
A new trial for Galileo
The decision in October of Pope John
Paul II to give Galileo a new trial must
be welcomed as a means of clarifying
the historic relation of the church to
scientific advance.

The church's original trial of Galileo
has long been a butt of critics and a
favored show-piece of anti-clerical zeal-
ots, who have used it to obscure the
long history of splendid contributions
to science by men of the church and by
scientists with strong religious convic-
tions. The episode has been particular-
ly exploited by those who regard the
church as a political enemy.

Late in the day as it is, it should still
be useful to rehearse the events of more
than three centuries ago, and lay bare
the misconceptions which that earlier
trial has fostered about the role of the
church in relation to science general-
ly. That role has been far more posi-
tive than those whose educations have
been almost entirely secular have been
led to believe. We physicists have
perhaps been as remiss as any for the
way in which the conflict between Gali-
leo and the church has been represent-
ed and interpreted in our secular
schools and colleges.

For example, in Holton and Roller's
influential and generally admirable

I text for non-scientists, "Fundamentals
i of Modern Physical Science," the perse-
i cution of Galileo by the church is de-
i scribed at some length in a chapter
i entitled "Science and Freedom," in
i which reference is made in similar
I terms to the later persecutions of scien-
i tists in Soviet Russia and Nazi Ger-

many.
It would strike a more equitable bal-

| ance if cognizance were taken of the
fact that historically the church has

i been far more forward-looking than
such juxtapositions would lead one to
believe.

For example, the eminent lay Dutch
scholar, E. J. Dijksterhuis, in his su-
perb book The Mechanization of the
World Picture, has amply documented
the many contributions to mechanics
made by churchmen who were Galileo's
predecessors, and whose work paved
the way for his. The work of Coperni-
cus is, of course, the most notable exam-
ple. Galileo himself claimed to be a

loyal son of the church, and there is no
more reason to question his religious
sincerity than that of Newton or Pas-
cal.

If we look at the role of the church in
advancing scientific knowledge beyond
the narrow confines of mechanics, the
picture is a dazzling one. Church mis-
sionaries have almost certainly been
the most effective single group in bring-
ing the population of the globe as a
whole within the orbit of modern sci-
ence. They have done the basic spade
work of breaking down language bar-
riers and spreading scientific teaching
into classrooms in all corners of the
world. And at the same time the medi-
cal missionaries have been the first to
bring the benefits of modern medical
science and technology to all the races
of Mankind.

If the church has been less than kind
to an occasional scientific dissident, the
scientific community has been much
less than appreciative of the role of the
church in spreading the benefits of
science around the globe. We can hope
that with the new trial of Galileo, old
scores will be wiped clean, and the
stage will be set for renewing the sym-
biotic relationship which historically
has been the relationship between sci-
ence and religion.

LAWRENCE CRANBERG
12/80 Austin, Texas

Overhead for all?

I would not be quite as suspicious of the
indirect cost policies of major universi-
ties as is John Cramer in his guest
comment (January, page 9); but I would
agree with his central point: We over-
head-paying sponsored researchers do
need a representative responsible to
(and paid by) us alone, through whom
we can aggressively negotiate with our
universities over just which indirect-
cost services we wish to purchase and
at what levels and rates.

I'm convinced, however, that a more
fundamental change in university ac-
counting is essential before the "over-
head problem" can get better. If indi-
rect costs are real (as of course they
are), their reality applies to all activi-
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ties in a university, externally spon-
sored or not; and this reality should be
directly felt by every actor on the uni-
versity stage, whether externally spon-
sored or not.

What is needed is an "overhead for
all" policy, in which every expenditure
of funds on a university campus either
bears overhead or is part of the over-
head. Each academic department, for
example, should receive a department-
al budget enlarged over its present
budget by approximately the current
indirect cost rate. It should then pay
overhead at the appropriate rate as it
expends its funds for faculty salaries,
teaching assistants, office supplies or
whatever, exactly as we sponsored re-
searchers now do. When I pay a re-
search assistant from contract funds, I
pay overhead; when the History De-
partment pays a graduate assistant
from a foundation grant, it should ex-
plicitly pay overhead on those expendi-
tures also. (It's of course irrelevant to
argue that "foundations won't pay
overhead." Somebody pays those indi-
rect costs, somehow.) Note that I call
for no necessary change in allocation of
resources within the university, only
for a change in how this is accom-
plished.

Perhaps the most important virtue of
this scheme would be to make the
reality of indirect costs apparent to all,
and to give all of us an equal motive for
reducing them. The motivation of fac-
ulty members to keep university costs
down becomes far stronger when they
realize that overhead cuts directly into
their spendable funds than when their
indirect costs are simply covered by the
university without their explicitly
knowing about it.

A second advantage would be to in-
crease the preceived fairness of the
system. Those of us in heavily outside-
sponsored engineering and science, and
those in the nonsponsored humanities,
would visibly all be in the same boat
together. Universities frequently
claim that government contracts do not
in fact pay all their real indirect costs.
The university might thus have a "uni-
versity overhead rate" even higher
than the federally allowed rate. Those
of us in science and engineering, and in
humanities, would equally have to ne-
gotiate for university funds or make
other arrangements to cover the excess
indirect costs.

Finally, it should be emphasized that
this proposal would not involve exten-
sive new accounting and record-keep-
ing costs. To justify their indirect cost
rates on government-sponsored pro-
jects now, universities must carefully
record all indirect costs, and then make
a complex allocation of these between
sponsored and nonsponsored activi-

ties. "Overhead for all" is already
being calculated. What we need to do
is make it explicitly visible, and visibly
fair—and then all set about reducing it.

ANTHONY E. SIEGMAN
Stanford University

1/81 Stanford, California

Hampered participation

The American Physical Society Com-
mittee on Opportunities in Physics
would like to determine the dimensions
of a problem that has come to its
attention—a problem which can make
it very difficult for physicists employed
in certain government agencies and
laboratories to participate in profes-
sional activities of the Society. The
Committee has learned of several in-
stances in which local management has
imposed complex, limiting and time-
consuming regulations in situations
where the employee would normally be
reimbursed in whole or in part by the
American Physical Society for travel
and living expenses while on Society
business. Taking part in Society af-
fairs on personal time does not appear
to ameliorate the situation. It is even
necessary for an officer of the Society to
write a letter of invitation and justifica-
tion for each instance of participation.

If the problem is sufficiently wide-
spread, the Committee would prefer to
appeal more generally for relief to an
appropriate federal agency or official,
rather than to deal with individual
cases. To this end, the Committee asks
that those physicists whose participa-
tion in Society affairs has been ham-
pered seriously by such regulations
write to the undersigned at 2159 Or-
chard Park Drive, Schenectady, New
York 12309. Replies will be kept confi-
dential if those writing so desire.

RALPH A. ALPHER
Chairman APS Committee on

1/81 Opportunities in Physics

Anonymous refereeing

Having been an author and referee for
American Physical Society journals for
more than 30 years, having served as a
member of the Publication Committee
of the Society, having served as Associ-
ate Editor of the Physical Review, and
now in my third year as Editor of
Physical Review Letters, I found a cer-
tain antic charm in Christopher Sher-
man's description (January, page 15) of
the editorial judgment of papers in APS
journals as roughly parallel to the judg-
ment of heretics by the Spanish Inquisi-
tion and, especially, in Sherman's as-
surance that all of the refereeing
problems of the journals can be solved
with simple procedural changes which
Sherman will explain to us—if we will
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