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KELLEY:  We’re at the University of Rochester, and this is the 12th of May, 2008.  I’m here as 
part of the Optical Society’s historical activities in preparation for the centennial of the Optical 
Society, coming up in a few years.  I’ll go from right to left.  I’m here with Anthony DeMaria, 
formerly from United Technologies, you’ve been a president of the Society; Boris Stoicheff, also 
one of the presidents of the Society; Emil Wolf, who also served as president; and Joseph Eberly, 
who is the youngest member of the group, and was very recently president.  His term ended at 
the end of last year.  The three gentlemen on the right end of the table were presidents during the 
late ‘70s and early ‘80s.  That was a time when the Society was changing very fast.  The laser 
had fully emerged as an important device used by scientists, and also was getting a lot of other 
applications that were of interest from the general public.  So the Optical Society was changing 
because the laser had been so important, and that was part of the story.  But there was a tradition 
in the Optical Society of having been an instrumentation society, and the laser was a piece of 
instrumentation, so in addition to the science, there was a lot of engineering as part of the 
organization.  So these gentlemen are here to discuss this and discuss what was happening to the 
Society and how it was evolving at that time, so I’ll start out by asking any one of you people to 
say something.  Tony, do you want to start out? 
 
DEMARIA:  [00:02:13]   Well, that was a very exciting period.  I think that a lot of the direction 
that the Society took was due to Jarus Quinn.  He appreciated very deeply the value of the laser 
and the impact it could have on society.  That was the time when CLEO got started.  Applied 
Optics got started in the ‘60s.  So he was the one that got me involved with the Optical Society, 
and also because of the laser was more the School of Engineering, electrical engineering people 
began moving into the Society.  Prior to that, it was mostly physics-oriented people and 
chemistry.  So Boris, take it on from there. 
 
STOICHEFF:  [00:0309:]   I guess I was one of the first of the laser group to be involved in the 
executive, starting from 1971.  But then when Art Schawlow became president in ’75, things 
really took off, followed by myself as president, and then Peter Franken.  Then finally we got 
Emil and a little more coherence into the whole topic—and after all, the laser is a sort of 
coherent radiation. 
 
DEMARIA:  I used to look forward to the board meetings in those days, because it was a lot of 
fun. 
 
STOICHEFF:  [00:03:56]   It was a lot of fun.  We enjoyed ourselves thoroughly.  We had 
meetings, of course, every month, usually in Washington.  There was so much going on.  The 
Society was growing, the membership.  The building finally was too small to hold the staff that 
Jarus was enabling and increasing.  And of course, publications were increasing.  So there was a 
lot of new development and growth, both in the scientific end and on the staff.   
 



EBERLY:  But Boris, who was president when the changes in the journals took place—you 
know, when JOSA split, for example?  That wasn’t received, let's say, with 100% fervor.   
 
KELLEY:  Certainly not by Joe Goodman.  
 
STOICHEFF:  I think that was a little later. 
 
KELLEY:  That was in the early ‘80s. 
 
STOICHEFF:  That would be about the early ‘80s. 
 
KELLEY:  [00:05:09]   It was at the end of the second term of Bob Terhune.  He took over JOSA 
because Joe Goodman refused to preside over the JOSA split.  So that would have been, I think, 
1983.  In 1983, Bob Terhune took over, and in six months he spun off JOSA-A and kept on as the 
editor of JOSA-B.  
 
STOICHEFF:  But does this mean that Optics Letters had been started already? 
 
EBERLY:  It started in ’77.  So that’s the first--  I mean, what I think of now as kind of the 
beginning of the publications revolution. 
 
STOICHEFF:  Oh, yes, yes.   
 
EBERLY:  That was the first really new initiative. 
 
STOICHEFF:  [00:06:03]   Yes, as I mentioned yesterday during our discussion, I had the idea 
for Optics Letters and telephoned Bob Terhune to see if he was at all interested, and then I went 
to Detroit to discuss it with him.  He was interested, and actually worked out a very fine deal 
with Ford Motor Company, where he was doing his research, that he could spend a large part of 
his time taking care of the publication.  So he served for, I believe, six years.   
 
DEMARIA:  Is that when you took over? 
 
KELLEY:  Yes. 
 
EBERLY:  What year was that, ’83? 
 
STOICHEFF:  Did that have to do with Peter Smith? 
 
KELLEY:  Yes, that was ’83.  But Peter Smith started the… 
 
STOICHEFF:  I would like to take credit, too, for getting Paul involved.  [Laughter]  We had a 
drink in 1983, and I said, “Paul, wouldn’t you like…” 
 
EBERLY:  That was enough, was it?  [Laughter]  
 



KELLEY:  Easily convinced. 
 
STOICHEFF:  [00:07:20]   And it was great.  I mean you had two people like that carrying a new 
journal.  It really took off. 
 
KELLEY:  But Bob was entrepreneurial much more so than I was.  I didn’t have to be 
entrepreneurial; the journal was already well-established, and it just kept growing.  Naturally, it 
doubled in size during my term, but it had grown enormously.  It was very sparse the first year.  
It took up a very small space on one shelf.  It was six months in 1977, started July 1st, 1977, and 
it was very sparse.  And Bob went out and beat the bushes and got people to publish, and 
convince--  called up Ali Javan and called up you, I suppose, and Charlie Towns, and induced 
people to put in articles.  As soon as the well-known people in the field started publishing there, 
then the ball was rolling.  So by the time I became editor, there was nothing more to do than sit 
back and take the credit. 
 
WOLF:  [00:08:37]  Paul, how long were you editor? 
 
KELLEY:  Six years.  You might talk about the term limits. 
 
STOICHEFF:  [00:08:46]   In the early days, as the Society was growing—that is, in the ‘60s or 
so—OSA members who were heads of committees or were editors thought of it as a lifetime job, 
and there were a few difficulties.  And so when I came on the board in ’71, ’72, there were 
problems being raised about MacAdam.   
 
WOLF:  Oh, we had a lot of problems with MacAdam. 
 
STOICHEFF:  [00:09:30]   People disagreed with him and so on.  For whatever reason, I thought 
that one should limit one’s term to three years—once renewable.  Lo and behold, the executive 
accepted that.  That has been the policy ever since, except for Applied Optics, as you know.  We 
shouldn’t forget that, of course, that was a real new beginning in publications.   
 
KELLEY:  Yeah, the decision was made to publish Applied Optics in 1960, but it didn’t go 
online until ’62.  That’s my memory anyway.   
 
STOICHEFF:  [00:10:15]   We had this same recurrence of this problem when John Howard was 
becoming vice president and president.  I didn’t think that he should be involved as editor still.  
So at that point, we said Applied Optics has to abide by these rules from now on.  That is only 
three years once renewable.   
 
EBERLY:  [00:10:49]   That situation that you mentioned recurred just four years ago when I 
was elected vice president, because I was chair of the Board of Editors at that time, and had a 
seat on the board, and then as elected vice president I had another seat on the board.  We looked 
in the by-laws, and there was nothing to prevent that.  So a by-law amendment had to be passed 
to prevent me having two votes on the board.   
 
KELLEY:  Which you wanted to exercise your two votes!  



 
EBERLY:  I had to resign as Board of Editors chair. 
 
STOICHEFF:  We did that in ’89 with John Howard.  We told him he could just not be editor 
any longer.  
 
DEMARIA:  [00:11:44]   Yeah, he took that hard, because that was his baby. And that grew.  
That’s when the engineers began to come into.  Research engineers.  
 
WOLF:  MacAdam was no different, you know.  He went on and on indefinitely, was allowed to. 
 
EBERLY:  Well, the other example of that, as I’ve been told, was Archie Mann as treasurer.  He 
also had what he thought of as a lifetime appointment. 
 
STOICHEFF:  Yes, we had a difficult time asking him to please stop. 
 
KELLEY:  [00:12:17]   But of your treasurer, it’s good to have some continuity, too.  I think 
there are no--  there are still no term limits on the treasurer.   
 
EBERLY:  No, there aren’t. 
 
WOLF:  That’s different, I think. 
 
EBERLY:  The treasure is allowed now to serve 12 years.  The treasurer can serve three four-
year terms, limited at 12.  So.  But I agree, that continuity in that position is important. 
 
DEMARIA:  Does anybody remember the fund drive the OSA had for the Jefferson building?   
 
ALL:  Oh yes! 
 
DEMARIA:  I think I was president at time.  I got a check from Perkin-Elmer for $250,000, first 
donation to open it.  It was made out in my name.   
 
[Amazed overlapping responses; joking and laughter] 
 
EBERLY:  [00:13:14]   How did you process that?  Or did you give it back? 
 
DEMARIA:  I signed it over to OSA, Jarus Quinn. 
 
EBERLY:  That was very kind.  How did you count that on your tax return, as a charitable 
donation?   
 
DEMARIA:  No.  I just ignored it.   
 
KELLEY:  Were you involved in getting Archie to sell the stock? 
 



DEMARIA:  No, I was not involved. 
 
KELLEY:  Because Jarus told--  when we interviewed him, he said one of his most trying 
experiences was trying to convince Archie to sell some legacy Kodak stock that the Optical 
Society had that had been given by some prominent member, and trying to get him to sell that so 
they could have enough money to buy Jefferson Place.  And Archie just refused.  He said it was 
a gift from somebody, and he didn't want to sell it.  At some point, I mean, he just refused Jarus, 
and Jarus finally had to get the president and some of the people on the board involved, and 
really put pressure on Archie, and he finally sold it.  [00:14:30]   But Jarus said it was very 
fortunate because it was about that time that Kodak was starting to go on a sort of downward 
trend as trend.  You know, digital photography was going to come in a few years later, and 
Kodak had competition from Fuji for film, so things were starting to get tough for Kodak.  So he 
said that was very fortunate that the Optical Society sold that stock when he did. 
 
STOICHEFF:  That was the beginning of, you might say, quasi-professional management of 
OSA’s finances, too, when Dow Smith took over for Archie. 
 
KELLEY:  Yes, you were on the finance committee. 
 
EBERLY:  [00:15:20]   That resembles Emil’s doing that.  [Chuckles]  You offered to put me on 
some other committee, and I’ve forgotten what that was, but I thought it wouldn’t be as 
interesting as finance. 
 
DEMARIA:  One story that I enjoyed with Emil was when I was president, it was in October; it 
happened to me on my birthday.  We had a meeting in Florida by the swimming pool, and along 
came a personnel manager trying to be funny with a cake with a lot of candles when the lights 
went out with it.  It turned out to be an artificial cake, but Emil tried to eat it.  I told him that cake 
isn't edible, even by a Wolf [laughter].  I also remember when you were president, when you 
entertained the daughter of… 
 
WOLF:  Olivia Newton-John. 
 
DEMARIA:  Yes.  Would you tell us a little about that?  You got to know the family very well. 
 
WOLF:  [00:16:35]   I don't know her that well, but she was the granddaughter of Max Born.  
When I discovered it, I was very keen to meet her, of course.  
 
EBERLY:  But wait a minute.  Tony didn’t identify who we’re talking about.  This is Olivia 
Newton-John.   
 
WOLF:  All I can tell you is that my students know me much better for the fact that I have a 
picture of Olivia Newton-John in my office lying on the couch, and underneath it written, “Love 
to Emil, Olivia.”  I’m much better known to my students for that than for my book with Born.  
And as I was mentioning before, the previous chairmen of the physics department liked to put 
pictures related to the faculty on the wall, and this picture of Olivia was put very high up, and the 
chairmen noticed that when people came in, they were stretching to see it, so eventually he 



moved it down and moved some of the professors higher.  So Olivia is now where everybody can 
see her. 
 
DEMARIA:  I remember that instance, because I talked UTC into endow Born on the board. 
 
WOLF:  [00:17:42]   But actually, the person who came was not Olivia; it was her mother, Irene, 
to talk to me about it.  She was a little bit active in the Society.  She had occasion to present a 
Born medal.  She was there on a few occasions.  She was a nice, young lady.  She lived in 
Australia.  She died a few years ago.  Very nice lady.  And she came when I received the Max 
Born medal.  I think she actually presented it to me.  She was very nice. 
 
DEMARIA:  Yeah, she was a charmer.   
 
EBERLY:  That’s still one of the most highly-nominated awards in the Society.  We just had a 
meeting of the awards committee just a week and a half ago in San Jose at the CLEO meeting, 
and we were reviewing the performance of the various awards, and the Born award is the leader 
or second leader in number of nominations that come every year.  It’s very highly regarded. 
 
WOLF:  [00:18:41]   Actually, Jarus Quinn was very instrumental at getting that medal started.  
It was his initiative.  When I was president he wanted to do something on it.  
 
KELLEY:  He was really in so many things. 
 
WOLF:  So many things.  But it was eventually his doing.  Well, the Society was very lucky.  I 
mentioned this before, to have people like Jarus Quinn, and also Mary Warga.  They were quite 
outstanding people in the Society.  And a lot of other staff we mentioned already, obviously.   
 
KELLEY:  Yes, she’s in the picture.   
 
DEMARIA:  [00:19:17]   I’m trying to think of who introduced Jarus to the Optical Society.  
Was it really Shirley Silverman from Johns-Hopkins? 
 
WOLF:  I think it was Mary Warga.  I think she was…I’m almost sure of it.  
 
DEMARIA:  She was the director before Jarus.   
 
EBERLY:  Yes.  But would she have known him?  
 
DEMARIA:  He was a researcher at Catholic University.  
 
KELLEY:  Right, he had a faculty position. 
 
DEMARIA:  Yes.  And she knew him, I think.   
 
KELLEY:  And he was from Johns-Hopkins, so that would make sense that Shirley Silverman 
was--  Shirley Silverman was at Johns-Hopkins.  



 
EBERLY:  Yes, he was.  I think he was the one who… 
 
KELLEY:  So Jarus got his doctorate, I believe, at Johns-Hopkins. 
 
DEMARIA:  [00:20:04]   We probably should also talk about the time when SPIE and OSA--  
SPIE was an associate society and OSA loaned them some money and got them out of trouble.  
Then when I was president, we had all kinds of interaction.  We had members on their board; 
they had a member on our board—OSA’s board—and it was constant friction of one board 
against another.  So I decided to try and break the societies apart.  And Warren Smith was on the 
board of OSA; he was also the past president of SPIE.  The idea was to make them equal 
societies so they can deal with each other as equals.  Then, of course, many, many years later, we 
tried to merge them again, which didn't work.  That’s a part of OSA that many people forgot.   
 
STOICHEFF:  Yes, I’m sure.   
 
KELLEY:  [00:21:09]   Yes, well, I think there are several views on the relationship between 
SPIE and OSA that are around this table.   
 
WOLF:  You know, Howard has these historical articles which he publishes from time to time, 
and he didn’t actually give the true picture of what happened during this fight between SPIE and 
OSA—the merger, you know.  He pretended it was very smooth going.  If you read it, you 
wouldn’t believe how terrible they were.   
 
KELLEY:  I know you have some feelings.  You might explain how you perceived it. 
 
WOLF:  [0021:48]   I mentioned a few things of it yesterday.  I have nothing about SPIE; in fact 
they have been very nice to me.  But I think they sort of can use the word “culture” of the two 
societies is completely different.  To me, SPIE is a society where really, they were just interested 
in making a lot of money and a lot of publicity.  They tried to take essentially small societies all 
over the world.  I think they are quite resented in some foreign countries because they’re trying 
to run everything for them.  Whereas, I think in my opinion, OSA is much more attractive; it’s 
much more objective.  [00:22:20]   But I know for certain that in some of the countries in 
Europe, they resent that every time they try to arrange a meeting, SPIE is there to sponsor it and 
have [inaudible] they hope to do it.  That was one of the reasons I was not keen on.  But it is 
obviously important it’s around.  It is a popular society, especially more in the engineering 
directions than OSA, which is slightly more academic.  But when I was so much against the 
merger--  I was not the only one, you know.  MacAdam was on the same side.  And we just felt 
that they were different societies, they should be different societies; not try to force it together. 
 
KELLEY:  Now, Boris remembers a slightly different story about helping SPIE.  Somebody 
from Perkin-Elmer was… 
 
STOICHEFF:  [00:23:06]   Oh, yes, but this happened, of course, long before.  In 1972, SPIE 
was bankrupt.  They needed money, so they came to OSA asking for money, and could the OSA 
help them out.  Well, what we decided at the time--  I happened to be on the Executive.  Let's 



see.  Bruce Billings and Adan Manell and Bob Hopkins were on the Executive at that time, too.  
What we said to SPIE was, well, we’ll amalgamate you; we’ll take you over.  But the board of 
SPIE didn’t go for that.  So we loaned them some money, and we mentioned a fellow of the 
Optical Society, and as I mentioned earlier, I think it was a man by the name of Scott from 
Perkin-Elmer who was a very good financial organizer.  We suggested that he help them out, and 
over the years, with the money from OSA plus Scott’s influence, SPIE was able to recover.  And 
then came the other problems later that Tony was discussing. 
 
KELLEY:  This went on into the ‘90s where there was extensive discussions… 
 
STOICHEFF:  [00:24:58]   We had the discussions between the two societies for various 
programs that we could work on together, whether they were meetings, exhibits, whatever, and 
finally that fell apart, because we had a vote in the OSA, and 50% of the members thought it was 
all right; the other 50%, no. So the whole thing was dissolved. 
 
KELLEY:  You were on the committee… 
 
STOICHEFF:  I was on that committee. 
 
KELLEY:  So tell me from the SPIE at that time. 
 
DEMARIA:  [00:25:42]   When I was part of OSA, I was very active in OSA.  That is, I was 
very anti-SPIE.  Then I end up being president of SPIE.  Warren Smith was also an individual 
who became president of both societies, and Bob Shannon is the third one.  When I got into--  
when I was doing some research, OSA was the society for me.  Then I got into management, and 
I noticed my development engineers liked SPIE, and the managers, because they would have 
these symposiums and topics that were not at the breaking edge of technology like OSA’s 
programs were.  At that time, a lot of new discoveries were being made in lasers and quantum 
electronics—whatever you wish to call it.  They didn’t have any room for that application.  SPIE 
didn’t have any choice but to go into that area, and they came from that beginning, because they 
didn’t allow cameras in the sky—kind of government kind of work.  [00:26:53]   So I became--  
they had a role for the working engineers, where if you want to go to groundbreaking 
technology, a new discovery would be announced, it was APS and OSA, and to some extent the 
IEEE.  One of the things that I always kept saying was, look, the competition should not be 
between SPIE and OSA because there aren’t that many departments that have departments in 
lasers and optics or photonics—whatever you wish to call it.  But there’s EE departments and 
physics departments, and they have a lot of membership.  So if you’re interested in membership, 
those are the areas where you need to draw people in to the Society.  It happened automatically; 
one didn’t have to worry about that.  But that’s the distinction between the two societies. 
[00:27:54]  And it’s turned around, because they have an excellent executive director in Eugene 
Arctor, who has a PhD in physical chemistry.  He’s done a lot of work in phentosecond pulses 
when he was younger and short pulses in physics.  Then he went into industry.  He’s a fellow of 
OSA and very active in OSA.  So the Society still went the wrong way, but they’re not as far 
apart as they were at one time. 
 
STOICHEFF:  SPIE certainly has the most prominent trade show in the country.  



 
DEMARIA:  Well, OSA, IEEE are the ones in fiber optics, but right now, full-time employees… 
 
STOICHEFF:  Photonics West is… yeah. 
 
DEMARIA:  [00:28:42]   But their publication isn’t the big archival thing the OSA’s 
publications are at this time.  But now that I’m in industry and doing engineering kind of work, I 
find the books aren’t helpful, because they instruct you how to do things today in a hardware sort 
of way, where I would go to the OSA library for groundbreaking experiments and a lot of 
academic results and archival papers. 
 
STOICHEFF:  With your dual background or multi-role participation, would it make sense from 
your point of view for OSA to try to move more strongly in that direction, to try to engage or 
develop a participation? 
 
DEMARIA:  [00:29:38]   I think they have.  Applied Optics is very, very popular, and it’s well 
outshining the optical engineering of SPIE.   
 
STOICHEFF:  I’m thinking the shows, the meetings, the conferences. 
 
DEMARIA:  The fiber optics is very applied, and CLEA or CLEO is very still very applied.  
There are still groundbreaking results reported there in lasers and what have you.  It’s about the 
only place where it happens.  The other shows are all more or less trade shows, like Photonic 
West.  There’s a lot of papers, and a lot of them are repetitive summary papers of what’s already 
been published elsewhere.  [00:30:25]   But it’s a real trade show.  I guess that’s something that 
OSA needs to decide, if that’s a direction they want to go in.  I would think the academics 
wouldn’t like that too much [chuckles], for the same reason why… 
 
STOICHEFF:  [00:30:47]   The last joint big meeting was maybe ten years ago now, called Opt-
Con, and that had such a very large trade show component to it that OSA at that time simply 
walked away from it, gave SPIE Opt-Con, and that’s what turned into Photonics West.  
 
DEMARIA:  Well, the big trade shows are now outside the country, with the exception of 
Photonics West.  Optical fibers are still there, but the Laser Munich in Asia, they have huge trade 
shows, and they’re really run by governments—city governments. 
 
STOICHEFF:  That’s a very important feature.  
 
DEMARIA:  [00:31:38]   And it’s very hard to pull conferences like we do in the United 
States—technical conferences—and not lose a lot of money outside of the United States, because 
they’re not geared towards that sort of thing.  The hotels just aren’t big enough, and the 
registration fees are high, and so forth.   
 
STOICHEFF:  City and states aren’t as eager as Munich and Bavaria have been to sponsor. 
 



DEMARIA:  And Korea, and China was trying very hard.  Of course, they drive a very hard 
bargain, because they want full tuition paid by the westerners, and very little tuition and 
registration fees for their in-country people. 
 
STOICHEFF:  [00:32:31]   The whole development of these rather large meetings, did that take 
place at the same time that you were president, or was that earlier?  I’m thinking of the first one, 
as you mentioned, was CLEA, then CLEO came. 
 
KELLEY:  CLEOS.  It was originally IQEC, and then some of the people involved in IQEC felt 
that it was just too basic a research meeting. 
 
DEMARIA:  It was physics, mostly.   
 
KELLEY:  And so we needed to start another meeting, which was more applied, and that became 
CLEA. 
 
DEMARIA:  That was led by OSA and the IEEE. 
 
KELLEY:  [00:33:25]   Yes, the IQEC was the three societies, and CLEA was just two societies, 
mainly the IEEE and the Optical Society.   
 
STOICHEFF:  Now this was the Conference in Laser Engineering Applications, right? 
 
KELLEY:  Yes.  That started, I believe, in the late ‘60s, and then a few years later, there was 
even more impetus for having an even more applied conference.  We thought that was maybe 
still to basic, so they set up a conference called CLEOS, which was Conference on Lasers and 
Electrical Optical Systems, which was even more applied.  I remember Herwig Kogelnik 
explained this by three bell-shaped curves that did overlap somewhat.  [00:34:26]   But that was 
the original design.  So CELO had been held--  the IQEC was every other year, and CLEA was 
every other year that IQEC wasn’t held, and it was thought, well, CLEOS wouldn’t  bother 
IQEC, because it was so applied, and IQEC wouldn’t bother it because it was so applied.  So that 
was held on the same year as IQEC.  Then it became clear to Jarus and some other people that 
why did we have two applied laser technical meetings?  So Jarus engineered a merger of CLEOS 
and CLEA, and that became CLEO.  That happened in the end of the ‘70s, when they were 
merged.  Then, you know, the fiber optics conference came along in the late ‘70s.   
 
STOICHEFF:  Well that was a topical meeting. 
 
KELLEY:  Yes, it was a topical meeting, and then it emerged in the ‘90s as just a…  
 
STOICHEFF:  It exploded. 
 
KELLEY:  It exploded.  And then, of course, CLEO. 
 
DEMARIA:  [00:35:44]   It was interesting.  When OSA started the fiber optics conference, they 
invited the IEEE to participate.  When I was editor of JQE, I started some special issues on fiber 



optics, and they were so successful.  There was such a huge number of papers that wanted to 
publish that Tom DeLorenzi became the editor, and I appointed him as guest editor and he 
moved into the final editor.  But then IEEE did a fast run.  Instead of inviting OSA to be a co-
sponsor of the journal, they decided to do it themselves to capture the library subscriptions, and 
then they invited OSA to participate.  But by that time, they weren’t able to pick up any of the 
financial rewards.  So that’s when I resigned as editor in JQE, in protest that they didn’t play fair.  
And Tom DeLorenzi is now very active in OSA.  So tradition happened, you know.  The 
International Quantum Electronics Conference, heavy physics.  It moved because it was obvious 
applications were coming.  CLEO came along.  Then fiber optics grew, and that became much 
larger than either one of those two.  Of course, International Quantum Electronics Conference is 
a small resemblance to what it was when it first got started, and CLEO is in some way, it is really 
substantial.   
 
KELLEY:  [00:37:20]   It’s not gotten any smaller, but it’s certainly not grown.  It’s been pretty 
steady over the years.  There is a conference that’s developed that’s held in parallel with CLEO, 
which is QELS—Quantum Electronics and Laser Science—which is a continuation of--  so 
every year, you have a version of IQEC.  So that, very fortunately, is able to meet with CLEO.  
Of course, the exhibits of CLEO have helped make CLEO.  There’s a problem with the exhibits 
now, but for many years the exhibits at CLEO were a very profitable  for the societies.   
 The other thing that happened while these meetings were expanding was Jarus was taking 
over the meetings management and developing a very large meeting management staff.  So that 
was the early phase of the growth of the Society under Jarus Quinn, was due to the fact that he 
was able to bring the meetings management into the Optical Society.  It wasn’t the APS; it 
wasn’t something, they didn't run shows, and the IEEE was too unwieldy.  Jarus was very adept, 
and he brought that in, and that was responsible for a lot of the growth of the Society, and the 
growth of the staff.   
 
STOICHEFF:  When did Barbara Hicks arrive?  I remember Barbara’s sort of keynote meetings 
personally.   
 
KELLEY:  I think the very early--   
 
STOICHEFF:  Very early ‘80s, I would think.   
 
KELLEY:  No, ‘70s.  I believe that she was there in the ‘70s.  I remember her before Jefferson 
Place.  I forget the name of the building, but they were off of Pennsylvania Avenue.   
 
DEMARIA:  They were leasing, weren’t they? 
 
KELLEY:  They were leasing space, yeah, and I think Barbara was involved, then. 
 
EBERLY:  That was a big move, to actually purchase real estate—the idea to take permanent 
hold. 
 
WOLF:  Most of the time, and I wasn’t on presidential chain, and Jarus did it marvelously.  He 
knew everything—every detail on how to buy.  [Inaudible].  It was wonderful. 



 
DEMARIA:  [00:40:04]   Around that time, when we used to determine Jarus’ salary, he was 
always embarrassed and thought he was making too much money.  [Laughter]  We said, “You’re 
worth every penny.” 
 
STOICHEFF:  With all the history of these conferences, though, I still feel OSA missed the boat 
a number of times, and partly because, for some reason—and it still holds—people think of OSA 
as academic.  Now engineers are academics, too.   
 
EBERLY:  Some of them.   
 
STOICHEFF:  Engineering departments are usually much larger than physics departments. 
 
EBERLY:  No, I mean that there are engineers outside of universities.   
 
STOICHEFF:  [00:50:57]   Sure, but engineers are still academics.  And I do think that somehow 
OSA is still missing the boat in calling itself academic.  I mean, there’s nothing wrong with 
having and pursuing the engineering end of optics—nothing wrong with it.  Many of our fellows 
and members, of course, are heads of companies.   
 
DEMARIA:  [00:41:32]   You know, we tried several times to have Engineering Council 
organizations in OSA.  When I was president, we tried again.  It turned out, though, that what 
was happen is the working engineers need different kinds of conferences and different kinds of 
presentations, and whenever they would organize a conference in that area, the academic says, 
“But that’s not the way it’s done.”  I mean, it’s not groundbreaking enough, you know—it’s not 
discovery-related enough.  It didn’t work, and it still doesn’t work, and it didn’t work when the 
merger came about because of the culture are different.  Eventually, though, when their 
departments of whatever you wish to call it, photonics or optics, like there were departments in 
electrical engineering.  And if OSA hasn’t done it then, then they’ve really missed the boat, 
because right now, it’s perfectly okay.  There are not many departments.  There’s Rochester and 
Arizona and Central Florida, and that’s about it.  We don’t give degrees of bachelor’s in optics or 
photonics.   
 
KELLEY:  Well of course, EE departments have got a lot of optics now. 
 
DEMARIA:  But how many of them have OSA student chapters? 
 
KELLEY:  I don't know the answer to that.  Maybe Joe knows.   
 
EBERLY:  [00:43:10]   Student chapters is an exploding story at this present time.  I’m not sure 
that I know the real explanation of it, but the number of them has doubled in the last three years. 
 
DEMARIA:  I think it’s the incentive to get some money.  It’s the only way the student chapters 
can function. I know we have a very active SPIE student chapter at UCONN—University of 
Connecticut, where I spend one day a week.  When they found out there’s $5,000 a year 
available to them, they got religious, because they traveled and they got involved in the lobbying 



with the congressmen, and that was a great revelation.  They had a lot of invited speakers that 
they can help pay honoraria and travel costs.  But the graduate students took it over—not the 
undergraduates.  So they organized it, and it’s been very active.  But I think that’s the cause of it, 
and OSA does the same thing. 
 
KELLEY:  Has it been true, Joe, that a lot of the student chapters in the OSA have been outside 
the US? 
 
EBERLY:  [00:44:17]   Oh, yeah, that’s a point, and that’s an accurate point, that the most rapid 
growth is actually coming internationally.  Student chapters, I think there are five now in 
Australia alone.  
 
DEMARIA:  They discovered the same thing. 
 
EBERLY:  Boy, I think that’s right, yes.   
 
DEMARIA:  And they get a chance to come to an annual meeting and travel across the ocean.  
It’s important.   
 
EBERLY:  It’s helpful to them. 
 
EBERLY:  And I think the motivation is to create a kind of professional association even as a 
student, and then after graduation it’s natural to continue.  I think it’s too early to tell whether the 
current surge will have a permanent effect, but I guess you have to start somewhere.  The 
engineering aspect is one that reminds me also of the desire to join the two societies or not join 
the two societies.  [00:45:30]   It made me think of the other controversial issue that came up that 
was not related so much to engineers but was related to the notion that the Society was too 
parochial in its naming and that it needed a more expansive or all-inclusive name—Optical 
Society of America wasn’t quite good enough.  That led to, as we know, a lot of careful 
introspection, controversy.  
 
DEMARIA:  [00:46:15]  Well, that happened when SPIE changed its name to the International 
Optical Society, and that got a lot of snickers from OSA.  But be very careful.  It turns out that 
the people outside of the United States, they’re also very patriotic and like their own 
independence and visibility.  I’m not sure how successful--  SPIE has not been successful in the 
international arena, and they’re losing money in all the conferences outside the United States.  
OSA, I think, has taken a better approach in being a partner and helping out, but not taking a 
leadership role.  They tried for a while, too, but it was very weak. 
 
WOLF:  [00:47:01]   I mentioned before that for a conference, I know they resent the inclusion 
of SPIE. 
 
KELLEY:  Certainly, the journal part of OSA has not had a problem outside of the United States.  
Now 75% of all the papers received by the OSA are from outside North America. 
 



DEMARIA:  [00:47:24]   Well, it turns out that in China in particular, they have a rule that 
anybody who is going to get a PhD in China needs to publish, and preferably in a Western 
journal.  And I know that some of them cheat.  They think that the yellow book in SPIE is a 
publication, and they get very upset when those books are late because it holds up their degrees.   
 
EBERLY:  In some of the Chinese institutions—I’m not sure whether it applies to both the 
academy and the ministry of education—they not only have this requirement that Tony has 
mentioned, but also the requirement that the journal of publication should have an impact factor 
that is higher than that…  And that indicates another change that’s been quite rapid, actually, in 
coming, is this quantification of journal importance, that the impact factor one can now look up 
for technical journals indicates how, in some people’s view, how important different journals are.  
So when OSA leads the list of optics journals in impact, that’s one of the things that draws these 
articles from Chinese authors in great numbers. 
 
MALE:  As a matter of fact, I’ve seen that in nominations.  
 
WOLF:  You have Progress in Optics has had a good impact.  
 
EBERLY:  [00:49:01]   That’s right, Progress in Optics, also.  Now, I object to calling it a 
journal.  But, you know [inaudible; overlapping voices]. 
 
WOLF:  Progress in Optics looks after itself, but it needs to watch what is [inaudible].   
 
EBERLY:  [00:49:33]   I was only going to say that Elsevier is very clever, or North Holland 
originally, in numbering consecutively the issues.  And it’s that feature that causes ISI to count it 
as a journal—just because it’s numbered.  Now you’re up to what, 51 now?  
 
WOLF:  51.   
 
DEMARIA:  I just got a letter from Nico Bloombergen.  He said it would be his last paper that 
he was going to write in a scholarly nature—in his letter anyway. 
 
STOICHEFF:  Joe, you mentioned something about name changes.  Is there something in the 
wind for the OSA at the present time?   
 
WOLF:  Hope not.  Not again! 
 
EBERLY:  The straight answer is no. 
 
KELLEY:  Thank God. 
 
EBERLY:  [00:50:35]   But there is something sort of in the background that’s interesting.  That 
is that the American Physical Society—the APS—people have raised at council meetings, “Isn't 
it strange?  Why aren’t we the American Physics Society instead of Physical Society?”  It makes 
the general man in the street, you know, think of physical exercises or athletics or something like 
that.  There is a reflection, of course, in OSA, that the man in the street doesn’t appreciate 



optical.  What is optical?  That’s eyeglasses, isn't it?  So APS has taken a very small step, and I 
think you’ll find it harder and harder to find the word “physical” written out in American 
Physical Society.  It’s more often now simply APS, APS, APS.  But while I was on the council 
several years ago, the notion that it should consider changing its name to the American Physics 
Society received some favorable discussion, but didn’t go anywhere.  So at a recent strategic 
planning committee meeting of OSA, to raise a little bit of… 
 
KELLEY:  You’re going to make trouble. 
 
EBERLY:  [00:52:16]   …anxiety among the members, I raised the idea, why couldn’t we be the 
American Optics Society?  The immediate objection came from Peter Knight: “It’s not 
alliterative.  One can’t say, ‘Optics Society’.”   
 
DEMARIA:  The last name change that I’m aware of for OSA was when we change the optical 
journal. 
 
EBERLY:  OPN? 
 
KELLEY:  It became Optics News.   
 
EBERLY:  Optics News became Optics and Photonics. 
 
DEMARIA:  That caused a lot of worry. 
 
KELLEY:  But that was coupled with a proposal to rename the Society. That was the real source 
of irritation to many people.   
 
DEMARIA:  I wasn’t aware of that.  
 
KELLEY:  Oh, yes.  And changing Optics and Photonics News, people weren’t very happy, but 
they didn’t put up the same degree.  Emil can tell us about changing the name of the Society. 
 
WOLF:  [00:53:22]   I was very much against the changes, you know.  At that time, quickly, 
Optics News changed to Optics and Photonics News.  There was no… 
 
DEMARIA:  Yeah, there was no discussion. 
 
EBERLY:  What was the proposed alternative? 
 
WOLF:  Of the Society?  Photonics would have come somehow in the title. 
 
STOICHEFF:  Yeah, that’s right.  But specifically--   
 
KELLEY:  The Optics and Photonics Society.   
 
STOICHEFF:  Oh, that was the proposal.  I had forgotten. 



 
KELLEY:  [00:53:53]   Yeah, to drop America and to combine Optics and Photonics.  Both of 
those two aspects have met strong objections.  One was--  I mean, we’re an American 
organization, and we’ve had Americans since the founding of the Society, and people overseas 
were not objecting to be members of an American society.  That was the argument against that.  
The argument against photonics is, a lot of people didn’t know what photonics was.  Have I 
summarized your… 
 
EBERLY:  [00:54:36]   I was on the board when the vote came.  The board voted in favor.  Ken 
Teagarden and I were the only people who voted against.  But the board voted in favor.  Jarus 
said to me afterwards, he was astonished.  He knew the vote was coming, of course, because it 
was on the agenda, but he expected it to fail.  Several members of the board came to me after the 
vote and said, “You know, I should have voted against it, too, but I just couldn’t go against the 
other members.”  I thought that was extremely peculiar.   
 
DEMARIA:  Yes, you’d better drop out of the Executive if you can’t think for yourself.  
 
EBERLY:  [00:55:28]   What I can't remember is then how the board’s vote was overcome.  I 
mean, there was--   
 
KELLEY:  There was a ballot.   
 
EBERLY:  But that whole item, I think,  
 
WOLF:  That was from lawyers in Rochester. 
 
EBERLY:  But it had to do with the incorporation statute.  Is that right?  I had forgotten. 
 
WOLF:  Then the bylaws were changed legally somehow because of lawyers looking into it.  It 
was changed.  I don't remember the details anymore.   
 
KELLEY:  But I think there was a vote, wasn’t there, of members? 
 
STOICHEFF:  [00:56:01]   No, it had to be that any change had to be a majority of the members, 
but they had to be present.  You couldn’t do it by mail.   
 
WOLF:  They had to be present physically.  
 
KELLEY:  My memory is, it came to some kind of vote. 
 
STOICHEFF:  Yes, but even then, it was not legally useful. 
 
KELLEY:  Well, it was a big argument because something said that two-thirds was required to 
change the certificate of incorporation, and to change the by-laws only required a majority.  It 
was felt that changing the certificate—you know, whatever the legal paper has to do with 



incorporation—that required two thirds, and in order to change the name, you had to change the 
incorporation.   
 
STOICHEFF:  I think it is actually four-fifths.  I think. 
 
KELLEY:  Yeah, maybe it is four-fifths.  But it was a super-majority.   
 
DEMARIA:  It’s what is known as a poison pill. 
 
KELLEY:  [00:57:09]   And it poisoned the whole thing in the end, yeah, very much.  But the 
furor lasted about six months or so, and then there were lingering bad feelings.  And it was 
unfortunate, I think, because Sandy Sawchuk, who was one of the nicest people in the world, was 
the head of the strategic planning committee that proposed that, and he got a lot of heat.  He was 
just the messenger.  You know, he had to put this through, and he was the messenger for this.  
 
DEMARIA:  Is he still active in the Society? 
 
KELLEY:  Well, he’s on the Foundation.   
 
EBERLY:  How did you and MacAdam find a lawyer who would take this case?  It seems a little 
odd. 
 
WOLF:  [00:58:08]   Lawyers take about anything if you pay them.  [Laughter]  They advised us 
and they told us it was very tricky.  There was also the problem that the Society was incorporated 
in New York State at the time, because it resided in Rochester, and that was also something to do 
with it.  In Washington, they could just change like that. 
 
KELLEY:  There was some rule that made it almost impossible to do it. 
 
WOLF:  Actually, lawyers are not the only people that was involved in this.  There was also Jean 
Bennett.  She was very active in this.  She was in Rochester.   
 
STOICHEFF:  [00:58:45]   As I remember reading the laws for the incorporation of the Society 
that is in New York State, any change of the name had to be with the members present; you 
could not do it through a mail vote.  And that’s an impossibility.   
 
KELLEY:  And it was more than 50%, too. 
 
STOICHEFF:  Oh, yeah, it had to be more than 50, but then to have that many members present 
to do it, you see, was impossible. So the whole thing was out the window. 
 
KELLEY:  Yeah, which makes it difficult to do anything.   
 
[Tape change] 
 



EBERLY:  [00:59:40]   --respond to that remark, the OSA decided that they needed--  about five 
years ago the discussions began, if I remember correctly, that the Society needed a way to handle 
first of all the money that was being held from United Aircraft, for example, for the Warren 
Award, and then for the other awards, so that endowments would remain available for these 
awards to be paid.  The tax-exempt status, of course, was quite important for those awards and 
for the solicitation of additional money for awards so that people could be assured of the 
preferred tax treatment to non-profit organizations.  And OSA, of course, does undertake 
lobbying activities in the sense that was mentioned here earlier.  Visits to Congress and so on are 
quite interesting to undertake.  [01:00:45]  So to establish an independent foundation for the 
purpose of holding these monies, for raising additional funds, has been undertaken, and the 
Foundation has been in existence now for a number of years.  The OSA board transferred to the 
Foundation the monies that were held for these purposes, and now undertakes all those activities 
for OSA going forward.  There’s a very favorable arrangement with the OSA board which is 
agreeing to match one-for-one gifts that are made to the Foundation for charitable purposes of 
OSA so that a gift of, say, $1,000 to the Foundation to supplement one of the award funds or to 
establish another award would be matched by a $1,000 transfer from the Society’s reserves by 
the board to the Foundation board.  So it provides an extra incentive in this way for donors.  
They get an extra one-for-one add-on.  So the Foundation board has been very active, and I think 
everybody agrees has been very helpful in maintaining this action, this activity that OSA likes to 
carry forward.   
 [01:02:13]  One interesting thing came up at a Foundation board meeting that was held 
just a week and a half ago, the discovery that the rank of OSA awards that are available for 
nomination and awarding has a number of awards—maybe as many as ten—for which the 
stipend was fixed at $1500 about 15 years ago, and it’s now understood rather clearly that that 
barely pays the expenses of the award winner to come to the meeting and receive the award.  So 
inspection of the past records show that there was an agreement that this amount would match 
the cost of living increase in the subsequent years, but for some reason, it’s completely 
overlooked and it’s never been done so that the OSA board itself then voted to increase that to 
$3,000 so that now there are no awards that have a stipend lower than $3,000, bringing this into 
conformity with other increases in expenses and so on. 
 
WOLF:  [01:03:38]  Can you explain this tax advantage?  It means that because of lobbying, that 
OSA is not a tax exempt organization? 
 
EBERLY:  I think that there’s--  if I understand correctly, the lawyers believe that there’s a 
sufficient amount of confusion that may arise from that activity, and just to eliminate the 
possibility of that confusion--   
 
WOLF:  But it’s still tax-exempt, is it, OSA? 
 
EBERLY:  I think so, yes.  
 
WOLF:  But it’s in danger losing its status because of lobbying, right? 
 
EBERLY:  Lobbying puts you in a different category.   
 



KELLEY:  It’s a murky legal situation. 
 
DEMARIA:  You’re allowed some—10-20% or so.  If you don’t do more than 10 or 15%.  
 
EBERLY:  [01:04:25]  If I understand right, that’s why it still remains tax-exempt, and then how 
to judge how much is being done…  For example, OPN could that be considered, by some 
strange twist of the imagination, a lobbying instrument, because it advances, you know, to the 
public and to government agencies and so on.  
 
DEMARIA:  And it takes advertisements.   
 
EBERLY:  Then, of course, that’s a rather large cash outlay.   
 
DEMARIA:  But they’re still losing money.   
 
EBERLY:  Quite vigorously. 
 
KELLEY:  It’s what percent of the OSA budget that goes into what’s construed as lobbying.  If 
that’s construed as lobbying—which sounds far-fetch to me, Joe… 
 
EBERLY:  Sure. 
 
KELLEY:  The lawyers are being very cautious. 
 
EBERLY:  I don't want to be put in the position of making any legal opinions, here.   
 
STOICHEFF:  [01:05:26]  The Foundation does much more as well, though.  It has instituted 
these new programs to help develop other countries.   
 
EBERLY:  And even within this country, a very large program with Girl Scouts.  The Girl 
Scouts of America have entered into an agreement with OSA to distribute and make available 
among Girl Scout award programs an Optics--  there’s an entire little booklet that OSA has put 
together and the Girl Scouts have edited.  There’s been a back-and-forth several times; a big 
print run has been distributed to the Girl Scouts.  It’s quite an aggressive and, I think, likely very 
valuable designed--   
 
DEMARIA:  What are we discriminating against the Boy Scouts? 
 
EBERLY:  [01:06:18]  Well, when you looked into--  you know as well as I do, Tony, when you 
look into the Boy Scout programs, they’re liable to already have science and engineering stuff 
among their activities, whereas it’s a new initiative for the girls to be doing that.   
 
DEMARIA:  That’s a good point. 
 
EBERLY:  OSA’s intent was to reach girls in what’s generally regarded, I think, as the critical 
age, between ten and 13, something like that.  But the Girl Scouts, for some reason, are focusing 



it on older girls.  And so there’s still a little bit of back and forth between OSA and the Girl 
Scouts.  Is this really being done right?  But that’s kind of really aggressive outreach that the 
Foundation is able to do, and able to raise money for as well.  It doesn’t depend entirely on the 
OSA board for its funding.  And quite good.   
 
DEMARIA:  So how large is the Foundation back fund now?  Is that available? 
 
EBERLY:  [01:07:32]  In terms of available dollars, what their assets are?  Let's see.  What can I 
remember?  I’m not on the Foundation board, but I had a chance to attend the meeting because I 
was representing the awards committee.  There was a--  okay, there was an excess fund or 
reserve fund of $1 million that was devoted entirely to a backup for the awards program.  And 
the awards program itself was substantially larger than that; this was just its backup.  And the 
award program being, again, only a portion of the whole Foundation.  So that maybe gives a 
slight idea how much is involved.  
 
DEMARIA:  So it’s several million.   
 
EBERLY:  [01:08:34]  Yes, there is a proposal going to come forward if I understood Jim Wyant  
right, who is vice president now and chair of the Awards Committee, a proposal that as much as 
600,000 to maybe $1 million will be transferred or will be requested by the awards committee to 
be transferred to the Foundation to increase the available stipends for our awards on the basis 
that they do not now present the same level of stipend and recognition that has become common 
in the IEEE, APS, and European societies as well.  How the board will react to that isn't open, 
but it’s an initiative on the part of the Awards Committee and the Foundation to keep the 
Society’s award level set at an appropriate… 
 
KELLEY:  Who appoints the Foundation board?  The OSA board?   
 
EBERLY:  You know, I don't know.   
 
KELLEY:  I mean, in other words, can it really be considered an independent entity? 
 
EBERLY:  [01:10:01]  That’s a legal question, I guess.  I don't know.  I don't know.  That’s a 
good point.  So that’s just a quick summary of what the Foundation wants to…   
 
WOLF:  Who is chairing it at the moment? 
 
EBERLY:  Gary Bjorkland is just giving over the chair to Mike Morris, so Mike will become 
chair in the next year.  Tony Sigmund, Sandy Sawchuk, Jim Wyatt… 
 
KELLEY:  Joe Goodman was involved at one point. 
 
EBERLY:  Yes, Joe Goodman is currently. 
 
KELLEY:  They’re good people. 
 



EBERLY:  Yes, absolutely. 
 
KELLEY:  [01:10:58]  So I mean, we can terminate the discussion at any time, but I wonder if 
you have any thoughts about what the future will bring.  You know, it’s hard to be prescient, but 
the more we can give the sense of, based on the history of the Society, where you think it might 
go in the future.  It’s all probably a guess on our part, but have at it if you have any ideas. 
 
DEMARIA:  Well, I’m biased.  I told you about my fortune.  When I got the Ives Medal in 1988, 
I was worried about the Society being too focused on just breakthrough research and not catering 
to the engineers enough.  [01:11:56]  So I thought the word “photonics” was more representative 
of where the technology was going, and in my Ives Medal address I made a parallel between 
electronics versus photonics and how they developed.  First came the vacuum tubes, and then 
came the gas lasers, and then came the transistors and semiconductor lasers and coax cables and 
fiber optics and so forth and so on.  Everything seems to parallel, except there’s a 50 years time 
delay.  So if you wanted to look where technology was going in 1988, just take a look at what 
happened to electronics, and by golly, that’s what’s happening.  I mean, who would think that 
Intel would be involved in optics and stimulated raman scanners and oscillators and amplifiers 
and ??? optics? 
 
KELLEY:  They see a need for it, communicating between chips. 
 
DEMARIA:  [01:12:55]  And HP, you know, it’s going into lighting and all kinds of 
automobiles.  So the field is drifting in that direction, and I see SPIE addressing some of these 
issues because they cater to that field a lot better.  APS and OSA are pretty synonymous, and 
they don’t, except there may be more people from engineering departments that are members of 
OSA than they are of APS.  But it’s still academic breakthrough.  So if they want to cater to the 
field and grow with it, that’s an area that should be considered, in my opinion. 
 
EBERLY:  What should be done?  I think that’s an important point.   
 
DEMARIA:  [01:13:41]  I don't have a magic solution to that.  First, it’s going to be hard, to get 
a consensus.  Is that something that the members believe in?  Why?  I’m not sure the members 
are ready for that yet.  If they wanted to move in that direction, the merger with SPIE would have 
been a natural occurrence; it would have been a step function—it would have been done.  But 
that would have changed the nature of the Society, even though they could have been separated 
in some way and governed themselves in some way a bit differently, and with their own 
traditions.  But until the members are ready for that, that’s not going to happen.  It would cause a 
lot of turmoil if it’s forced.   
 
EBERLY:  [01:14:31]  What if the executive team and the staff directorates became convinced 
that this should be undertaken with the idea that the membership would see the value once it 
began to happen, rather than asking the membership to endorse it or promote it from the 
beginning?  If one would take such a possibility into account, what would be a step that would be 
natural? 
 



DEMARIA:  [01:15:18]  Well, the first thing we would have to do is, take a look at what the 
other societies have taken over and contributed to, and so it’s not there just for the taking; it’s 
being claimed, and it’s being claimed by LEOS.  They have a letters journal, Photonics Letters, 
which is also very successful, very heavy in semiconductors.   
 
KELLEY:  Photonics Technology. 
 
DEMARIA:  Photonics Technology, thank you.  So they’ve made a claim to that already.  SPIE 
has made a claim to Photonics West, which is a trade show catered to not just lasers, but as a 
matter of fact, if I want to learn something about lasers, I could go to CLEO.  If I want the broad 
feel, I would go to Photonics West.  And if I want to go to fiber optics, I’ll do Fiber Optics.  So a 
lot of claims have already been made.  So you have to be prepared to invest very heavily to pull 
some of these things away, which is going to be a difficult fight.  It would have been possible 
earlier, I think.  [01:16:21]  And also, I think you need leadership from the executive director.  
You need another Jarus Quinn who is technically oriented and can gently, you know, rationalize 
to both sides what needs to be done—not that I have anything against Liz; she’s done a 
marvelous job.  But not being technical, I don't think she can take the lead. 
 
KELLEY:  Yes.  In a way, having Tom Giallorenzi and Tony Campillo on the staff is a way to 
give Liz some support in that area.  Emil? 
 
WOLF:  [01:16:53]  I would like to raise a direct question which you haven’t really touched on.  
Why has the name been changed of Annual Meetings of the Optics Society of America to 
Frontiers in Optics?  I actually don’t like the change, and I want to know what’s behind it. 
 
KELLEY:  I don't know the answer to that question. 
 
WOLF:  To me it sounds just  
 
KELLEY:  I think people thought that Annual Meeting was dead in the water, and it needed to 
be revitalized in various ways, and this was one of the ways that showed up.  That’s the only 
rationale I’ve heard, but I was not involved in the decision-making process. 
 
WOLF:  Do you know anything about it, why it was done? 
 
EBERLY:  [01:17:35]  How that name was invented, no, I don’t.  I know why it was done, not 
how it was invented.  But the annual meeting was losing money at such an enormous rate—six, 
seven, eight years ago, half a million dollars a year simply washed out on the annual meeting—
that the society formed a sequence of rapid action committees to consider what on Earth was 
happening to the annual meeting in terms of attendance and in terms of exhibitor presentations 
and so on.   
 
WOLF:  Exhibitors were a problem. 
 
EBERLY:  [01:18:28]  Right.  And at that time, the solution was determined, first of all, on the 
last committee that--  I think this is right.  The last of those I believe, Alan Wellner was chair or 



at least one of the prominent members.  Steve Fantone and John Grevenkamp were very active in 
pursuing what they felt would be attractive changes to the engineering community.  I couldn’t 
understand the logic at all, and one of the changes, I know, has annoyed you considerably.  
That’s the need now for peer review of review of all the papers.  They felt they had some 
evidence that engineers from operating companies are unable to attend such meetings, unless 
they can say to their managers that the papers have been reviewed, that this somehow raises the 
status of the meeting.  I couldn’t see the logic, either, but that’s one thing that was changed at 
that time.   
 
WOLF:  [Inaudible]? 
 
EBERLY:  [01:19:57]  In my opinion, no, but the reorganization that took place at the same time 
the name change went in was an enormous improvement.   
 
WOLF:  [Inaudible]? 
 
EBERLY:  No, that’s right, they’re not.  The programmatic arrangements are now much more 
systematically coordinated with the interest of the different divisions.  The divisions and 
technical groups were given specific assigned responsibility for symposia and tutorials and so on 
in the meeting, and it has helped considerably.  
 
KELLEY:  [01:20:40]  Part of the reason that I think the meetings have not been done very 
well—except for CLEO and the fiber optics meeting—is that there has been no clear way of--  
the Society works with meetings.  They don’t have--  it’s a science and technology council.  
What does that mean?  You know, a lot of people get appointed to the science and technology 
council, and they think it’s kind of an honor or something, and they’re not meetings people at all.  
And so one of the ways that just have to generally reform the way meetings are--  of the 
operation of meetings are structured within the Society.  I remember I was involved in the annual 
meeting maybe 20 years ago, and I remember having these meetings of the Technical Council 
instead of the Science and Engineering Council.  Everybody would sit around the table and have 
lunch, and that was it.  There was no one really involved directly; there was no real experienced 
meeting person or volunteers who had been involved with planning the meeting in the past, so 
they had no experience, and it was all done on an every year ad hoc basis.   
 
DEMARIA:  [01:22:06]  There was another reason.  You know, the topical meetings took a lot 
of papers away from the annual meetings, and the big conferences—you know, CLEO and Fiber 
Optics and things. 
 
EBERLY:  Those are significant competitors.  
 
STOICHEFF:  They were somewhere embedded in the annual meeting finally, weren’t they, in 
the last few years? 
 
EBERLY:  There has been an attempt to associate topical conferences and the meeting coming 
up in Rochester in October this year will have several topical components.  
 



[Overlapping voices]   
 
WOLF:  What do other societies do?  What does APS do? 
 
EBERLY:  There’s no review for APS.   
 
STOICHEFF:  [01:22:47]  May I get back to Tony’s concern?  And mine, I should say.  The 
OSA has done extremely well by getting involved in biomedical optics.  How do they do that?  
Through topical meetings at the beginning.  And now there is more publications in this area, and 
so on.  It’s really--  and let’s hope that they don’t let that get away from them.   
 
KELLEY:  Yeah.  And the Advanced Solid State Laser meeting, for example, is another very 
successful one. 
 
STOICHEFF:  And they should perhaps feature that in some of their annual meetings.  But I 
wonder whether having a topical meeting in photonics couldn’t get things started just like the 
biomedical. 
 
EBERLY:  There’s the non-linear optics meeting, that I think is largely photonic now, even 
though they haven’t--   
 
KELLEY:  And there’s a nanophotonics meeting, too.   
 
STOICHEFF:  But to make sure that photonics is in the title.  
 
KELLEY:  [01:23:54]  Yeah, it’s in the title for nanophotonics, but there’s a--  So I mean there 
are very successful topical--  The Advanced Solid State Laser meeting has done really very well, 
and I think the ultra-fast meeting has done very well, too, over the years.   
 But I think you put your finger on the issue.  I mean, certainly, the annual meeting, which 
was a focus of a lot of the interest of the people has been sort of done in by the fact that there are 
these topical meetings, and they’re specialized and sort of draw people, draw some of the interest 
out of the annual meeting.  That’s part of the problem.  [01:24:42]  But part of the problem is just 
in the way it’s operated.  It’s been operated in a very slapdash, you know, sort of ad hoc manner, 
you know, by the Technical Council.  It’s taken as a chore.  I mean, people who got involved 
with CLEA were really--  you know, the laser--  I mean, you know your experience; you were 
their program chair and the conference chair of CLEA.  You were really involved in very day-to-
day operations and developing the program committees and developing the invited papers, and it 
was your field.  In the case of the annual meeting, it’s almost as if people sort of have their arms 
twisted to get involved.  It’s a very different thing.   
 
DEMARIA:  [01:25:36]  I think they were losing money.  A big meeting like that can only make 
money if you have a lot of exhibitors.  And the exhibitors are not going to go to a meeting where 
the professors go because they have to give a paper once a year to put on their resume, and 
there’s none referred.  So I used to go to that meeting, and then the membership in any 
conference was really the speakers and sometimes the speakers and grad students.  Those people 
didn’t want scientific equipment, in most cases.  



 
EBERLY:  The exhibitors had known. 
 
DEMARIA:  [01:26:06]  And the exhibitors didn’t want to go there.  The same thing happened in 
SPIE.  So you can’t make money without exhibitors, so if you’re going to be a professional 
society, you have to take into account the marketing aspects if you want to be viable.   
 
EBERLY:  This comes right back, it seems to me, to Tony’s original point.  The question is, 
from your point of view, OSA has lost again.  What would be a recommended first step, do you 
think or a couple steps that--   
 
DEMARIA:  [01:26:46]  A topical meeting would prevent from losing the game, except it’s 
focused—and rightly so, and there will always be new breakthroughs, I guess, some not as fast 
and furious as they’ve been in the past.  So OSA will continue to do well, but the major growth, 
if OSA is going to become an IEEE kind of organization, huge, if that’s the desire.  Then you 
have to move more towards where the major activity mines in the technology.  And as time goes 
on, it’s more and more engineering.  Then the membership of the OSA aren’t interested in that. 
 
KELLEY:  [01:27:24]  You made a good point, Tony.  I think technical success and financial 
success are two different things, and certainly CLEO is a technical success.  Everybody that goes 
to CLEO to listen to papers is happy in the meeting.  They think the papers are good; they think 
there’s a lot of exciting stuff there.  I think the same thing with advanced solid state lasers, the 
same thing with the ultra fast meeting.  There’s a whole lot of meetings that people are happy 
with, but they don’t make any money, and in fact--   
 
DEMARIA:  Photo lithography in SPIE has a meeting of about 700 people, and that makes tons 
of people.  That’s engineering.  A lot of breakthroughs.   
 
KELLEY:  So it’s very hard to make money unless you have, as you point out, quite rightly, a 
big exhibit, but nevertheless, we have very successful technical meetings that the scientists love.  
Unfortunately, they don’t make much money. 
 
DEMARIA:  [01:28:29]  And they draw a lot of papers to the journal, which is important, 
because that’s a big money-maker for OSA.   
 
EBERLY:  That’s a good, key point, to maintain this kind of technical edge of the meetings.  It 
does assist the journals in a quite nice, indirect way.  That’s important.   
 
STOICHEFF:  More and more, I think the Society should forget this idea of being academic.  
Get that word out of it.   
 
EBERLY:  Well, it doesn’t appear. 
 
STOICHEFF:  People still talk about it that way.  You talked about it that way.   
 
EBERLY:  Well, how does one get it out?  That’s, I think… 



 
STOICHEFF:  [01:29:12]  Not to use it, not to use the idea that we are academic.  We are 
interested in optics of all kinds: physical optics, ??? optics, photonics, research ??? optics.  
 
KELLEY:  And as you all know, this issue of the applied versus the basic, this has been going on 
for 30 years or more within the Optical Society.  We can identify the problem, and we make half-
hearted efforts to try to solve it, but it never gets solved.  
 
EBERLY:  [01:30:01]  The fault line (speaking geologically, but not in terms of personal faults 
here) seems to me to lie not between physicists and engineers, who in OSA are both largely 
academic, but between the academic engineers and the practicing engineers.  That’s where the 
fault line lies.  And if you look at our board, the makeup now of the board contains a substantial 
number of engineers.  That is, a substantial number of industrial people.  I believe there are five, 
six, or seven people on the board of directors who are associated with companies rather than 
universities.  If you examine all of their careers, I think all but one of them have had academic 
careers.  Even though they work at companies, they’re still interested in research and 
publications—not in products, not in sales, not in marketing, not in design.  And that’s the 
element that I think one finds--  Tony can support or deny this, but that’s my impression, that this 
is where SPIE is really quite attractive, to this group. 
 
DEMARIA:  [01:31:31]  They’re not perfect.  They’ve gone a long way towards addressing that 
because of necessity.  It was the only opening for them that they could address that wasn’t taken 
over or addressed by other societies. 
 
KELLEY:  And they did address it.   
 
DEMARIA:  So a society can’t be everything to everyone, I suppose.  It’s got to respect its 
members.  Unless the members change, society’s going to change. 
 
KELLEY:  [01:31:58]  But I think the academics within the Optical Society—I speak for myself, 
but I don't know how Joe feels or the other people who are in… feel… I think we miss it.  We 
miss having the engineers involved, you know, practically oriented people.  I think we all think 
that’s part of the Society.  It’s just, we can’t somehow pull it off.   
 
EBERLY:  This is why I’m poking at Tony, to see if he would make a suggestion. 
 
KELLEY:  Solve the problem? 
 
EBERLY:  Give a hint.   
 
DEMARIA:  [01:32:39]  Well, my reaction to that was, there was a chance where the merger of 
two societies, that didn’t happen.  So it’s not going to happen in my lifetime.  And since half the 
societies…half the membership of both societies said no or said yes, it would have been a 
disaster if it happened, because they would have had a lot, for a number of years, the feelings 
were too strong on both sides. 
 



EBERLY:  It would have been one of those mergers that wouldn’t work. 
 
DEMARIA:  [01:33:11]  The old-time optics people on both societies didn’t like it—even the 
engineers.  Optics grew out of physics, so there was a close attachment to physics with optics, 
and they don’t even like to change the name to photonics, which to me opens up a bigger horizon 
and opportunity because in industry, optics means eyeglasses and lenses and cameras. 
 
KELLEY:  Yeah, there are basically two types of engineers.  One type of engineer is the younger 
engineer working in communications and small optical devices, and then there’s the classical 
optical engineer.  I think we have no problems basically with the younger engineers, or much 
less problem.   
 
DEMARIA:  [01:34:09]  For example, one of the biggest growth areas around which was 
overshadowed originally by telecommunications and optical material processing of lasers.  You 
go to Laser Munich.  It’s gigantic.  It’s three or four buildings on an airport—big hangars.  And 
there’s one company that when we sold our company in 2001 was $800 million a year, and just 
recently, it’s $2.2 billion, and it’s wholly owned by one family in Germany.  I don't see any 
papers with OSA on that, and I don't think they would stand for it, the members, because it’s too 
developmental.  And there isn't that many in SPIE, either, to be quite honest. 
 
KELLEY:  [01:35:02]  But certainly making the small optical devices, nanotechnology, which is 
a lot of engineering, those kind of things are optical society--   
 
DEMARIA:  And that’s being done [inaudible; overlapping voices]. 
 
STOICHEFF:  Couldn’t there be a symposium or two within the annual meeting with people like 
Fantone producing a program?  I mean, they know the people in the field of small optical 
devices.  Why not sort of feature a symposium or two within the annual meeting?  Just for that 
type of engineer that you say is… 
 
KELLEY:  I think it’s been tried.   
 
EBERLY:  [01:35:48]  Boris, I think, has what I think of as the right idea.  I agree.  What I’ve 
heard is that I think it was two years ago at CLEO, there was an opportunity for such a 
symposium to develop rather—if I understood correctly—unexpectedly out of the desire of a 
group associated with an industry group to present at CLEO some new developments that would 
be on the product development side.  The steering committee at CLEO would not permit it.  The 
steering committee said no, there is no place on our plenary floor, program, platform for that 
type of presentation. 
 
STOICHEFF:  [01:36:48]  That’s fine, but OSA controls its meetings, so it could have a 
symposium.  I mean, try it.  Maybe no one will attend.  Okay, so they don’t attend. 
 
EBERLY:  OSA controls only its annual meeting.  That’s the only one.  [Overlapping voices]  
 



STOICHEFF:  [01:37:05]  There’s another aspect of this.  The world is very competitive.  
Working engineers don’t go to a lot of meetings anymore.  They can’t afford to, in order to meet 
the competition of the low wages that exist outside of the United States, and so things are drifting 
to outside the United States.  So it’s not a snap to get those people to come.   
 
KELLEY:  [01:37:28]  But I repeat, Boris, this has been tried.  The Engineering Council is set up 
basically to do this, to bring engineering meetings back into the Society.  And there used to be 
engineering conferences where people worried about lens design and optical fabrication and 
testing and so forth.  They’ve all gone away, and there’s been very little engineering in the 
annual meeting.  In the ‘80s, the Engineering Council was founded to do this—to bring back 
engineering into the Society.  It didn’t work.  It’s been tried several times to do this, and I’m not 
exactly sure why it doesn’t work, because I haven’t been involved in this, but it just hasn’t’ 
worked unfortunately.   
 
STOICHEFF:  Well, maybe they haven’t done the right thing.  That’s all.  
 
EBERLY:  [01:38:29]  Tony’s answer is, I think, an important part.  APS has noticed, also, and 
has made a rather careful survey of its industrial members—non-academic members—and it 
turns out that APS was astonished to discover that its members in industry don’t go to meetings, 
don't write papers, don’t read papers, but maintain their membership.  Now what’s that for?  He 
explanation is that these are people who have been trained as physicists and maintain this 
membership as a way of assuring themselves that they really are physicists. 
 
KELLEY:  And that they have a profession. 
 
EBERLY:  [01:39:17]  And that they have a profession, even though they may be in marketing 
now or sales or design or international outreach or whatever.  They still think of themselves as 
physicists, but they can’t be found at meetings, they can’t be found making contributions to 
meetings.  They can’t even interested in meetings, and for reasons that Tony has more or less 
alluded to. 
 
DEMARIA:  [01:39:44]  We tried to have a Phonotics East in SPIE, and it’s always been a 
failure for a lot of money—mainly because nobody travels on the East Coast, where if you go to 
San Jose or California, which has this tradition of entrepreneurship, and the freeways are real 
good.  The number of people who walk into that meeting are enormous.  The exhibitors love it, 
because they’re talking to working engineers.  But they don’t register for papers.  They just walk 
in to see the exhibits and talk to potential suppliers and see what the competition’s doing.  That’s 
the catering.  That’s so foreign to what researchers want to see.   
 
EBERLY:  [01:40:29]  But how about the manufacturers in the East?  What’s the reason 
Photonics East couldn’t pull it off? 
 
DEMARIA:  Did you ever try and drive in Boston?  I mean, maybe GPS will change it, but 
public transportation isn't there.  In California, people don’t mind driving an hour.  In the East, I 
can’t get them to go from Storrs, Connecticut, at the university, to Hartford, which is 40 miles.   
 



KELLEY:  Do you think part of it is the fact that a lot of engineering is moved offshore?   
 
DEMARIA:  [01:41:00]  In the optics area, in the photonics area, that’s true.  As a matter of fact, 
young people, when you say—electronics especially, and optics to a larger extent—visualize 
jobs that left the United States and gone to Asia, cameras and integrated circuits and what have 
you. 
 
KELLEY:  Increasingly sophisticated. 
 
DEMARIA:  [01:41:23]  That’s why electrical engineering has been dropping-one reason, not 
the only reason.  It’s beginning to show an up-tick, but whether that’s going to be sustained, no 
one really knows.  But that’s because they associate that with jobs.  Ten years from now, I won’t 
be able to find a job, so they go in medical electronics, which I think is going to be a disaster; 
there aren’t that many jobs there.  But what do you do with a medical electronics degree?  You 
repair instruments in hospitals, or maintain instruments and calibrate instruments. 
 
EBERLY:  Medical instrumentation is an area that’s going to continue to grow, I think.   
 
DEMARIA:  [01:42:05]  I don't see the number of jobs, but that’s my own personal viewpoint, 
which I’m sure is an opinion more than based on facts.   
 
KELLEY:  It’s a dilemma there.  I don't think we’re going to solve it, but the Optical Society is 
worried about it.  I think Joe has really raised the issue, and there’s something behind that, 
because he’s involved with the committee which is set up to address just this issue.  
 
DEMARIA:  [01:42:34]  OSA’s been concerned with it since the late ‘70s, at least.  That’s why 
CLEO got started, and why the fiber optics thing got started, why all this Applied Optics has 
grown so rapidly and got so many different splits.  So the size has been very successful.  We 
shouldn’t dump on it.  
 
KELLEY:  But even the engineering-oriented—OFC, maybe not so much, but certainly CLEA—
has a dwindling exhibit.  And it impacts the funding. 
 
DEMARIA:  Well, I know that marketing find it people incoherent.  They say--   
 
KELLEY:  CLEO, CLEO. 
 
DEMARIA:  [01:43:18]  The marketing people say, “CLEO, we don’t get that much benefit 
anymore.  But Photonics West, man, that’s the place to go.”  You know, that’s the marketing—
the head of marketing of our company.  That’s his opinion. 
 
EBERLY:  So actual purchasers are walking the floor of Photonics West.  Is that right?  Orders 
are written, that kind of thing. 
 
DEMARIA:  [01:43:42]  It’s probably two-thirds to three-quarters of the attendees are walk-ins.  
They just walk in for the day and walk out and spend all day with the exhibitors and maybe 



going to some product centers, product presentations and things like that.  I find there was one 
individual who was working his way up to being president of SPIE, and he was forced to give up 
that change because his job wouldn’t demand it.  They say, “Look, we’ve got to make money.  
We’re competing with low-wage areas of the world, and we just have to compete differently.” So 
that’s a way of life in the United States now that wasn’t true 30 years ago, 20 years ago.   
 
EBERLY:  [01:44:36]  So SPIE would not be, then, a membership organization but a trade show 
organization? 
 
DEMARIA:  Well, the membership are increasing.  There’s 16,000.  The membership is taking 
more and more of an active role in the Society.   
 
EBERLY:  That’s what I was thinking maybe didn’t happen. 
 
DEMARIA:  It’s following in OSA’s footsteps.   
 
EBERLY:  Interesting. 
 
DEMARIA:  [01:45:08]  Otherwise, they’re not going to have the quality.  They’re trying to 
improve the quality of the meetings.  What I see is, OSA is trying very hard to move into SPIE 
territory; SPIE is trying very hard to move into OSA’s territory, and neither one has been 
successful in what they’ve been trying to do for the last 20 years. 
 
KELLEY:  [01:45:27]   Part of it is I think structural, I’ve always felt.  When we went through 
the merger, one of the things that struck me is, there’s a strong difference between just the way 
the OSA—and a lot of people know this, but they think we’re right and SPIE’s wrong, but I’m 
not convinced of that.  We do a sort of member-driven, bottom-up thing, and the SPIE does 
development people within the--  that are on the staff that are developing ideas for meetings and 
developing, you know, things that will be attractive.  I’m sure when they think of Photonics 
West, they think of, what can we do to the Photonics West program in terms of having talks that 
will be interesting to the attendees? 
 
DEMARIA:  [01:46:14]  It’s going to be interesting.  OSA is having a meeting in San Jose, and I 
think they’ll see the difference between some of the other cities like Denver and San Francisco, 
Philadelphia, Boston.  There’s a lot more attendees to the exhibits.  And after a while, the 
exhibitors who relate to that want to do it, and that makes the meeting very financially 
successful.  If it’s scientifically successful, that’s a different story.  So to optimize both may be 
very, very difficult. 
 
KELLEY:  [01:46:52]  I think to run a successful trade show, you need to have development 
staff.  On the staff, you can’t count on the members to figure out how to make--  You know, in a 
way, the talks are an added attraction to the trade show, and you have to figure out a way to get 
those talks at the show, and it’s not going to be done by members. 
 
DEMARIA:  [01:47:15]  The thing that I fault SPIE—and I think OSA does a better job—is the 
people who organize the topical meetings of OSA are the experts, the contributors, the pioneers 



in the field.  In OSA, the people organize a symposium, and they organize a large number of 
them, because each symposium has that yellow book.  Those are people who are in the field, but 
they’re not in the same tier.  So they get invited papers, and working engineers don’t know the 
difference, but scientists realize that. 
 
KELLEY:  [01:47:52]  They have a very financially successful trade show, so that way, if you’re 
interested in being financially successful and running meetings, you shouldn’t look necessarily 
down on that approach. 
 
DEMARIA:  [01:48:09]  SPIE really is jealous of the quality and the financial money-making 
ability of the journals of OSA.  I mean, they’re really top-notch, and they don’t have that, so they 
make their money and they worry about it.  Photonic West, if there’s an earthquake on that day, 
man, they’re going to be in large trouble.  They worry about that, but they did jump on some 
other things.  Like they were very successful recognizing very early that photo lithography was 
very important.  There was a lot of pioneering contributions with these machines—a lot of 
optics, a lot of electronics, and so forth.  And they have the governing conference in that area.  
They also do very well in biomedical.  They have Saturdays and Sundays and Mondays of 
Photonics West, and that’s been very largely successful and draw a lot of people, a lot of papers, 
and lot of exhibitors.   
 
EBERLY:  [01:49:07]  The OSA meetings people are quite aware and a bit jealous of that, its 
biomedical… 
 
DEMARIA:  So it’s hard to go away, once successful, unless they screw up somehow.   
 
[Wrap-up, thank yous.]  


