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pened to discover several names of my
fellow countrymen we consider to be
top physicists. I checked with numer-
ous scientists in the field and found a
general confirmation of my own first
impressions of the Federal offices. The
system was fair, it was skillfully admin-
istered, and the physics community
seemed to have great confidence in it.

When I returned to Holland, where
the review of grant proposals was done
by committees with all those involved
present, we tried to incorporate some
NSF techniques in our system. (My
study was triggered by the feeling in
Holland that current techniques, fit as
they were at times with rapidly growing
funds, completely broke down when the
budgets were frozen and extra support
to Dr A would mean less support for
Professor B.) We merely used the com-
ments and criticism obtained through
mail review to initiate debate in the
committees where silence would have
prevailed otherwise.

Since then much change has taken
place. As in NSF not all our decision
making is uniform for different pro-
grams. However, there is one charac-
teristic that is very common to our re-
view system, which I think is missing in
US procedures. After we have collect-
ed all comments and criticism on a pro-
posal through mail review and other
means, we sum them up in a so-called
"protocol", which may be a document
of one or more pages. These protocols
do not mention names of advisers. We
keep these off the record just as NSF
does. I believe names are unimportant
in most cases, primarily the contents of
the statements should be counted.
Eventually the difficult job of weighing
the advisers' judgment is done in the
preparation of the protocol. To make
sure this summary of advice does not
contain mere mistakes or biased notions
and so on, we allow the principal inves-
tigators to learn the contents of these
papers. They have the opportunity to
deny certain points or defend them-
selves as they may deem necessary.
These comments are added to the pro-
tocol before it is sent to the committee
which makes the final decisions.

After all, the common practice even
before Justitianus authorized the
Roman Code of Justice was to allow the
accused to learn about the accusations
and to defend himself before the sen-
tence was passed. For this reason I feel
NSF procedures could be improved and
that is also why I do not understand
NSF critics who believe the judgment
by referees should be made public after
a decision is made. What use is the
knowledge of grounds for refusal after
refusal?

Our experience in Holland with the
new method is favorable. We do not

have serious problems with either the
loss of confidence in our advisers or a
rise of tensions within our scientific
community.

A last point I would like to make con-
cerns the difficulties Stever mentioned
(September 1975, page 77): "The qual-
ity of rejected proposals had improved
significantly, because of the current
squeeze on basic research" (stress also
results from this situation). In our sys-
tem final advisory bodies deal with the
completed protocols and then hand out
grade marks to the proposals. Al-
though it does not help the proposer of
a rejected request much in practice,
since a "no" still remains a "no," he
feels better on hearing that his grant is
refused because it was "very good" (and
not because it is considered lousy re-
search) and that budget constraints
allow only for those graded "excellent"
to be supported.
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Physicists as engineers

I should like to endorse the idea put for-
ward by Charles Riedel in your January
issue (page 96) that physicists should
consider employment in an engineering
field. I myself began to make that tran-
sition many years ago soon after gradua-
tion, when I applied for membership in
one of the engineering institutions.
Passing the Engineer-In-Training and
Professional Engineer examinations
should not be difficult for a physicist after
a review of the subject matter. (Though
this can conveniently be done by attend-
ing a formal review course, it is possible to
study the material at home.) Registra-
tion provides the degree of "respectabil-
ity" that the engineering employer de-
sires, though for most types of employ-
ment it is not a legal requirement. I have
found that my physics background, which
inclines me to work everything out from
first principles, sometimes has given me
an advantage over my colleagues when
something out of the ordinary has to be
done, though they are quicker when it
comes to applying existing technology.
Perhaps this is the principal difference
between a physicist and an engineer; the
former is brought up to believe in a quest
for knowledge for its own sake, the latter
to apply existing knowledge to everyday
problems (including that of earning his
own bread and butter).

Riedel does not mention classical
physics and acoustics in his list of parallel
subdisciplines. Acoustics, with its related
fields of vibration and noise control,
though sadly neglected by many physics
departments, is providing opportunities
for both physicists and engineers.

GEOFFREY L. WILSON
The Pennsylvania State University •

A "Plug-in" Image
Intensifier System?

EMI makes it
possible.

First we designed and
produced the 9910 Tube
Series for improved im-
ages, reduced magnetic
field and smaller tube di-
ameter, together with a
compact air-cooled focus
coil.

These tubes are the heart
of the EMI T2001 image
intensifier system, permit-
ting all-electrical operation,
higher image resolution,
greater stability, lower op-
erating voltages, and re-
mote operation.

EMI T2001 Image Inten-
sifier System. Set it up, plug
it in, and you're in business.
Just what you wanted.

Detailed
data
from:

EMI GEN COM INC.
80 Express St

Plainview. New York 11803
Tel (516) 433-5900
TWX 510-221-1889
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