing with industry would be a 1¢..~ way toward
solution.

The chief scientist of an aircraft company makes a related point:

The problem of motivation of the young PhD . . . is a very real one. We find that many
PhD’s have a completely erroneous view of the nature of applied research within industry,
and that this ignorance appears to start with the student’s instructor at the university. It
appears on occasion that this instructor himself has developed an imaginary view of the
nature of industrial research, and this deters the student from leaving the more basic re-
search of the university. Clearly, postdoctoral education at the university will do nothing
to help the situation.

The managing director of a nonprofit organization engaged in plant research
has similar misgivings about the unfortunate influence of the faculty:

Most of the professors have completely forgotten that the primary prcblem of research
is to solve problems of benefit to society. To them, research has become an ex-rcise in
abstract exploration in an imaginative world of their own. The inevitable consequence

is that their ideas are implanted in their students’ thinking so strongly that they become
a basic part of the students’ concept of researci. . . . The postdoctoral is a symptom
rather than a cause of deterioration in purposefulness of modem science. It has, however,
robbed development and mission-atiented research of manpower.

The senior vice-president of a nonprofit institution interested in infozmation
systems is concerned about the desire of young investigators to be undirected
in their research:

4Sec The Evolution and Prospects for Applica Physical Science in the United States, by
Edward Teller. Applied Science and Technological Progress: A Report to the Committee
on Science and Astronautics, U. S. House of Representatives, by the National Academy
of Sciences, 1967, p. 365.
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I have in mind, particulasly, the tendency to ovesvalue the kinds of individual freedom
and isolated developments which often take place in 2 university. Such people may find
it difficult later to intcgrate into a large, team-oriented activity such as majoi systems
developments require. . . . This scems to be foreign to many of the university environ-
ments, and does not result in persons trained to become membars of large, integrated
cfforts.

Harvey Brooks, in the lead article of the National Academy of Sciences re-
port to the House Committee on Science and Astronautics® on applied science,
cites a number of the problems that face a university in providing the appropri-
ate environment for applied research and suggests a number of criteria that
should be prerequisites for research of that kind in the university.

However, not all who perceive an academic aloofness from the “real world”
agree that it is a serious problem, or even that it is a problem at all. The presi-
dent of a consulting firm says:

1 agree that the universicies have a responsibility to make sure that a reasonable propor-
tion of young PhD's should be motivated toward applied research. However, if one con-
trasts th2 attitude of young PhD’s coming out of American universitics with those from
forcign universities and particularly British universities, we do not look so bad. More-
over, I cannot say that the trere which I see is in the wrong direction. Indeed, I have gone
through periods of concerr: that the universitics were becoming too much involved in ap-
plied research simply because mission-oriented funds were casier to come by.

L LAk il b a i e b e

s Another respondent sees a balance:

Postdoctoral opportunitics in universitics do tend to extend the period of aloofness from
human problems for some students. On the other hand, they frequently increase the degree
of competence of young people who for some reason or another do tum their attention to
the “‘real world.™

Others see no problem: at all:

Postdoctoral cducation is not harmful to industry. There is a growing nced for industrial
rescarch workers who can dig into fundamental questions. There are plenty of workers
who can apply what they discover.

In the words of another corporation executive:

The trend at the university level toward applied rescarch could be dangerous for industry
and for the country as a whole, if it in any way tended to limit the amount of aitention
given to basic research or rescarch which might have broad relationships to many poten-
tial applications. . . . Since indusisy rescarch of necessity must relate to the perpetuation
of the corporation (which means a continuing, satisfactory prefit/loss position), there
may be difficulty in mounting rescarch programs which do not look to the possibility of
reasonat:ly fast cconomic return. The postdoctoral educatisn is no problem but, if it
would i.aply that there would be any less activity on the part of the university in the area
of cconomically unrewarding research, and more activity in the payoff arcas of applicd
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rescarch, the trend would bz unfortunate. Industry and the country should look to the
universitics for rescarch of the type which profit-oricnted organizations cannot afford to

perform.
The president of another corporation agrees:

Proper goals for educational institutions, 1 think, remain (1) training in scientific method
and (2) the conduct of basic rezearch not directed toward specific probleni-solving. These
goals will never be the goals of specialized rescarch institutions, whether private and for
profit or nonprofit. . . . 1 do not believe that the university expericnce of a young PhD in
motivating him away from applicd rescarch and toward basic research is bad. In fact, 1

think it is good.

Finally, one should add the statement from the vice-president for engineering
and research of an electronics company:

I want ic pay my Iespects to the fact that the young PhD or postdociorate fellow from
good universitics has a sophisticated and up-to-date knowledge of what you consider to
be the latest 2nd the newest in your line of business. Considering that it takes an average
of five ycars now to bring out a young PhD in the physical sciences, this spcaks extremely
well for the universitics and the faculty.

it is not surprising in the light of these mixed views of postdoctoral educa-
tion that only a minority of institutions actively reciuit for new personnel
among postdoctoral students. Only a third of the respondents in industry say
that they actively recruit from this source, and the proportion of respondents
in nonprofit research organizations and federal and federal-contract laboratories
who say that they recruit postdoctorals is not much higher. Some say that they
like to hire them when they can, but they do not actively seek them; others
that they look for them when they need their particular expertise. But the im-
pression remains that outside the universities postdoctorals are no . at much of
a premium. Some corporations that recruit among postdoctorals look for them
not because they prefer them but because they would be missing good talent
by overlooking them. The spokesman for a major chemical concern writes:
“We actively seek but do not necessarily prefer research personnel with post-
doctoral experience.” The vicechairman of the board of an electronics firm
writes in the same vein:

We do not actively seck postdoctoral experience. We lock for individuals, not for cate-
gories, an¢ we will hire any man whose experience and personal qualificaticns suggest
that he is a good 1isk. If the postdoctoral category hapnens to relate to a particular indi-
vidual with demonstrated creativity and exceptional performance, we will reach for him
as a candidatc for staff membership.

The following statement by the vice-president for research of a major firm in
the field of graphical reproduction appears to sum up the situation for many:

We do look for “fresh” PhD’s and those with onc or two ycars of postdoc-oral experienice.
We have had an increasing number of individuals with postdoctoral training join the Labo-
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ratorics in recent years. We do not necessarily prefer such individuals; any preference is
based on whether the added year or two in the university will enable 2 man to contribute
more effectively because of the speciatization which the additional training has developed.

He goes on to say:

I have the feeling that most of the individuals taking postdoctoral work believe that today,
to obtain good academic appointments, posiioctoral experience is required or, at least, is
an 2sset in looking for a job. It is my impxession resulting from our interviewing 