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KRISHER REPLIES: The JPL experi-
ment is indeed similar in spirit to
that of R. Cialdea, but not to the
earlier MIT experiments (which in-
volved the comparison of laser cavi-
ties). However, there are three dis-
tinctions:
D> The JPL experiment uses atomic
frequency standards instead of la-
sers.
> The frequency standards are sepa-
rated by several kilometers instead
of only a small distance (less than 2
meters).
D> Greater sensitivity is now possi-
ble.
A. A. Tyapkin's conclusions were re-
futed by Reza Mansouri and Roman
U. Sexl (see the second paper of ref-
erence 1).

The relevancy of the JPL experi-
ment, and certain others, was ad-
dressed in a detailed analysis per-
formed by Clifford M. Will2 (which
evidently went unread by E. W. Sil-
vertooth, although I cited it in my
previous letter). We are only seeking
funds sufficient to perform the ex-
periment at its full potential; the
technology has already been devel-
oped at JPL under other programs.
The main improvements planned are
to replace the hydrogen masers with
more stable trapped-ion standards, to
isolate and correct sources of system-
atic error and to allow the Earth to
rotate for 100 days or more to maxi-
mize the sensitivity of the experi-
ment.
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Refereeing Reform
Recommendations
In his satirical letter (June 1993,
page 15) Mark Azbel points out that
"bad, irresponsible referees are the
single most hazardous thing to any
[author]." This judgment is con-
firmed by the 1989-1990 report of a
review panel for Physical Review Let-
ters, which states that authors gave
a grade of C+ to the quality of refe-
reeing. Moreover the panel reports
that the time delay from receipt to
acceptance of articles submitted to

PRL is up to twice that of most com-
peting journals. The report points
out that the reason for this delay at
PRL is that the editors of competing
journals (such as Physics Letters and
Europhysics Letters) are all active in
basic research and consequently they
are also capable to adjudicate.
Therefore the review panel suggested
that the divisional associate editors
start to play a more active role in the
refereeing process. However, since
this recommendation was made there
is no evidence that any improvement
has taken place.

I believe that this failure is due to
the fact that the divisional associate
editors are generally involved only at
the end of the review process, and then
only when an appeal has been filed. (I
understand that this is not the case for
papers in particle physics, which are
treated differently because PRL has
had strong competition in this field
from other journals and consequently
has implemented requests for improve-
ments.) I propose that in all fields (not
just in particle physics) the divisional
associate editors be involved at the
very start of the review process and
that they take a central role in select-
ing referees as well as in reviewing
their reports. To avoid excessive work
the number of divisional associate edi-
tors should be increased, and they
could be rotated more often. In many
cases the divisional associate editors
could determine whether a paper sat-
isfies the special PRL criterion of
"broad interest" and decide promptly
whether it should be sent to a referee
or be rejected without further review.
As a bonus, I expect that over the years
this procedure would lead to a more
responsible attitude on the part of refe-
rees, because their reports would be-
come known to some of their peers.

At the turn of the century the chief
editorial overseer for Annalen der
Physik was Max Planck, who suc-
ceeded Hermann von Helmholtz,
while the editor of the journal was
Wilhelm Wien.1 Ultimately the qual-
ity of a journal is determined by the
caliber of the editorial staff.

Reference
1. J. L. Heilbron, The Dilemmas of an Up-

right Man: Max Planck as Spokesman
for German Science, U. Calif. P.,
Berkeley (1986).

MICHAEL NAUENBERG
University of California,

9/93 Santa Cruz

THE EDITOR OF PHYSICAL REVIEW LET-
TERS REPLIES: Michael Nauenberg
raises a number of concerns that I
share. However, his letter does not
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rf testing
PCB emissions scanner • Locates

low-to-high emissions, displays
color image, stores data for design
corrections at development stage.

Dual-directional couplers •
Seven models up to 15 kW, matched

to AR amplifiers and antennas.

Ultra-broadband E-field monitor •
Four-channel capability, 1 to 300 V/m,

isotropic probes cover 10 kHz to
1000 MHz or 80 MHz to 40 GHz.

Broadband fiberoptic data links •
Modular plug-in analog systems for

acquiring and measuring interference
data, stimulating EUT, displaying
results in color or monochrome,

10 kHz to 1 GHz.

Fiberoptic CCTV systems •
Watch performance of EUT under

hostile EMI and/or EMP shielded-room
conditions, in color or monochrome.

TEM cells* Half again the
bandwidth of comparable-size

chambers: To 750 MHz for 15-cm
EUT, 375 MHz for 30-cm EUT.

Computer bus interfaces •
Two models, for isolated GPIB

connection or isolated TTL connection,
permit remote operation of amplifiers.

RF connection kit • Things you'd
search for around the lab: Cables,
coax adapters, connectors, fuses,

lamps, fabricated cables.

Power combiner/dividers •
Combine signals from four amplifiers,
or divide one signal into four outputs.

High-power rf matching
transformers • Match 50-ohm

input to 12.5- or 200-ohm output.
Up to 2 kW cw.

Call toll-free (1-800-933-8181),
and one of our applications

engineers will answer the phone.

Gkt
160 School House Road,

Souderton, PA 18964-9990 USA- Fax 215-723-5688
In Europe, call EMV: Munich, 89-612-8054;
London, 908-566-556; Paris, 1-64-61-63-29.
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As your budget gets tight, every dollar needs to
stretch further and further. Sometimes painfully
far.

Call us.

Well help you stretch your dollar in the right
direction — the direction of value. At McAllister
Technical Services we make equipment specifically
designed for you — from our well-known Scanning
Tunneling Microscopes, Tribologkal Systems,
Chambers and Fittings, to our Electron Energy Loss
Spectrometers, Catalytic Reactor Cells, Custom
Hemishperical Analyzers, Crucibles and countless
other custom-made Gizmos. Imagine, such
exceptional quality for a pnce that will stretch your
dollar further than you dreamt possible. Painlessly.

Well make your dollar go the distance—guaranteed.
Call 1-800445-3688 for more information.

McAllister Technical Services
Manufacturers of surface analytical instruments and devices

West 280 Prairie Ave.
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 83814

FAX (208) 772-3384
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LETTERS
contnued from page 15
do justice to the changes that have
been made at PRL.

Incidentally, while the question-
naire results quoted in the report of
the PRL review did give a C+ as the
authors' view of refereeing, it should
be remembered that PRL rejects 60%
of the papers submitted, so there may
be some tendency, for example, for
authors to feel referees don't under-
stand their work. The expert mem-
bers of the review panel, in reading
an unbiased sample of 148 files, gave
grades of 98 good, 34 fair and 16 poor
to the quality of refereeing. The ex-
pert panel also gave high marks to
the final editorial decisions.

We have tried hard to involve the
divisional associate editors in all stages
of the review process. The total num-
ber of divisional associate editors has
gone up from 31 prior to the report to
47. Despite the increase, the average
work load of divisional associate edi-
tors has increased. We have not been
able to send every paper to a divisional
associate editor in all fields, as we do
in particle physics and some other
fields, but we have tried to learn the
divisional associate editor's views on
the choice of referees. Even an ex post
facto opinion is useful, as it informs
future choices. We have also worked
in a variety of ways to learn the views
of the divisional associate editors on
the appropriateness of papers for PRL,
including using the divisional associate
editor as a first-stage "filter."

Rotating divisional associate edi-
tors more often is a possibility. How-
ever, there is a learning period, and
there is substantial "overhead" in
finding and appointing a divisional
associate editor.

We have improved the time from
receipt to acceptance since the review
panel report by instituting the "one
bounce" rule: Decisions are now
made on papers after a maximum of
one return to the author. An author
can appeal a rejection, and this has
increased the burden on the divi-
sional associate editors. For the ma-
jority of papers, however, the rule has
accelerated the process. The single
biggest challenge to lowering (or even
maintaining) the time to acceptance
is the steady growth (about 8% per
year) in submissions to PRL. This
growth places an increasing stress on
the resources available to PRL.

Finally, I would like to address the
question of whether the editors should
be working physicists rather than full-
time editors. For a journal like PRL,
which attempts to cover all of physics
and which receives around 5000 manu-
scripts a year, we would need some-
thing like 20 to 30 part-time editors.

It would be very difficult to maintain
the uniformity of standards among
different fields under such conditions.
The complexity of such an operation
would be great for our organization
(APS), devoted as it is to fairness and
freedom from individual biases. As-
suring that the full-time editors are
current in their knowledge of the
relevant physics (and physicists) is
important. We address this first of
all by our system of divisional asso-
ciate editors and their close working
relationship with the editors. Sec-
ond, the editors maintain their con-
tacts in physics by attending meet-
ings, conferences, relevant divisional
activities and so forth.

I think our system has worked
fairly well. As Nauenberg points out,
it could work even better, and we are
trying to accomplish that.

JACK SANDWEISS
Physical Review Letters

11/93 Ridge, New York

In a recent letter Mark Azbel shows
how peer reviewing probably would
have stopped Columbus from getting
to Isabella's front door. I think he is
optimistic: Peer reviewing probably
would have questioned his ability to
walk or required him to fly.

The way I see it, there is really
only one major problem with peer
reviewing, and that is the anonymity.
Not only should the identity of the
referees be made known; they should
appear on the published paper, per-
haps even in the by-lines! This has
a great many advantages. It would
give the referees more reason to do
their best, since they would like to
see their names in print, especially
after having slaved over a difficult
paper. At the same time they would
be much more careful, not wanting
to be caught mandating garbage, and
furthermore it would soon become
clear whom an author should request
to be excluded as a referee.

I seriously believe that this whole
matter should be put to a vote in
some form or other to all members of
the APS, and that perhaps a revised
form of refereeing should be imple-
mented for all journals published by
the American Institute of Physics.

WALT DE HEER
Ecole Polyteclmique Federate de Lausanne
7/93 Lausanne, Switzerland

Correction
February, page 89—The line "Not
with a bang but a whimper" is from
T. S. Eliot's "The Hollow Men." •
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