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state-it now seems to be located in
Maine! (See page 49.)

I knew that Maryland was strong in
mathematical physics, but I wonder if
our department is one of the 78 con-
sidered "active experimentally" in this
subfield, or perhaps it has the distinc-
tion of being the only one "active the-
oretically" in mathematical physics?
(table 3.)

The well-known US propensity for
experimental work is even more re-
markable in the subfield "History and
Philosophy of Physics." According to
your table 3, none of the ten depart-
ments that include this area of research
are "active theoretically" in it: All are
experimental. I am therefore glad to
inform you that we are now starting a
program in the history of science here
that will, I hope, be "active theoreti-
cally" as well as "active experimen-
tally"—thereby helping to correct the
shocking imbalance of other American
universities.

STEPHEN G. BRUSH

University of Maryland

THE EDITORS APOLOGIZE for two un-

caught slips of the pen. One inter-
changed column headings in table 3;
another put the line between Maine
and Maryland one line too high in ta-
ble 2.

How many master's degrees?

Your special issue on the graduate stu-
dent was well organized and will
doubtless be much consulted by pros-
pective graduate students,^ faculty
members and educational administra-
tors. For this reason I was sorry to
see how unreliable the data in Arnold
Strassenburg's and Margaret Llano's
long table of graduate programs in
physics and astronomy must be, if the
treatment of our institution is any
guide.

We are shown as having granted
0.06 degrees per year per professor,
whereas the correct number is 0.63.
This error is the result of several mis-
constructions, all of which were avoid-
able. To begin with, we are listed as
having produced no MS's during the
relevant years. This is true because
we grant MA's, and there were 27 of
those. Second the number of profes-
sor-years in 1962-67 was obtained by
multiplying the 1968-69 faculty by
five, a procedure appropriate only in

the case of a static institution. In our
case, however, the actual number of
professor-years during those five years
was 52, rather than the 105 obtained
by your procedure.

The consequence of these two over-
sights is to reduce our apparent output
of degrees by more than a factor of 10,
just because we are a growing institu-
tion that gives MA's instead of MS's.
Finally, it is worth noting that we
granted no PhD's at all until 1966.
There must be others similarly mis-
treated in your table., and I note with
some amusement that the University
of California at Berkeley is listed as
having granted 276 PhD's and no mas-
ters' degrees, which seems just a bit
unlikely.

Please discriminate less against
growing institutions. Things are hard
enough in the cold cruel world.

H. W. LEWIS

University of California, Santa Barbara

The second Ovshinsky effect

It seems to me that the interchange
between Kasturi L. Chopra, Stanford
R. Ovshinsky and the editors of Physi-
cal Review Letters, (PHYSICS TODAY,

March, page 9) does not pay sufficient
attention to the second Ovshinsky ef-
fect: the new breakthrough method
of achieving publication in Physi-
cal Review Letters. S. A. Goudsmit
and George L. Trigg report that they
changed their ruling on publication
due to receipt of "unsolicited letters
from two prominent fellows of our so-
ciety" urging publication.

Our society and the editors should
formulate a position as to whether this
second Ovshinsky effect is a desirable
one. Should it be a frequent occur-
rence for the editors to receive unso-
licited letters from prominent physi-
cists concerning a manuscript that has
been rejected by the referee? Should
the editors ever again pay attention to
such letters?

J. S. LEVINGER

Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute

The reply to Chopra's letter by Goud-
smit and Trigg removes once and for
all the long cherished myth of "scien-
tific objectivity" as the criterion for the
publication of papers. They make it
clear that in physics, as in so many
other places, it is not what you know
but who you know that counts.

They admit that the ruling by their
own referee was overruled solely on
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the basis of unsolicited letters from
"hV° P r o m m e n t Allows of our society"
but give no indication of why they did
so except to give in to pressure. I
think it is important for the members
of the physics community to know
who these fellows are and what inter-
est, if any, they have in this paper.
Could they perhaps be stockholders in
Energy Conversion Devices Inc?

Another question that comes imme-
diately to mind is: How are those of
us who do not know prominent fellows
of the society to get our research pub-
lished, if the journals are to be filled
with questionable work because of out-
side pressure? This is an especially
important question in view of the re-
cent announcement that Physical Re-
view Letters will be restricted to 3000
pages this year.

The editors had better address them-
selves to these and other questions
aroused by this controversy if they
wish to regain the confidence of the
physics community.

JOSEPH SCHAEFER

Evanston, Illinois

The decision to print the Ovshinsky
paper because of pressure from "two
prominent fellows" of the American
Physical Society sets a poor precedent
that is clearly prejudicial to those
physicists who do not have influential
friends to go to bat for them when
they submit papers to this journal.
Papers should be selected according to
the objective judgment of impartial
referees, not according to the prestige
of the authors' colleagues.

One can argue that journals should
bend over backward to publish un-
usual or controversial papers in order
to avoid the possibility that the report
of an important and disquieting dis-
covery might" be suppressed by a dis-
believing referee or editor. However,
papers not meeting the criteria for pub-
lication in Physical Review Letters can
be published in other equally fine
journals more suited to their nature,
as has been pointed out several times
by Goudsmit and Trigg in their edi-
torials.

The large amount of newspaper
publicity on Ovshinsky's work, appar-
ently timed to coincide with the ap-
pearance of the paper in Physical Re-
view Letters, has led to suggestions
that this paper was submitted for rea-
sons other than those for which sci-

entific papers are normally published.
Although the editors could not have
been aware of the possible ramifica-
tions of their decision, it would seem
that more careful consideration at that
time could have avoided an unfortu-
nate situation.

PAUL D. HAMBOURGER

Northwestern University

GOUDSMIT AND TRIGG REPLY: Our

presentation of the facts of the Ovshin-
sky case appears to have been poorly
formulated, as evidenced by the mis-
interpretation given it by Levinger,
Schaefer and Hambourger. In the
first place, there was not "a new
breakthrough method of achieving
publication." The use of letters of
recommendation is an age-old custom
and already "a frequent occurrence."
An author often asks a knowledgeable
colleague to send us a letter supporting
his view of his work, particularly in
response to an unfavorable review.
Thus in the Ovshinsky case, a referee
had rejected the paper for Physical
Review Letters primarily for the rea-
son that the subject was more appro-
priate for an applied-physics journal.
We subsequently received the two let-
ters mentioned in our earlier presenta-
tion. The complete text of one of
them follows:

Dear Dr Goudsmit:
I learned from Mr S. R. Ovshinsky
that his paper "Reversible Electrical
Switching Phenomena in Disordered
Structures" was returned to him by
your office with the recommendation
that it be submitted to Applied
Physics Letters.

Since I advised Mr Ovshinsky to
submit his paper to the Physical Re-
view Letters, I would like to explain
my arguments to you with the aim
of convincing you that the Physical
Review Letters are the appropriate
place for this publication.

One of the least understood fields
of solid state physics is that of amor-
phous materials, disordered struc-
tures, and glasses. The question in
brief is what happens to the elec-
tronic structure and to the transport
properties of solids when there is no
long range order. This question has
turned out to be a most difficult one
to answer for both theorists and ex-
perimentalists. It is a very funda-
mental question because it illumi-
nates, at the same time, which of
the concepts in solid state physics
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require the presence of long range
order.

The recent work of N. F. Mott,
Owens, and Hubbard in England,
of the late A. F. Ioffe, B. T. Kolo-
miets, and A. I. Buganov in Russia,
of Kubo in Japan, of Jan Tauc in
Czechoslovakia, of D. Turnbull, M.
H. Cohen, and Stuart A. Rice here
in this country shows the growing
interest in this new field and the
fact the questions raised are indeed
of fundamental nature.

The development in this field is
strongly related to the quality and
novelty of the experimental informa-
tion available. In contrast to crys-
talline solids many elegant and fruit-
ful experimental techniques cannot
be employed in disordered struc-
tures because of the extremely short
mean free path of the electrons in
these materials.

The high electric field phenomena
observed by Mr S. R. Ovshinsky and
reported in the paper submitted to
you, constitute important new con-
tributions in two respects.

First, Ovshinsky's discovery is, I
believe, the first nondestructive elec-
trical breakdown phenomenon in a
homogeneous solid. This is of great
interest to physicists like J. Bok
(France), B. K. Ridley (England),
K. W. Boer, B. Ancker-Johnson, and
E. M. Conwell (USA), who have
worked in the field of instabilities in
solid state plasmas.

Secondly, Ovshinsky's work repre-
sents a new experimental tool for
the study of amorphous semiconduc-
tors. As a result of this, and after
hearing about these phenomena at
the 1968 Gordon Conference, N. F.
Mott has included a session on
switching phenomena in the pro-
gram of the International Confer-
ence on Disordered Structures to be
held at Cambridge, September 1969.

I hope that these arguments are
of help to you for reconsidering your
decision and that you will accept
Mr Ovshinsky's paper for publica-
tion in the Physical Review Letters.

The other was similar. Both writ-
ters are experts in this field who had
often served as competent referees.
We have no reason to doubt their
judgment and sincerity, and we be-
lieve that any editor would have ac-
cepted the paper on the basis of these
recommendations.

Second, and perhaps much more
important, is the question of the edi-
tors giving in to pressure. We do not
regard ourselves as having done so.
When we described the letter writers
as "prominent fellows," we meant to
imply only that they were men who
had been recognized by the society for
their achievements in physics, cor-
roborating our recognition of their ex-
pertise by our using them as referees.
They did not and do not hold posi-
tions that would enable them to exert
pressure on the editors. We have
never been exposed to any attempt at
undue influence on our functioning as
editors; we would resent and resist it
if we were.

In sum, we feel that nothing we
have done in this affair should cost us
"the confidence of the physics com-
munity."

S. A. GOUDSMIT

GEORGE L. TRIGG

Physical Review Letters

Unsupported publication
The "new policies for unsupported
publishing" adopted by the American
Institute of Physics and the American
Physical society (PHYSICS TODAY, Feb-
ruary, page 69) appear to be reason-
able and promise to be helpful in in-
creasing support of publication ex-
penses. However, one secondary con-
sideration should enter to some extent
in the administration of the new poli-
cies.

Delay of publication of unsupported
papers tends to pose a greater hard-
ship on some authors than on others.
Those whose direct research support
and departmental support do not per-
mit payment of publication costs will
suffer more than those sufficiently well
funded to pay them. Better sup-
ported authors and departments
would have the option to pay and get
rapid publication or not to pay.
Those with less support would not
have this option.

The policy could be modified to re-
duce this hardship.

The editor of a journal could say to
each author of a manuscript, after the
manuscript had been judged accept-
able, "We find that your manuscript
is worthy of publication. We would
be pleased to publish it. For it to be
published, however, the costs of its
publication must be supported.
Please indicate the complete address
to which these costs are to be billed.
If you have no available source of
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