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Physicists organize advisory groups for local Congressmen
Although the Congressional Fellowship
program has become extremely popular,
another method of giving advice to Con-
gressmen also has its enthusiastic sup-
porters. Over the past couple of years
at least three physicists have organized
informal volunteer advisory groups to
their local Congressmen. These
groups, consisting of scientists and en-
gineers from the Congressman's own
district, have met with him occasionally
and drawn up reports to aid him in his
decision making.

Michigan. The best-known Congress-
man to be advised by such a science ad-
visory group is Gerald Ford. Inspired
by a talk given by Congressman Mike
McCormack at the APS meeting in Jan-
uary 1972, Vernon Ehlers, chairman of
the physics and astronomy department
at Calvin College in Grand Rapids,
wrote to Ford volunteering to organize a
science advisory group. Ford was inter-
ested and gave Ehlers -the go-ahead,
noting that it was not necessary to re-
strict the membership to Republicans.
From the population of scientists in the
district (whose largest city is Grand
Rapids), Ehlers enlisted another physi-
cist, two biologists and one industrial
engineer to make up the group.

Over the two-year period before Ford
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became vice-president, the group met
with him six or seven times, sometimes
at his instigation, sometimes at theirs.
In addition, the group met by itself. At
various times the group prepared re-
ports or position papers on budget
priorities for science, the discontin-
uance of the Office of Science and
Technology, the establishment of the
Congressional Office of Technology As-
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sessment, the breeder reactor and mass
transportation. Ehlers says it was ob-
vious that at a minimum someone on
Ford's staff read each report.

When Ford's seat was taken over by
Richard Vander Veen, the group met
once more, but only once. Since then
Ehlers himself was elected (as a Repub-
lican) as a county commissioner; so he
feels it would be inappropriate for him
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House and Senate receive bills on NSF peer-review system
Bills that would substantially alter the
National Science Foundation's peer re-
view process for grant proposals have
been introduced in both the House and
the Senate. The National Science
Board, meanwhile, has moved to elicit
scientists' views on NSF review meth-
ods with a mid-November mailing of
questionnaires dealing with grant man-
agement.

Congressman John Conlan (R., Ariz.)
and Senator Jesse Helms (R., N. Car.)
have simultaneously brought before
Congress similar measures, HR 9892
and S2427, that would constrain NSF
program officers in their free selection
of grant proposal reviewers, guarantee
unsuccessful grant applicants access to
a formal appeals mechanism, and re-
quire NSF to establish a peer review of-
fice for the dissemination of detailed in-
formation about the proposal evalua-

tion process—including reviewers'
names—to Congress. The two bills fol-
low hard on the heels of Congressman
Robert Bauman's (R., Md.) attempt,
defeated in August conference proceed-
ings, to provide a congressional veto
power over NSF's grant awards.

Criticisms of NSF's peer review sys-
tem, with emphasis on non-responsive-
ness to Congressional queries and on al-
leged geographic and institutional bias
on the part of NSF's chosen reviewers,
were voiced by Conlan, Bauman, and
others in hearings this summer (see
PHYSICS TODAY, September 1975, page
77) before the House Subcommittee on
Science, Research, and Technology,
chaired by Congressman James Sym-
ington (D., Mo.).

(In the course of subcommittee hear-
ings, Richard Atkinson, deputy director
of NSF, presented findings from a sta-

tistical analysis of grant distributions
by NSF to demonstrate that funds were
for the most part equitably disbursed to
applicants from all regions of the US,
whether funds were compared with
population distribution or some mea-
sure of regional scientific quality or po-
tential. The Atkinson study presented
no evidence to support the claim that
an "elite group" of reviewers from pres-
tigious institutions funnels money to its
own people.)

Congressional staff members report
that no action is contemplated on the
Conlan measure until the report on the
subcommittee's hearings is released
early in 1976. Helms's bill, referred to
the Senate Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, must await consider-
ation pending hearings before its Sub-
committee on NSF, headed by Senator
Edward Kennedy (D., Mass.).
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Questionnaires sent out by NSB, the
policy-making body for NSF, are ac-
companied by a letter cosigned by NSB
chairman Norman Hackerman and
Congressman Symington and go to ap-
proximately 3000 prospective principal
investigators (grant applicants, of
whom nearly equal numbers received
awards and rejections from NSF) for
FY 1975 and 1500 scientists who acted
as proposal reviewers in FY 1974; par-
ticipants were chosen by systematic
random sampling techniques.

NSB hopes to determine how those
acquainted with the selection processes
regard the present system and to learn
of suggested improvements. Results of
the twin surveys are expected to be an-
nounced in early 1976. Another study,
relating to peer review among other
things, is being conducted by the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences Committee
on Science and Public Policy. Philip
Handler, president of NAS, has argued
that disputes over NSF peer review
could be minimized if the present sys-
tem were replaced by more extensive
use of convened panels to evaluate re-
search proposals, as employed by the
National Institutes of Health.

Some scientists have not waited for
the results of the NSB surveys to ex-
press their concern. In a letter to Sena-
tor Robert Dole (R., Kan.), University
of Kansas physics department chair-
man David Beard comments on the
threat unwise criticisms of peer review
pose to his role as a referee for govern-
ment agencies on research project pro-
posals: "If I had to sign my reviews, I
would estrange friends and former stu-
dents if my reviews were anything less
than enthusiastic . . . I don't think I
would continue [to review proposals if
anonymity were lost]." William Ha-
vens, Executive Secretary of the Ameri-
can Physical Society, has expressed his
belief that "the present peer review sys-
tem is a satisfactory way to operate
. . .", and he asserts that the legislative
branch would have to set up an appara-
tus equivalent to NSF itself before any
vastly expanded congressional role in
proposal evaluation could prove effec-
tive. —FCB

Graduate-student opinions
on careers in industry

Two reports by graduate students show
that while most doctoral physics stu-
dents would prefer careers in academia,
today's job crunch has forced many of
them to consider careers in industrial
research. Don N. Page of the Califor-
nia Institute of Technology and Harry
J. Kimble of the University of Roches-
ter spoke about students' attitudes
toward industry at the recent meeting
of the Corporate Associates of the
American Institute of Physics.
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Don Page (left) and Harry Kimble speak.

Page conducted a questionnaire survey
of the aspirations of physics graduate
students, with emphasis upon their
views of jobs in industrial research. In
his talk he showed the results of inter-
views with 120 graduate students in
seven California physics departments.
Page's interviews indicated that while
71% of his subjects considered an aca-
demic career more desirable than re-
search in an industrial or government
laboratory, only 47% definitely aspired
to work in academia. This discrepancy
showed that while most graduate stu-
dents would prefer an academic career,
many realize that they will be forced
into other sectors because of the current
job shortage in university education.

Page also asked students to give their
own value judgments by listing the pros
and cons of an industrial career in order
of their importance. He found that
while most of his sample viewed indus-
trial jobs as better-paid than academic
ones, and many considered them easier
to get and hold, students tended to feel
that an industrial career is more intel-
lectually and structurally restrictive
than an academic one. This loss of
freedom, either in terms of the ability to
choose and switch research fields or in
terms of flexibility in schedules, life-
style, etc. accounted for over one half of
the students' "most important" cons.
Students were divided on the question
of whether the work in industry is "bet-
ter" than academic research; the re-
search work in industry was cited by
different students as more and less in-
teresting, the environment more and
less stimulating and the pressure and
politics more and less intense.

The source of these conceptions, Page
found, is generally not first-hand
knowledge of industry. Over half of
Page's sample had no experience in in-
dustry whatsoever; only 28% had indus-
trial experience of longer than a single
summer. The primary source of infor-
mation was the opinion of other people

who had worked in industry (over half
the students listed this as a source), but
nearly as many also listed rumor, hear-
say, prejudice or no external sources as
a part of the basis of their opinion. Nev-
ertheless, the overall opinion of 34% of
the students was favorable to industry,
while another 36% had neutral or mixed
feelings. Page reported that students
seemed eager for more direct lines of
communication from prospective em-
ployers in industry.

Kimble's talk illustrated one graduate
student's investigation of the realities of
industrial research. After discussions
with industrial physicists, Kimble con-
cluded that while a career in industry is
definitely different from an academic
career, industry offers some unique ad-
vantages. Funding and technical sup-
port are often better in industry, and
the environment of the industrial labo-
ratory fosters collaboration and cooper-
ation solving problems. According to
Kimble, movement between fields of
specialization is more easily accom-
plished in industry than in academia,
and industry encourages its workers to
pick up a broad spectrum of interdisci-
plinary experience.

Kimble also pointed out that the re-
search directors of the laboratories have
the opportunity to determine the scien-
tific character of that laboratory. The
loss of freedom that Page's students
feared in choosing their research prob-
lems and carrying them out might vary
significantly from laboratory to labora-
tory, and the students' success in an in-
dustrial environment would depend
upon the attitude of the research direc-
tor and the students' own willingness to
adjust to the inherent restrictions of in-
dustrial research. Kimble's investiga-
tion serves to break down some of the
stereotypes and prejudice against in-
dustrial careers that many of Page's
sample seemed to feel.

Soviets halt distribution
Of PHYSICS TODAY issue

At the Moscow physics show held 25
November-3 December, Soviet show of-
ficials prevented the distribution of
2500 copies of the November issue of
PHYSICS TODAY. The special issue, de-
voted to Soviet physics achievements,
also carried a news story on the award
of the Nobel peace prize to physicist
Andrei Sakharov.

Four American exhibitors had ar-
ranged to distribute the PHYSICS
TODAY copies at the show. Tracor
Northern was stopped by customs au-
thorities at the show. Ortec was
stopped by show officials as their car-
tons were opened. Princeton Applied
Research Corp. was able to distribute
eight or ten copies before being told by
show officials to stop.
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