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KELLEY:  Hello.  Welcome to the first interview of people who have been associated with the 
Optical Society in the past 50 years.  This is part of the history project of the OSA.  The 
hundredth anniversary is coming up in 2016.  This is 2007, and we’re getting started on the 
project.  The two interviewers—there are two of us here that are doing the interviews.  I’m Paul 
Kelley, from Tufts University.  I was involved in journals as the editor of Optics Letters, and my 
colleague interviewee… 
 
CAMPILLO:  I’m Tony Campillo, and I’m on the staff at the Optical Society right now.  I’m 
also the editor of Optics Letters and have been for the last six years. 
 
KELLEY:  But we would like to concentrate on the three gentlemen who are the principle people 
being interviewed at this session.  They are former editors of the Journal of the Optical Society.  
This year is the 90th anniversary of the journal.  It’s the flagship journal of the society; it was the 
first journal.  Things have changed mightily, and there are now a large number of journals.   

One thing I would like to do is first give a little professional history, very briefly, of your 
careers.  Introduce yourselves and give a brief professional history of your careers outside of the 
Optical Society.  So Professor Goodman?  We’ll go from the senior to the junior editors.  Joe? 
 
GOODMAN:  [00:02:06]  I guess we are arranged that way.  My name is Joe Goodman.  I spent 
my entire career at Stanford University—came there in 1958 as a graduate student, and retired 
from Stanford in 2001.  I’ve been an Optical Society member since about 1966, ‘65, somewhere 
in that time frame.  And the Optical Society has been my main professional organization.  I’ve 
also had some experiences in the corporate world, founding a couple of companies.  I guess that 
summarizes my career. 
 
KELLEY:  And you have written a wonderful book that everybody in the field uses. 
 
GOODMAN: I enjoy book writing enormously, and I guess that may be connected somehow 
with my editorship as well, because, you know, if you like to write books, you probably have 
some tendencies towards being an editor.   
 
KELLEY:  And you’ve been instrumental in the OSA Foundation. 
 
GOODMAN:  The OSA Foundation is something that I’m participating in.  I’m on the Board 
right now.  I’m actually missing a board meeting at the moment, but the OSA Foundation is 
probably the main connection that I have with the Optical Society now. 
 
KELLEY:  Thank you, Joe.  Bob?  This is Bob Terhune. 
 



TERHUNE:  [00:03:42]  Bob Terhune.  Mine’s a little longer, but I’ll try and keep it short in 
time.  I’ve worked at the University of Michigan first, working, well, first anti-ballistic missile 
stuff, and then in designing and building large-scale electronics in the ‘50s for defense systems.  
That was a lot of fun, by the way.  And there, also, I got into--  we did the first ruby mazer, 
which is the microwave version of the laser.  And then I moved to the Ford Motor Company, 
where primarily--   I was involved in so many different things, I would say, but the major thing 
relevant here is, for the first five years, I did a lot of non-linear optics.  Later on, after I retired 
from Ford, I worked at the jet propulsion lab for eight years.  
 
KELLEY:  Thank you, Bob.  Bahaa Saleh? 
 
SALEH:  [00:04:53]  Bahaa Saleh, I have been a member of OSA for a long time—since 1977.  I 
was born and educated in Cairo, Egypt, and came to the US to study at Johns Hopkins, and after 
finishing, I went to South America and Europe, and came back to the US, where I spent a short 
period of time at the University of California Berkeley, had a chance at that time to visit Joe 
Goodman, give him a copy of a book in an area that he has been active in—statistical optics—
and became acquainted with his work.  Then I became a professor at the University of Wisconsin 
at Madison for 17 years, and then moved to Boston University, where I am.  I’ve been there for 
13 years. Also, OSA is, I feel, my second family.  I have served OSA in multiple functions.  I 
have not missed a single OSA meeting since 1978, perhaps.  I served in all the editorial 
functions: as editor of JOSA A, chair of the Board of Editors, chair of the publications council, 
member of the Board of Directors.  Right now, I don’t have an official capacity, but I expect that 
very soon, I’ll get back. 
 
CAMPILLO:  Bahaa will be founding a new journal in the next couple of months. 
 
KELLEY:  And Bahaa is known personally by a great number of people in the field of optics, 
but he’s also known to people all over the world I’m sure he’s never met by his book that he 
wrote with Mal Tige, which is a volume which is…I don’t know how to describe it, but it’s a 
bible of modern optics, and you might want to mention that, Bahaa, that the photonics book is in 
its second edition now. 
 
SALEH:  [00:06:57]  The second edition appeared this year, and we had a signing ceremony at 
the Optical Society exhibit yesterday.  A good chance to meet friends, and also young people 
who learned from the book and provide feedback.  I’m sure Joe has experienced the same thing. 
 
KELLEY:  Thank you very much for those introductions.  We would like to get into the formal 
interview of your experiences as editors.  Joe, you might say a little bit about your experiences 
from your own point of view—how you started, how you got involved.   
 
GOODMAN:  [00:07:45]  Well, we all remember Jaris Quinn.  Jaris was able to talk anybody 
into anything, really, and when Doug Sinclair decided that he was going to step down as JOSA 
editor, Jaris approached me and asked if I would do that.  I knew that it was going to take a 
considerable amount of time, and I was, of course, 100% time with the university, and the 
university was not likely to grant me any of my university time to serve this purpose.  So Jaris 
and I worked out a deal whereby my one consulting day a week would be the time that I would 



spend editing JOSA.  My wife was involved as well, for reasons that I’ll get into in a moment.  
Jaris was the who talked me into it.  Of course, JOSA was a journal in which I had published a 
number of papers.  It was the journal I read every month most carefully, along with Applied 
Optics.  I don’t think Optics Letters existed.  Well, maybe it did exist at that time.   
 
KELLEY:  1977. 
 
GOODMAN:  ‘77.  [00:09:00]  So it was just after Optics Letters that I had started that I was 
editor.  I think I became editor in ‘78 or ‘79.  In any case, that was how I got started.   

Looking back on the experience, the most striking thing for me is how the job of the 
editor has changed over the years.  These are the ones that I knew personally: David McAdam, 
Doug Sinclair, and myself had a totally different kind of editorial function than today’s editors 
do.  It was different due to technology and due to the fact that the Optical Society took over a 
number of the functions that we performed in those days.  So just to illustrate briefly, you know, 
we received the manuscripts; the manuscripts were mailed to our editorial office—which, for me, 
was at home.  We logged them in.  We kept track of where they went for review and how long 
they had been out for review.  We then accumulated the reviewers’ comments and made 
decisions, communicated with the authors, asked for revisions, and everything.  Everything was 
mailed back and forth, and it was a fairly time-consuming process—both for me as editor, but 
also in terms of the time it took to get a final action on a paper.  And today, I know it’s done 
quite differently.  Others can speak to that.   

But I do want to mention, before I keep quiet, that I was the first JOSA editor to use a 
personal computer in assistance of my function.  Not only that—I went to a meeting once of the 
AIP Board of Editors in those early days, and I was the first of the AIP editors to use a personal 
computer in that function.  The AIP editors of the physics journals had access to a centralized 
computer where some of this was done, but I actually wrote BASIC programs and a database 
program to manage manuscripts, and it would automatically prompt me when a reviewer had had 
a paper for longer than a certain period of time.  Anyway, I’m quite proud of that.  I did that with 
a Tandy TRS-80. 
 
KELLEY:  Bob? 
 
TERHUNE:  [00:11:39]  That’s a good take-off.  See, I was the modern era, I guess, because 
when I started with Optics Letters, I felt that I could only commit, on the long term, a half a day 
a week, and I was willing to commit more time to start with.  I did this by delegating.  I got a real 
excellent staff person to do all the mechanics.  So we did all the mechanics that you were doing.  
She was instructed to handle all the relationships with the Optical Society, and I was to handle all 
the technical decisions.  She just loved that, and that worked like a charm.  But one of the 
surprising statistics that came out of that was that per manuscript, it took a day of her time.  That 
was on a steady-state basis.  That’s a lot of time.  That’s the time that you or somebody else had 
to spend to handle all those mailings.  I’ll get into the way we organized it.  At the Ford Motor 
Company, I had tremendous resources available to me—telephones around the world, a 
publication department with machines, and so on like that.  So it was pretty easy to implement.  
One of our first steps was to— in fact, I had not used a PC yet—was to get a PC and program an 
office system in machine language.  That’s the one that you got the software for.   
 



KELLEY:  I was beneficiary. 
 
TERHUNE:  [00:13:17]  Actually, it was very useful to me, because I would use the PC from 
then on, and that was my learning period.  Within six months, we got the thing up and running.  
We started off with typewriters, and so on like that.  Otherwise, my experience is as much 
similar to yours.  It’s just a difference in the way we divided up the work.   
 
KELLEY:  You followed Joe, and you might talk a little bit about the transition. 
 
TERHUNE:  Yeah.  We started JOSA B, and we felt that the way to handle the thing--  I don’t 
know if… 
 
KELLEY:  Well, it would be good to explain how JOSA became JOSA A and JOSA B.   
 
TERHUNE:  Well, Jaris came up with the idea, because it was basically for financial reasons 
because he felt that that would launch the journal very successfully.  That was a major theme.  It 
could have been launched independently, but… 
 
KELLEY:  What was JOSA A and JOSA B? 
 
TERHUNE:  [00:14:18]  Well, JOSA B was essentially what is in the quantum electronics 
conferences, and much more physics, I guess.  That’s the thing.  Now, in order to manage the 
split, I took over JOSA A and JOSA B so that I could manage the interface between the two, and 
then it was turned over to somebody else.  But by that time, my staff for Optics Letters was two 
people.  It started off as a half a person.  It was about one and a half, and then I made it two, so I 
could assign one person to each journal.  But I had a third journal, because I still had Optics 
Letters to get out for a year. 
 
KELLEY:  What a glutton for punishment. 
 
TERHUNE:  It all worked.  Well, it was because of the staff.  They were just so experienced in 
handling these things, and they had the computer programs.  It was no problem to take JOSA, 
because I had a reviewer file which extended into it, and what I did was, when I was outside of 
my area, of course, I would use the topical editors, and that worked very fine. 
 
CAMPILLO:  Was that a personal reviewer file, or was it something that the OSA--   
 
TERHUNE:  [00:15:47]  No, I personally set this up.  Everybody that I corresponded with, I sent 
them a reviewer form, and they filled that out, and we typed it in. 
 
KELLEY:  A searchable database. 
 
TERHUNE:  We made a database for it, and it really worked quite well.  It made life much 
easier.   
 
KELLEY:  That was really the start of the electronic database system. 



 
CAMPILLO:  Do you recall how large it was—500 people? 
 
TERHUNE:  Of that order.  I was talking to Bill Weber today about Phys Rev B.  I guess their 
database is huge. 
 
KELLEY:  Well, you mentioned Bill Weber.  He’s not here today, and he played a role--   
 
TERHUNE:  [00:16:36]  Let me just say that when we took all these journals on, of course there 
was--  when I took Optics Letters on (because I had started Optics Letters before, which I hadn’t 
mentioned), one of the key steps was to make sure that the office would function when I wasn’t 
there.  So Bill Weber volunteered to be my deputy as the associate editor, and Paul Maker agreed 
that he didn’t want a title for anything, but he would help me too, so I didn’t have to worry about 
that.  So let’s see, what else did I do that made it…?  So I could actually go away.  If I had to go 
away for a month, it wouldn’t have mattered, because they were very happy to take it over.  The 
part of work that I had wasn’t that onerous, and they could do it, and they enjoyed it, because it 
was a short-term thing. 
 
KELLEY:  And then Bill Weber took over JOSA? 
 
TERHUNE:  [00:17:37]  He took over JOSA B for one year, because this was a stage where we 
wanted to involve the Optical Society more, and Paul Leon was coming in as the new editor, but 
he couldn’t do all this work for--  he could edit the journal, but he couldn’t handle the 
manuscripts.  So that was the start of the way the Optical Society handled the manuscripts, and 
Paul Leon managed it remotely.  So it was the beginning of the… 
 
KELLEY:  Current system? 
 
TERHUNE:  Yeah. 
 
KELLEY:  So I guess after Paul Leon, it was Bahaa.  Am I correct? 
 
SALEH:  No, Paul Leon was JOSA B. JOSA A, after Bob came Harry Barrett.   
 
KELLEY: Harrison Barrett.   
 
TERHUNE:  Yes.  [00:18:39]  But we had separated the journals, and so there wasn’t--  I don’t 
know whether he used our reviewer file or not.  We made everything available to him.  You took 
our reviewer files when you took over Optics Letters.   
 
KELLEY:  Oh, absolutely.  It made my life so much easier.  Of course, I added to them, and 
eventually they were all brought in-house into the Optical Society, and that’s evolved into the 
current reviewer database that is accessible to all the editors.  So Bahaa, you might tell us how 
you… 
 



SALEH:  [00:19:21]  We mentioned Barrett, who ran JOSA A also from his own home, and his 
wife was his assistant.  I guess he took the database and he added his own larger database as the 
number of manuscripts increased, and his wife worked very hard on this.  So I could, perhaps, 
regard myself as the first transition into the beginning of the modern era, because at the time I 
didn’t have a wife to help with assisting, and the tradition of the staff assisting in manuscript 
handling centrally took place then.  And that was quite a relief, because then the editor could 
really focus on issues of decision-making, and feature issues, which became very important at 
that time, and selection of the associate editors, and all of the functions that are of an intellectual 
nature.  So my experience was much easier, relatively.   
 
KELLEY:  We discussed very briefly already the reviewer database, but finding reviewers was 
often a very time-consuming task, and as I remember, our office assistants also spent a lot of 
time, and the staff in Washington spent a lot of time dealing with the fact that some people who 
were selected for reviews were unwilling to take the time to do a review.  So could you kind of 
go into that?  It’s a problem that we faced, I think, for a long period of time.  And every journal 
faces it.   
 
TERHUNE:  I talked to Bill Everett last night, and he’s editor for Phys Rev B, and that was his 
basic problem, is he couldn’t get the reviewers to respond.  That still is a problem with them.   
 
GOODMAN:  [00:21:25]  I can’t quite remember.  I assume that Doug Sinclair must have passed 
me some kind of paper-based reviewer file and maybe given me some warnings about people I 
shouldn’t use as reviewers.  But I do recall that one of the things I used to help me find reviewers 
was just--  you remember these days, Paul.  You were just beginning to get access to Dialogue.   
 
KELLEY: Knowledge Index Dialogue. 
 
GOODMAN:  So you could search on a subject matter, and you could find all the papers that 
were ever published on this.  Occasionally, you know, a reviewer would pop up out of that, and 
that was a big help to me as well. 
 
TERHUNE:  I never got to use that.  That sounds good. 
 
GOODMAN:  [00:22:17]  I guess we made a computerized database, but in the early days, we 
didn’t have that, and so we used Dialogue from time to time, when the reviewer choice wasn’t 
obvious.   
 
KELLEY:  I think people are still--  whatever version, Engineering Village now, or whatever it is 
called—citation index or… 
 
TERHUNE:  Well, you know, what I used to do was give the responsibility to the topical editors.  
That was a big help.   
 
GOODMAN:  That was a big transition. 
 



TERHUNE:  Before we made the official designation, I was drifting to that.  In fact, I let them 
solve the problems.  Like, when there was a manuscript that had to really be dealt with, I 
transferred it to one of the topical systems.  So it was assistant editors. 
 
CAMPILLO:  You were the first to actually start using topical editors. 
 
TERHUNE:  Yes, but even before I did that, my associate editors, I would treat them as topical 
editors.  I still handled the manuscript in the initial review, but if there was any problem, I turned 
it over to them. 
 
GOODMAN:  [00:23:24]  That’s exactly the way it was for me, too.  We didn’t have topical 
editors; we had associate editors, and when two reviewers would come back with opposite 
recommendations, I would use an associate.   
 
CAMPILLO:  So your associate editors would be equivalent to what is now called an advisory 
editor. 
 
GOODMAN:  Perhaps.  I don’t know. 
 
TERHUNE:  But not assigned to an area. 
 
SALEH:  Well, they were assigned to areas.  I remember serving under Joe as associate editor 
within a certain area.   
 
KELLEY:  One of the things was that it often took a long time to get reviewers.  You often had 
to go through several choices of reviewers to find one who had the time and who was not 
reviewing another article.  I don’t know if that impacted your work. 
 
TERHUNE:  [00:24:15]  That’s a lot, but we would take some sort of violent step that would 
insure.  Either I would contact reviewers--  I would do a review, you know, if it was in my area.  
I could do a review and get it out of the way, but I didn’t want to do that.  Or send it again to a 
topical editor and let him do a review.  Or get somebody in his local area; get a fast review.   
 
KELLEY:  Joe probably never had anyone refuse to…  [Laughter]  
 
GOODMAN:  I had some.  But I was going to say, it was not the major problem for me.  How 
many… 
 
KELLEY:  The flow, the volume was not that great. 
 
GOODMAN:  Maybe 10%, 15%.  The volume was not large.  [Overlapping voices; laughter]  
My bigger problem was getting reviews back on time.   
 
TERHUNE:  That’s what I’m talking about, but they would respect you more than they would 
me! 
 



GOODMAN:  [00:25:09]  Sometimes, they would just flat turn you down in the beginning.  But 
I didn’t have that as a big problem.  Getting the reviews back on time was always a problem, and 
this computer system which spit out the names of delinquent reviewers, every day I would go in 
and log onto the computer, and the first thing would happen is, it would spit out the names of the 
delinquent reviewers, and then we would send letters out to them immediately.  I don’t know 
whether the publication time has shortened as a consequence of all of this computerization that 
goes on, but it was a good three months. 
 
KELLEY:  That part of it has.   
 
TERHUNE:  When they were delinquent we called them.  Because we had the phone system and 
the staff to do it, so we did a lot of telephone reviews.   
 
GOODMAN:  I don’t think we ever called.   
 
KELLEY: I think the major problem now because of the large volume of papers, if I read this, 
what I hear right, is just finding people who will initially agree to review.  So many people are 
already reviewing a paper, or they had just been used, and you don’t want to overburden them.  
So it’s a volume problem nowadays.  

So let me ask about problems with reviewers.  I mean, beside the issue of getting the 
reviews back, did you ever encounter any problems with reviewers in the sense of you felt they 
were…? 
 
TERHUNE:  [00:26:45]  Well, it was hard to get a good review.  I would say more than 50% of 
the reviews that came back were by people that glanced at the paper, formed an opinion, and told 
me their opinion, but they did not read the manuscript.  And I took it as a criterion that I would 
get at least one good review that I could send to the author.  We owed them that.  I felt that that 
was part of the value of the whole process—have somebody really read it.  That, I had to work 
at.   
 
SALEH:  Once you get a good reviewer, you keep using them, and, at times, abuse them.   
 
GOODMAN:  [00:27:26]  That’s true.  I think the problem that I had was not--  well, you know, 
certainly, some of the reviewers had clearly not read the paper in detail and just gave an opinion.  
That’s always been true.  But the other problem that’s a different problem is that sometimes you 
would find reviewers who somehow had an axe to grind about a paper.  They had published 
something on this earlier, and maybe this paper was pointing out some shortcomings--  it wasn’t 
specifically aimed at criticizing their paper, but the work that was done standing on its own, the 
reviewer would feel it would somehow undermine something they did earlier.  You can usually 
spot that kind of review.  You can usually get a sense that that reviewer is not being totally 
unbiased.  But anyway, that is a problem that would occur occasionally, not frequently. 
 
KELLEY:  What was your solution to that? 
 



GOODMAN:  [00:28:30]  Well, if it was an area that I knew something about, just as Bob did, I 
would read it myself, and there’s the third review, and we would draw a conclusion.  Otherwise, 
I would send it to an associate editor in the field. 
 
TERHUNE:  Mine was the same.  If I didn’t have the time, I would send it to an associate editor. 
 
KELLEY:  How about you, Bahaa? 
 
SALEH:  [00:28:54]  Well, similar experience.  In fact, the experience lasts until today.  I think 
Tony knows it’s just an issue.  But I think over the years, the society and the Board of Editors 
initiated guidelines having to do with ethical issues of this kind, and perhaps these didn’t exist in 
a formal sense when I was editor. 
 
TERHUNE:  [Inaudible; overlapping voices] any ethical issues.  They might have been there, but 
I wasn’t aware of any.   
 
KELLEY:  With reviewers. 
 
KELLEY:  Did you run into them with authors—ethical issues? 
 
TERHUNE:  No, I did not have any instance where I thought I was involved in ethical issues.  
They might have been there, but I missed them. 
 
GOODMAN:  [00:29:47]  I remember one of the issues—I don’t know whether you would call it 
an ethical issue, maybe it is, when I was editor was we had…often, we had a paper that had been 
published in one of the yellow books, you know.  Then it would come to JOSA—another 
organization, more generally.  And when you spotted that, there was a dilemma about what to do.  
It was not published in an archival journal.  It wasn’t peer reviewed.  And so I don’t know that 
we had any specific guidelines about what to do about that.  But generally what I would 
communicate to the authors is that really, you need to tailor this article for the journal and for the 
audience that it’s going to reach, so you know, maybe you should change it a little bit and make 
it not obviously something for the proceedings of a meeting.   
 
TERHUNE:  [00:30:51]  I had some slightly different problems.  I would get a letter that came 
while the other one is being processed, so he is not aware of it.  Which, in my opinion, we should 
publish.  So I immediately informed the author that yes, we would accept his paper, and here is 
this, and tell us what you want to do.  None of them wanted it published.  I mean, it wouldn’t 
have made any difference to publish them, but they didn’t want to publish an article that…  It 
worked fine.  I tried to do this, by the way, to make the authors make all the tough decisions, if I 
could, and not make them myself.  That really helped, and they really responded.   
 
KELLEY:  Now, when you got the reviews back—presumably you learned a little bit about the 
paper, at least; maybe even read it—and you read the reviews, and you made a decision.  How 
did those decisions go?  I’m getting to the issue of characterization of the articles.  I know Bob 
transferred his way of accept (revision required) and reject (revision required) and outright 



accept, and there were about six categories.  I found them very useful. Did you do the same 
thing, Joe? 
 
GOODMAN:  [00:32:21]  I don’t think there were six categories.  There were some papers that 
could be accepted as they were submitted.  I don’t know what the fraction was.  It was probably 
ten to 15%, something like that.  There were others for which the referees suggested some 
changes in a way that I would interpret as not mandatory—either they would say explicitly it’s 
not mandatory or I would interpret their comments to mean not mandatory.  We would 
communicate that.  Then there were some cases where there were mandatory changes necessary.  
We would communicate that.  And then there were some cases where very, very extensive 
revision was needed, and there were cases where it should really be rejected right from the start.  
That’s five.  I’m almost up to six.  [Laughter]  
 
TERHUNE:  We had another one with Optics Letters—it had to fit to three pages. 
 
SALEH:  So this legacy continued through the different editors, and it stays until now.   
 
CAMPILLO:  On the current ADS database, you basically have those same five categories. 
 
TERHUNE:  I had letters already written, so it was easy for me.  I just had to put the thing down.   
 
GOODMAN:  I had, also.  That’s right.   
 
CAMPILLO:  What kind of rejection ratios did you have, or did you not care about that?  Was it 
on an absolute scale, depending on what the reviewers said, or did you have a goal? 
 
GOODMAN:  [00:34:04]  We always monitored that, I remember.  I don’t know that we had a 
goal, but my recollection was like 15% rejection or something like that; maybe 10%, somewhere 
in that range.  Certainly, it was not a large fraction for JOSA at that time, and that’s dictated 
mostly by what the referees said.   
 
TERHUNE:  Optics Letters was low, too, but it was up in the 25%, 30% region.   
 
SALEH:  In my time, JOSA A’s rejection was 30% or so.  I don’t know what happened.  Maybe 
the number of manuscripts increased, and that dramatically affected the percentage. 
 
CAMPILLO:  You know, nowadays, Optics Letters has a 50% rejection rate, roughly.  It’s 
actually a little higher than that; it’s drifting up.   
 
GOODMAN:  There was one kind of paper that was always a problem, and I don’t know 
whether the other editors experienced this.  Occasionally, probably a couple times of year, we 
would get a paper on relativity.   
 
SALEH:  It’s probably the same paper.  [Laughter]  
 



GOODMAN:  [00:35:15]  You often suspected they were written by crackpots, but it was very 
difficult to tell if you didn’t know anything about relativity.  When I was editor, we just basically 
said, “We don’t publish papers on relativity,” and avoided the issue. 
 
TERHUNE:  We had another category.  We in fact worked it out with Applied Optics.  I could 
accept them for publication in Applied Optics, and that was very effective.  John was the type of 
person that he wasn’t going to say anything anyways, but I didn’t want to tamper with the other 
editors later on, so I would call them up and see whether they wanted it or not.  With John, I 
could just transfer them and accept them for Applied Optics.  It raised the number.  You see, the 
rejection ratio was not as high.   
 
SALEH:  [00:36:16]  You see now that it’s systematized, in the sense that when a paper doesn’t 
fit with a particular journal, but fits with another OSA journal, then there is room for the editor 
directing it for consideration along with the reviews.   
 
TERHUNE:  Yes, but initially it started off with John.  I could actually write an acceptance 
letter.  And that’s a better way, because the other guy’s… 
 
KELLEY:  That’s John Howard, just so… 
 
TERHUNE:  He’s a special person.  He was the editor of Applied Optics for, oh, God, 20, 30 
years or something like that.  He founded the journal. 
 
KELLEY:  1962 to 19…  I don’t know when Bill took over, but it was--   
 
TERHUNE:  About ‘83 or so, I think.   
 
CAMPILLO:  Of course, nowadays, we have term limits.  I believe you’re responsible for that. 
 
TERHUNE:  I’m responsible for that.  I wouldn’t want to be editor more than six years.  I 
wouldn’t mind changing journals, but I wouldn’t want to be editor of journal. 
 
SALEH:  Isn’t that right?   
 
KELLEY:  Some authors will not take a no.  What did you do with people like that?  Did you 
give them a second chance, or start the review process over again? 
 
GOODMAN:  [00:37:55]  It depends on the reviews and exactly what they were like.  If it really 
was clearly a no and revision was not going to change that decision, then you would just have to 
be firm with them, you know.  Other times, a major revision could conceivably produce 
something that might be publishable, and if the author’s extremely anxious to try to do that, then 
I don’t see any harm in it.   
 
TERHUNE:  [00:38:27]  Well, I’m really the same as yours.  I started with the attitude that if 
anybody’s going to get excited about this article, it’s going to be the article, so he deserves 
attention, you see, at least.  But in general I was fairly firm, and ended up recommending 



changes or something like that.  But I really went out of my way with those people, because, 
well, it was their pride and joy.   
 
SALEH:  [00:38:56]  I would remember a number of cases of authors who would not take no for 
an answer, and they’re respectable people, so you want to give them a chance.  Sometimes, in 
certain areas, groups have different philosophies.  In the vision area, they have different ways of 
looking at things.  So some authors do wear you down, you know.  I remember a paper going 
through the mill for two years, you know, and resubmitted with changes.  They would send it to 
a third reviewer and a fourth reviewer, and eventually, they would wear you down. 
 
TERHUNE:  You solved your problem by publishing it. 
 
SALEH:  Yes, but had I not had respect for the quality of the work—you know, the group—you 
would be firmly on the rejection. 
 
KELLEY:  I had the feeling that there were several authors who used the review process as a 
chance to edit their papers and change them and improve them, and that they were looking 
forward to the reviewers’ comments.   
 
TERHUNE:  [00:40:09]  That’s the point.  I felt that every author that submitted a paper deserves 
a good review.  You can’t accept a paper without a good review, because that’s part of the 
process—somebody who’s really read the paper. 
 
KELLEY:  I remember one piece of advice I got—and I think you’ll remember it—that I found 
was extremely valuable is don’t express your own opinion.  [Laughter]  Well, it’s an obvious 
psychological thing, but you might say a little bit more about that. 
 
TERHUNE:  Well, I think I’ve said my piece.  It just didn’t end, because if you get involved, 
you’re essentially rewriting the paper with them, and that’s not what I wanted to get involved in.   
 
KELLEY:  Now, one of the things, we now have the executive office, which is a buffer of a 
direct interaction with the manuscript management department, the direct interaction with the 
authors.  I had Pat Rogers, and you’ve had your wife.  Did you find that was a very…  There’s a 
level of charm that Pat Rogers brought to her interactions with people—she was very 
persuasive—that I could never match.  I don’t know how you felt about those--  staying a little 
isolated from direct contact with reviewers and authors.   
 
GOODMAN:  [00:42:01]  I actually really didn’t want to put on my wife the burden of too much 
of the interaction with them.  I did most of the interaction with reviewers and authors.  My wife 
really just handled mechanical things in the office. 
 
KELLEY:  So you fielded the phone calls? 
 
GOODMAN:  I fielded the phone calls.  Now, occasionally there would be a phone call asking, 
“What’s the status of my paper?” and I didn’t have to be the one to respond to that.  In addition 
to my wife, we had one other part-time person who came in, and she would often be there when 



these phone calls came, and she could tell them, you know, it’s still with one reviewer, or 
whatever.   
 
TERHUNE:  [00:42:43]  Well, Maria Durm , which was my assistant—very competent—I kept 
the information that she was transmitting to the authors as mechanical.  She would write letters 
to the others.  She handled it all.  It would have been the same as a phone call, but it came under 
my signature.   
 
KELLEY:  I used Pat to solicit the referees by telephone, and that worked very well. 
 
TERHUNE:  That worked fine. 
 
KELLEY:  That speeded up the process.  She would field questions from reviewers and authors, 
and she could handle a wide variety of certainly the mechanical--  you know, where is my paper 
in press; how long is it going to take?  When it came to a technical question, she would try to 
isolate me, but often she couldn’t. 
 
SALEH:  [00:43:36]  When it comes to the real decision and the basis for a decision and 
contesting the decision, it has to be the scientist.   
 
CAMPILLO:  Do you recall having any very entertaining experiences as an editor, or any really 
frustrating experiences, either because of your interaction with the OSA, or interaction with the 
authors? 
 
TERHUNE:  [00:44:05]  One was sort of a fun one.  After I was editor for Optics Letters after 
two or three years, I got a call from a good friend of mine.  He wanted to break the three-page 
limit that he was going through at the beginning of the thing.  And he had been talking for a 
while, and then he asked me, “Well, how many exceptions have you made?”  I said, “Zero.”  
That ended the conversation.   
 
SALEH:  Always blame it on the computer: it wouldn’t print.  [Laughter]  
 
GOODMAN:  I don’t recall any humorous experiences, to tell you the truth.  Even the relativity 
paper, they were pretty serious.   
 
SALEH:  [00:44:46] I recall the frustrating, but frustration can be taken with humor, and the 
frustration can happen you have a feud between two authors, and they write a letter to the editor, 
and the letter gets reviewed and maybe published, and then they get personal as they respond to 
the response.   
 
CAMPILLO:  Did you have comments at that time?  Did you allow comments? 
 
SALEH:  They were letters to the editor that contained comments.  This is why all this makes 
good reading.  I think readers like to see that pointing out mistakes in prior work, and it’s 
enjoyable for the fun, but the editor has to be very, very careful, and it’s very hard to prevent 
anything getting personal. 



 
KELLEY:  Did you ever get an article from someone that is an author wanting to publish an 
article saying someone else was wrong?  Not just a comment; they wanted to publish an article. 
 
SALEH:  Oh, yes.  This is what I mean.   
 
TERHUNE:  [00:45:49]  I had that on one of my own papers in Optics Letters.  My answer to 
them was, “We do not have a comments section.  We will consider it if you make it a paper, or 
you can make it fit the letters sections of the other journals if you want.”  It was not a death-
defying--  you know, he was just disagreeing with some things, which you like to have in the 
journal available to people, but Optics Letters didn’t have any ability to handle that.  
 
GOODMAN:  Summarize in the letters section.  But we would always give both sides a chance 
to have their comments, right, to reply. 
 
TERHUNE:  [00:46:32]  That’s one of the advantages of a comment, is that you allow a reply.  
Or, if it’s a published paper, then you have to wait for the comment to come in to get the reply.  
 
SALEH:  Well, the story I’m telling is the attempt to reply to the reply.  The editor would have to 
truncate it to store it somewhere [laughter].  
 
KELLEY:  Yeah, there are notorious feuds, as we know, in every field, and you have to deal 
with them and so forth.  Now, reviewers would sometimes complain about the decisions you 
made.  I mean, they would complain on occasion to me about the decisions I would make based 
on their knowledge, if they would see the paper in print.  They would say, “Why did this paper 
get printed?” 
 
GOODMAN:  The reviewers? 
 
KELLEY:  Yeah, the reviewers. 
 
GOODMAN:  [00:47:25]  Yeah, I encountered some of those. You know, I don’t remember 
explicit cases, but I would assume my response was that we had two reviews, and it disagreed, 
and we solicited a third review, and that was our decision. 
 
KELLEY:  Two reviewers were clearly the answer. 
 
TERHUNE:  I think it was Bolton or something like that.   
 
KELLEY:  Gaussman. 
 
TERHUNE:  Gaussman.  He commented that there is always some value in the paper.  
[Laughter]  He justified that to himself.  Yeah, Gaussman, in the Phys Rev Letters and all that.   
 
SALEH:  It certainly happened to me, and my answer would be the process is not perfect.  We 
exercise our best comment. 



 
TERHUNE:  [00:48:18]  I would take Gaussman’s comment.  I would say, “Well, it’s still 
worthwhile, because…”  [Laughter]  You feel better. 
 
KELLEY:  Somebody told me a statement that Victor Weisskopf made when he was on the AIP 
or APS publication board, that he was convinced that fully 50% of the papers published should 
never see--  there was no reason for--  they weren’t incorrect, but there was no reason to publish 
them.  That’s, of course, an issue we all face.  
 
TERHUNE:  [00:48:50]  Bloomberg had sent in a paper with a student, I presume, and it was a 
trivial paper.  It was okay, you know.  I’m very friendly with him, so I called him up and said, 
“Why are you doing this?”  He said, “If I don’t do this, I’m done.  I have to still publish and not 
try to decide how important it is.”  You know, that’s fine. 
 
GOODMAN:  This was a problem that occurred for me occasionally, but very, very rarely.  That 
is, someone you know is very distinguished in the field writes a paper, and the reviewers both 
say that, you know, this is a distinguished person, but this is not really an advancement of 
knowledge; it’s known from here and there and there and there.  That’s a dilemma, you know, 
what to do about that, if it’s really an outstanding person with many, many past contributions. 
 
TERHUNE:  [00:49:51]  I solved many of those problems.  If they’re borderline, I would just 
send them back to them and just say, “What do you want to do?”   
 
GOODMAN:  I never took that approach.  It probably works. 
 
TERHUNE:  It works very, very well.  Just the fact that I had a negative attitude was enough that 
they didn’t want to send it in. 
 
GOODMAN:  But you know, sometimes, the author would just feel, well, they could never write 
anything that was trivial.  
 
TERHUNE:  Well, but it was happening so seldom that it was not worth the time and the effort, 
and if you got a distinguished enough person, you’re better of going with it. 
 
SALEH:  They usually get offended when you say no, and they send their paper elsewhere.  I 
remember a case where distinguished person decided not to publish in a journal that rejected him 
once. 
 
KELLEY:  I would like to change the direction slightly.  The interaction with the society in 
terms of your position as an editor, did you feel that sort of worked out well, or did you feel there 
were any issues that were difficult to deal with?  I know it’s a sort of nebulous question, but I 
mean there were things that would arise during one’s term as editor that would involve how the 
Society dealt with--   
 
TERHUNE:  [00:51:16]  That question is not relevant to those that were pre-expansion, so to 
speak.  We were members of the Board. 



 
CAMPILLO:  Yeah, you pre-dated the Publications Council and the Board of Editors. 
 
TERHUNE:  Predated all of that.  
 
CAMPILLO:  And a large manuscript staff. 
 
TERHUNE:  We were members of the Board and talked to chairs and we solved our problems.  
So it wasn’t the Society--  we were the Society.  And so that was not a problem. 
 
GOODMAN:  I think the only frustrations that I encountered during my time, I don’t think it was 
the fault of the OSA, but sometimes in a field such as vision or something related to astronomy, a 
figure would be printed with too low a contrast, and it’s the scientific data, and the author would 
get very upset about a figure that doesn’t really show the scientific data that they’re trying to 
show.  And I remember on one occasion, we republished the figure when that happened.  But 
that really was probably the fault of AIP at the time.  [Overlapping voices]  I solved some of 
those by redoing the figure, send it in to my publication department. 
 
TERHUNE:  I solved that by sending it into a draftsman and having them make a figure.  That 
solved the problem right away.  I passed it through them again. 
 
GOODMAN:  I see. 
 
KELLEY:  I think that is a barrier for authors.  I mean, they print their figures out, or they get 
their figures in a full-sized sheet of paper, and they don’t understand what’s going to happen 
when this gets reduced to a third or a quarter of its original size, and so it’s a problem of author 
experience and authors’ sort of…  Most figures, but not all, can be reduced to a single column.  
Some have to be double-column. 
 
GOODMAN:  [00:53:15]  I think the line drawings, the OSA handled very well.  When there 
was a line drawing that wasn’t going to reproduce, they would point it out to the author, and the 
author would change it.  It’s the photographs.  Printing photographs with the right kind of 
contrast and so forth, that’s a real art, I think. 
 
SALEH:  This famous story of Peter Franken’s figure of the [inaudible].  [Laughter]  
 
GOODMAN:  The doc didn’t come out on that. 
 
SALEH:  What happened afterwards? 
 
GOODMAN:  Nothing. 
 
SALEH:  It was not published? 
 
TERHUNE:  No, they published it.  It was published before they discovered it or something.  I 
don’t know. 



 
KELLEY:  It was a person at the production office that said, “There’s a little smudge, here,” and 
[inaudible] the smudge!  [Laughter]  
 
SALEH:  [00:54:07]  Which brings me to an answer to a question you raised earlier about 
interaction with the staff.  Perhaps some of the frustrating interaction could result from copy 
editing, and authors would object to certain copyediting, like removing a blemish, but also 
changing language in a way that would also be so objectionable.  At that time, I think 
copyediting was done meticulously by staff, and some authors took offense. 
 
GOODMAN:  That’s true. 
 
KELLEY:  We heard about David McAdam.  He read every paper, and would edit it for English. 
And of course, this was a problem then, but it’s become perhaps an even greater problem 
because of the globalization of the society and the globalization of the authors, and there’s much 
less of that today.  I mean, you can have opinions and say what you think about the--  it’s just 
really, is readability of articles an important thing, or is that something that the readers just have 
to overcome? 
 
GOODMAN:  [00:55:24]  I personally think readability is important, and that’s why, when I was 
editor, because of the size of the paper flow, I was able to read every paper from a non-English 
native speaker and make corrections.  I didn’t read all the papers, but the ones from non-native 
English speakers, I did.  It bothered me to see a paper that clearly was misusing English.  Now 
it’s probably not practical to do that anymore, because such a large fraction of the papers are 
from people whose native language is not English. 
 
KELLEY:  And I know you had a process, because I followed your lead. 
 
TERHUNE:  [00:56:05]  Well, the process, there’s a lot been--  not a lot of people at OSA do 
that.  And they were very good, except for once in a while Carsie  would really goof, and they 
would do something that follows one of their dictums about the way they were going to use 
things, and it became unreadable.  But I gave them the privilege of using my name in writing to 
the author to make all the changes.   
 
KELLEY:  But I also used graduated students. 
 
TERHUNE:  Oh, okay.  Well, I had done that in I guess what you would consider is extreme 
cases, where I had a chance to really realize that there was wrong , I would use a graduate 
student. 
 
SALEH:  Not that all graduate students can.  [Laughter] 
 
TERHUNE:  That’s true!  They’re not all English speakers either! 
 
[Overlapping voices]  
 



KELLEY:  But it would be good to have complete sentences in an article. 
 
GOODMAN:  [00:57:15]  Sometimes it was so bad that I would send--  it was technically good, 
but the English was so bad I would send it back to the author and say, “Please find a person in 
your laboratory who is very familiar with the English language and can help you edit this to…” 
 
CAMPILLO:  That’s done very frequently today, because the reader has to be able to follow the 
argument.  Certainly, the reviewer has to be able to follow it as well. 
 
TERHUNE:  I think they appreciate that.  That’s a good thing, because they can find an English 
person. 
 
GOODMAN:  Yeah, they can. 
 
KELLEY:  We have, I understand, like four minutes.  
 
[Begin Session One, Part 2] 
 
KELLEY:  To carry on a little bit, I mean, these--  being an editor had an impact on your career 
possibly, or not.  I mean, how do you feel?  How did you feel about the usefulness of your 
service to you?  That was a question I got from the Optical Society headquarters.  I have a 
feeling that most of the people here, it was a service they performed, and it didn’t enhance their 
careers at all. 
 
TERHUNE:  [00:59:04]  I think that’s true.  It didn’t help my career.  It was something different 
to try and do, I guess, to be of service. 
 
SALEH:  I would say it did enhance my career, in the sense of establishing a network of 
scientists that I knew when playing that role, and broadening my perspective of understanding 
the field of optics beyond my initial expertise, because you have to--  you get excited about 
something submitted, and you learn something new.  So that has contributed, certainly, in many 
ways.   
 
TERHUNE:  I think it has to do with the stage of your career. 
 
SALEH:  Yes. 
 
TERHUNE:  See, mine was fairly late, so I didn’t really have anything to do with the--  but it 
was fun.  I met a lot of people, and I enjoyed that.  And I learned, too, but it didn’t advance my 
career at all. 
 
GOODMAN:  [00:59:59]  I think I enjoyed widening the circle of acquaintances I had.  For 
example, I don’t think I knew anybody in the vision community before I did this, and I came to 
know people in the vision community through this process. 
 
TERHUNE:  And you developed some respect. 



 
GOODMAN:  And I developed some respect.  Sure, absolutely.  And in terms of what my 
institution thought about it, well, it was one thing on the record that showed some external 
recognition.  So it was not viewed negatively, and along with a lot of other things, it was counted 
as a positive in your career. 
 
KELLEY:  This has been a very dynamic period for the society, and for a lot of reasons, the 
journals have changed a lot.  Certainly, using information processing techniques and modern 
communications has affected things, but also the volume of work in the field and the 
globalization has changed.  Did you perceive this during your term as editor, these changes?  
You each added something to the process in your approach to being an editor.  You changed 
things.  But how did you feel about the way things were going and what was happening? 
 
TERHUNE:  [01:01:38]  I think we all had a vision of going toward what we have now—
complete electronic system.  I was just making steps toward that.  Rather than fighting it, trying 
to move the system toward handling all electronic, one way or another.   
 
GOODMAN:  I certainly had the feeling that the more we utilized electronics and computers in 
that process, the more efficient we could make this.  The turnaround time bothered me.  It took 
three months minimum to get a paper published. 
 
KELLEY:  Especially mail overseas. 
 
TERHUNE:  Mail was just terrible. 
 
GOODMAN:  [01:02:21]  Yeah, that was frustrating, I would say.  And it was clear that the 
more we got into digital handling of some of this, the better we could--  now, I don’t know 
whether it has turned out that we are better at it; I don’t know what the delay time for publication 
of a JOSA paper is; it may still be three months, but it seemed to me that that would improve 
things. 
 
CAMPILLO:  I think it’s more like six months, actually. 
 
GOODMAN:  Well, three months was the minimum, for the print version. 
 
KELLEY:  If there’s a counter, I mean, just looking at the data, maybe you’ll correct my 
perception; I think the reviewer delays, maybe--  because the reviewers are overburdened; it’s 
such a large volume, and so it just takes so long to find reviewers. 
 
TERHUNE:  Do you think the ratio of papers to reviewers has changed?   
 
KELLEY:  You definitely can comment on that. 
 
CAMPILLO:  [01:03:20]  Well, I think so.  I think that perhaps you are aware at this point that 
Optics Letters gets 2400 submissions a year now.  Perhaps we have 10,000 reviewers in the 
database.  But besides that, of course we have the JOSAs, A and B, and Applied Optics, Optics 



Express, Journal of Optical Networking.  They all have the need for the same reviewers in some 
cases. 
 
TERHUNE:  But the Optical Society has grown. 
 
CAMPILLO:  It’s grown to 15,000.   
 
TERHUNE:  I think the reviewer base has grown some, so there’s a partial compensation, there. 
 
CAMPILLO:  Our communication now is handled electronically via the web.  We find that many 
of the reviewers are being asked once or twice a month in some cases, so there is a certain--   
 
TERHUNE:  [01:04:11]  I think we knew the people more, because it was a smaller community.  
I think that’s one of the differences, because we have to depend upon the system to… 
 
KELLEY:  Well, in a sense, the topical editors system compensates to a large degree because the 
topical editors, it’s a smaller community.  But still, it’s… 
 
SALEH:  [01:04:33]  In response to your question, there’s another aspect of the use of 
technology besides manuscript handling and rapid communication, and that is--  and it was, 
again, the vision community that has been pioneering in attempting, back then--  in creating a 
bulletin board for the authors and the community to exchange ideas through the journal.  If I 
remember right, I think they used Mosaic.  Remember?  And it worked for a while.  I don’t know 
if they continue to do this now or not, but it was a good use of the technology for more than just 
manuscript handling.   
 
GOODMAN:  [01:05:18]  The globalization part of your question, we haven’t talked about, but 
it was clear, you know, during the four or five years that I served as editor that the fraction of 
non-US papers was increasing, and that the fraction of that coming from countries either by 
government edict or by economic condition couldn’t pay the page charges was increasing.  And 
that was something that we worried about, but I think it wasn’t at the proportions it’s at today, 
probably. 
 
TERHUNE:  I don’t know the answer to that.  That’s what they’re working on now—the whole 
idea of page charges, and when are they going to have electronic publications, and all the other… 
I don’t know who’s going to pay it. 
 
KELLEY:  Certainly, Optics Express is a new model. 
 
TERHUNE:  They’re trying. 
 
KELLEY:  In two ways, it’s all electronic, and the authors pay.  I’m just curious as to what you 
people think of Optics Express. 
 
GOODMAN:  I think Optics Express is great.  The interesting question is, what fraction of the 
authors at Optics Express are from non-US countries? 



 
SALEH:  Large fraction. 
 
CAMPILLO:  [01:06:31]  Yeah, I think 70% of the submissions, I think, for all the journals now 
are from out of the US—out of North America, actually.  34% from--  no, it’s similar now.  The 
acceptance rates may not be the same.  Acceptance rates are generally high in the US and in 
Europe, but perhaps not as high in Asia at the present time. 
 
GOODMAN:  [01:06:48]  The other question is how does somebody from the UK, which at the 
time, I was editor, anyway, had a government edict that you were not to spend your research 
dollars on page charges, how do they publish in Optics Express if they still have that rule, or how 
does someone from China who--  you know, for whom the page charges are a year’s salary, how 
do they manage to publish it? 
 
SALEH:  But there’s also another government rule that it should be open access for certain 
works, so it seems to be conflicting. 
 
CAMPILLO:  In Europe and the US, like NIH, it would require that. 
 
KELLEY:  [01:07:26]  Certainly in the medical field, Optics Express fits well with the NIH 
rules.  But it is--  you know, the Optical Society has to recover the costs in publishing peer 
review and copy editing and preparation of the manuscript.  It’s an ongoing problem.  So far, 
we’ve been very successful in handling that, but it is a problem.  So where are you, of course?  I 
know you were president of the Society, and I’m sure you were aware of the financial issues, and 
you might just mention your perception of things. 
 
GOODMAN:  [01:08:07]  Well, I’m trying to remember back to that period of time, it was so 
long ago.  I guess as long as I’ve been associated with the Society, we always worried about 
what would happen if suddenly page charges weren’t sustainable anymore; they basically went 
away.  And what would happen if the libraries stepped out. 
 
CAMPILLO:  That’s the major component of the revenue stream, is the library subscriptions. 
 
GOODMAN:  That’s been a worry as long as I can remember, you know, being privileged to 
that knowledge. 
 
KELLEY:  [01:08:46]  There are no page limits, really, in the journals.  Did you ever feel that 
there should be a limit on the size of the journals?  My opinion, as an editor, was if I had to pay 
attention to page limits, I would go crazy—not the three-page limit, but the total ???. 
 
GOODMAN:  Oh, for the total [inaudible; overlapping voices] that gets published and so forth.  
 
KELLEY:  I think the IEE does have that rule. 
 
TERHUNE:  Yeah, they do have some rule. 
 



GOODMAN:  [01:09:25]  You know, I never worried about that very much.  I just went about 
my business and let the OSA ask me what the number would be next year.   
 
KELLEY:  And raise their price accordingly. 
 
GOODMAN:  I never worried about whether I would be up against the limit or not.  I don’t 
know about other people. 
 
TERHUNE:  Same with me.  It was just not relevant for what I did. 
 
SALEH:  Well, I served at a time when the editors had a representative, the chair of the Board of 
Editors, attend the Board of Directors meetings, and, looking at the financial pictures of the 
society, and the impact of library subscription and issues like that, so that was brought back to 
the editors. 
 
KELLEY:  [01:10:11]  Well, that brings me to the current structure.  I mean, it’s now, the editor-
-  when there were two editors and then three, they sat on the Board of Directors.  We’ve 
discussed this a little bit previously.  But now you’re sort of separated from the Board of 
Directors, but you have a representative who’s a former editor on the Board of Directors.  And I 
know, Bob, you were one of the instigators.  You felt that it was unsustainable to have so many--  
as the society was growing, to have so many editors on the Board of Directors.  But I mean, 
Bahaa has experienced it as an editor, and he’s the chair of the Board of Editors and the chair of 
the Publications Council, so he’s been on the Board of Directors because of that reason.  And is 
there any feeling that this is inadequate or that there’s a better solution? 
 
TERHUNE:  I don’t know, because I wasn’t offered [inaudible; overlapping voices; laughter]. 
 
KELLEY:  Yeah, but I must say, Bob, you were the one that instigated it.  [Overlapping voices]  
 
TERHUNE:  [01:11:19]  Right.  I remember my first contact with it.  They appointed the first 
publication director, Jan something.  I don’t know her name, but a real nice person and all that.  
But she issued an edict.  I got this memo saying the things that I was supposed to do.  So I just 
called her up and read the riot act to her.  And I suspect that that worked, because she would talk 
to Jaris and changed things.  And I never had any contact after that.  But I did call her up and 
smooth things over, so we could continue, but I think it was important that I really object so that 
she recognize the difference between trying to deal with an editor and an employee. 
 
GOODMAN:  [01:12:09]  When I was just editor, I did serve on the Board by virtue of that 
position, but then later, after we had changed, I think I served as--  well, I was president, but also 
chair of the Board of Editors.  I think I served on the Board for that reason.  And I didn’t feel that 
there was any loss in moving the journal editors off the Board, because we met a couple of times 
a year, I think, as a Board of Editors, and anything that really needed to be conveyed to the 
editors--  For example, there was one time when we had an edict to kind of cut down on the 
number of papers we accepted, I think.  Wasn’t there?  Do you recall that?  Do any of you recall 
that?  I recall a time when we were asked to be a little more stringent. 
 



KELLEY:  Consider that--   
 
TERHUNE:  No, that was before this change, though. 
 
GOODMAN:  Oh, was it? 
 
TERHUNE:  [01:13:09]  Yeah, because you weren’t operating as an editor, so you they wouldn’t 
be asked.  You would be on the other side of it.  You would be asking them. 
 
GOODMAN:  I don’t follow you.  Try that again. 
 
TERHUNE:  Well, you would be on the committee trying to get them to try to do something. 
 
GOODMAN:  Well, maybe. 
 
KELLEY:    Joe, my memory on that is very vague, and I must say that there’s a resonance, but 
it’s very weak.   
 
GOODMAN:  Something like that happened, and I thought maybe Optics Letters was under 
particular pressure in that regard.   
 
TERHUNE:  Oh, I doubt that, because of the three-page limit. 
 
SALEH:  It’s Applied Optics, perhaps. 
 
TERHUNE:  Okay.  That would be… 
 
GOODMAN:  That’s right.  It was probably Applied Optics. 
 
TERHUNE:  [01:13:55]  Because they were having troubles there and so on.   
 
KELLEY:  Well, I don’t know, but I think we can go around once more, and any other things 
we’ve not discussed, I would be very happy to open up the floor. 
 
TERHUNE:  I must say, you’ve done a good job as chairman of this discussion group.   
 
GOODMAN:  This is the kickoff of this series, and I think you’ve done a good job at letting us 
start off on a good foot. 
 
KELLEY:  Thank you.  Perhaps it’s lack of experience.   
 
TERHUNE:  Maybe it’s early enough in the morning, too.  [Laughter]  
 
KELLEY:  Okay, anybody else?  Bahaa? 
 



SALEH:  Thank you, Paul.  I think interesting things were said, and recalling this era was always 
fun. 
 
KELLEY:  [01:14:51]  Well, obviously, you edited somewhat, but this is a question that just 
occurred to me now: would you think it would be a good idea to have these interviews available 
online for people to kind of get an idea?  I mean, one thing that was suggested yesterday at the 
Publications Council, which struck me as an excellent idea, is to make video tapes of 
experienced editors for new topical editors and editors to learn the ropes, learn the pitfalls, learn 
the difficulties of being an editor, and also the ethical issues and ethical guidelines and so forth. 
 
TERHUNE:  [01:15:42]  My initial reaction is negative.  It’s just another layer of things we’re 
putting on it.  It’s not that I’m doing an evaluation of it.  Like when you came on as editor, well, 
I gave you everything I could think of to help you. 
 
KELLEY:  You did, Bob. 
 
TERHUNE:  I think the other people would do the same.  
 
KELLEY:  I’m not sure. I mean you bent over backwards.  You invited me to Dearborn, and you 
were my host there, and you showed me everything that went on.  And without that, I would 
have been lost.  
 
TERHUNE:  Maria went out to your place. 
 
KELLEY:  Yes. 
 
TERHUNE:  [01:16:18]  Actually went out to his place to tutor his new assistant.  So I would 
think that it would be worthwhile coming out--  if you say it might not happen at other times, 
make it as a formal thing, asking the editors when they transfer to a new editor to take steps such 
as…  and say you’ll pay for the transportation, the visit of the assistants, and things like that, 
because all these ideas get transferred that way. 
 
KELLEY:  Yeah.  Well, each editor has like 12 topical editors, and maybe--   
 
CAMPILLO:  More than that nowadays.  I have 30, and Applied Optics has 40. 
 
KELLEY:  Every three or six years, you have to vet six or seven new topical editors. 
 
TERHUNE:  I never did that for topical editors; I’m talking about transfer of editors. 
 
KELLEY:  No, but I’m saying you have to make sure that topical editors know what they’re 
facing. 
 
TERHUNE:  I agree with you. 
 



KELLEY:  [01:17:31]  Because they editors do.  They’ve been topical editors, so they know 
already what the deal is.  They’ve had some experience.  But the new guys that come on board, I 
mean, they’re usually young; they’re usually very busy in career development.  That’s a concern 
that they be vetted carefully. 
 
CAMPILLO:  They get help both from the editor, and they get help from the manuscript office.  
We’ve even had courses at conferences like this to kind of bring them up to speed. 
 
TERHUNE:  In all of my journals, I had topical editor meetings where we took them all to 
dinner, and that was--   
 
KELLEY:  And that continues. 
 
TERHUNE:  [01:18:09]  And that was pretty invaluable.  What I was using it for was a tool to 
get new special issues, and talk to them and increase the esprit de coeur, that they’re with part of 
a group, but that was my real objective at that time.  And I’ve heard comments from other people 
that they really liked this. 
 
SALEH:  Yes, it was very successful.  I remember attending one of those. 
 
TERHUNE:  Yeah, and that, I think, should be encouraged—communication between topical 
editors.  That was a successful mechanism.  I don’t think setting up meetings where you sit 
around and talk to each other is going to be that attractive.  I used to love it myself, too, because I 
got to choose the right restaurant, you know—not too expensive, but… 
 
KELLEY:  With the increasing number of topical editors overseas, it becomes a little more 
problematic. 
 
TERHUNE:  Yeah, you can’t do that.  I don’t know the answer to that one. 
 
SALEH:  Conference calls. 
 
TERHUNE:  Well, you can do conference calls, but they don’t associate with the other topical 
editors. 
 
CAMPILLO:  You obviously have to coordinate it with conferences like this. 
 
TERHUNE:  [01:19:20]  Well, that’s the way that I did it.  I had the meetings with the major 
conferences.  See, this is a quantum electronics conference, in my case, for Optics Letters, 
because that was the primary source.  So there, I didn’t have any problems with overseas, in that 
case, because they would come. 
 
SALEH:  You asked whether a record of this meeting could become available to the members of 
the society at large.  I think what characterizes OSA is that it is an open society.  This is for those 
who are interested in history. 
 



TERHUNE:  [01:19:57]  I agree with that, but I don’t think they should take an effort to 
formalize this as some special thing.  It’s available to anybody, but not… 
 
KELLEY:  Well, this is the first time this has been done, to my knowledge.  I mean, they’ve 
been videotaping plenary session talks at the plenary--  I think the whole plenary session is video 
taped, if I remember rightly.  And so there’s a record of the plenary talks.   
 
TERHUNE:  Well, that would be good, because people who don’t come to the meeting could get 
the plenary session talk, and that would be good. 
 
KELLEY:  And I don’t know if it will be open access, but there’s going to be a history location 
somewhere on the OSA—one of the OSA websites for the history committee, to see these things 
and so forth.  There was a question that just popped into my mind.  Usually, I’m not very 
thoughtful when things pop in my mind. 
 
GOODMAN:  [01:20:56]  I don’t know whether this is relevant, but there’s one aspect of the 
modern sort of digital world that I think the OSA has not used enough of, and that is the ability 
to create video conferences in a very inexpensive yet effective way.  I think iChat, and I don’t 
know to what extent you can do it with Skype, but there--   
 
CAMPILLO:  Yeah, we talked about doing that, conducting some of the meetings. 
 
TERHUNE:  That would be a good idea, if you find a subject matter.  I’m sure if you look on 
some small, new area… 
 
GOODMAN:  [01:21:31]  For example, if you can’t attend a committee meeting, well, the way 
we do it now is, you would call in on a conference call.  But you can’t see people’s faces; you 
can’t see, you know, the body language and so forth in it.  It’s much easier to follow what’s 
going on if you can sort of see what’s going on at the same time.  And the technology is there, 
but, you know, somebody has to sort of put together a useful--   
 
TERHUNE:  Universities have it, and that’s sort of standard.  They can involve people off-
campus and do whatever they want.  So it would be a very simple step if you wanted to do it.  I 
think that’s a valid suggestion.  We should somehow use that. 
 
GOODMAN:  [01:22:09]  I have a video chat once every couple of weeks with Chris Tante  in 
Ireland from my office to either his office or his home.  He does it in both places.  You know, 
we’re there talking to one another.   
 
KELLEY:  Yeah, I’ve noticed a lot of the new laptops have video cameras built right into them. 
 
SALEH:  You’re right.  OSA should use more of this. 
 
TERHUNE:  They should actually set up a committee.  And start small.   Don’t do anything big; 
just start small.  It will grow.  That’s all you have to do. 
 



KELLEY:  Thank you very much.  I would like to adjourn the meeting, if it’s okay with… 
 
SALEH:  Thank you, Paul. 


