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     I would like to talk about the subject of managing research 
(which the members of IRI are all in the business of doing) 
but from a somewhat different perspective than usual. I think 
we would agree that most of the work that brings technology 
to people is done by companies. But where we may slightly 
disagree is over the question of whether the  sole  function of 
companies should be to serve a fi nancial objective, or 
whether there’s also a social objective that ought to be served. 

 I know, I know. I’m a Cambridge academic. I’m a liberal, 
pinko, whatever. Actually, I’m a pretty hard-core capitalist. 
And I’m going to arrive at a conclusion that may be a little bit 
surprising, which is that combining a fi nancial function with 
a social function may actually be a good thing for early-stage 
innovation in the current business environment (though not 
necessarily in later stages). 

 Let me start with my motivations and why I’ve titled this 
talk “Jobs for My Grandchildren.” I have two grandchildren. 
One of them is a thoughtful, intelligent three-year-old boy. 
His sister is a one-year-old and is, as her mother describes 
her, “ferocious.” They’ll be coming on the job market and 
looking for jobs in about 25 years. So the question is, “What 
should we be doing now so that, when they get to be 25, they 
will have the same opportunities for really interesting jobs 
that we had?” 

 I had no trouble getting a job when I left graduate school, 
but if you talk to students now, the thing they’re most con-
cerned with is whether or not they’re going to get a job. It 

really is a serious issue. If you think of the way our society is 
set up, you can’t really become an adult unless you have a 
job. You have to have one. The problem of job creation in the 
United States is often framed in terms of what we can do bet-
ter than India or China. I think there is actually a much more 
demanding problem: it is not competing for existing jobs, or 
even creating new jobs, but creating new  categories  of jobs. 
That is how we prospered in the period between World War 
II and the present: we created new kinds of jobs, jobs that 
simply didn’t exist before. Bioengineering didn’t exist; the 
pharmaceutical industry as we know it now didn’t exist; in-
formation technology didn’t exist; social engineering didn’t 
exist. The places where we’ve done only so-so, such as auto-
mobiles, were areas where the advances in manufacturing 
were spectacular, but those kinds of jobs existed before.  

 The Teakettle Problem: Framing the Issue 
 Let me start by talking about jobs and what is called in the 
trade “the tea kettle” problem. This was fi rst posed to me by 
a theologian, John Polkinghorne, but it’s become pretty well 
known for helping to think through complex issues. Suppose 
I have a tea kettle, and the tea kettle is hot. Why is the tea 
kettle hot? One answer is that the kinetic energy of the mol-
ecules is high due to thermal agitation; that’s a scientifi c an-
swer. A second answer is that it was on the stove for 15 
minutes; that’s an historical answer. A third answer is that I 
wanted tea; that’s an intentional answer. And there are other 
kinds of answers. 

 The point these “teakettle” answers make is that when 
you ask a question—“Why is the water hot?” or “How do we 
create jobs?”—you actually ask many questions all at once. If 
you only give one box for the answer, you’re doomed from 
the very beginning: you’ve walked into a semantic trap. 

 So when we ask, “How do we create jobs?” we need to be 
open to many answers. There are jobs that are broad employ-
ment challenges: “How do we get Detroit back on its feet?” 
There are political challenges: “How do we help the people 
who vote?” But the jobs challenge that I’m interested in is: 
“How will we create entirely new industries, new areas for 
my grandchildren to work in?” You might say, “Okay, but the 
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United States is a very creative society; why is this even a 
problem? We’ve done it before.” 

 I think there are a couple of answers to that question. One 
is that part of our prosperity, in the period following the war, 
came from the fact that we didn’t really have any competi-
tion. Europe was severely damaged; Japan was almost out of 
action until the late 1970s. So it was not that we were terrifi -
cally smart; it was that everybody else was getting things 
back together again. That world has changed. It’s gone. The 
world may not be fl at, but it’s certainly not the Himalayas 
that it once was. 

 A second thing is that we’ve moved to a world composed 
of two extremes: there are societies that have wants, and 
there are societies that have needs. In the United States, 
we’re now very much a “want” society. We don’t really need 
27 different companies making designer blue jeans. There 
are countries where there are potential customers who have 
a single kind of pants and who desperately  need  clean water. 
How do you put these things together? How do you think 
about wants and needs? 

 Every story has to have a villain, and I apologize to my 
friends at Goldman Sachs, but my idea of the villain in this 
piece is Goldman Sachs—not the company, but rather the 
whole investment industry that has imposed on all of us a 
requirement that we must think in terms just of money, and 
in terms of 18 months, not 25 years, because the capital mar-
kets can’t do a time- and risk-adjusted discounted cash-fl ow 
analysis that makes any sense over that long period, and they 
have almost no ability to judge technical risk. In my experi-
ence, starting really new things—starting with a new idea and 
getting it to the point where it’s a perceptible reality—takes 
about 15 years and about $100 million dollars. Wave your 
hands about these numbers, but they are roughly right. And 
interestingly, it’s the same whether you’re in pharmaceuticals 
or in airframes or whatever. It’s probably not the same in social 
networking software, but it is in many other areas. So how do 
we put this all together? That’s really the subject that I want to 
talk about: what are the possible new business models that we 
can use to address the world’s challenges now? 

 Let me tell you just a little bit about my background. I’ve 
been very interested in the subject of converting university-
based science into technology for about 30 years. In the 
course of that time, I’ve been involved in starting perhaps 15 
companies. If you look at the aggregate market cap of those 
15 companies, it’s approaching $30 billion. (I emphasize that 
this value comes almost entirely from the smart people who 
built the companies, but a good idea at the beginning helps!) 
Of the 15 companies, 3 have been multibillion-dollar compa-
nies; a couple have been a lot smaller, and some have been 
failures. But I know that it’s possible to create value from 
university-derived ideas if you go about it the right way. I 
normally work in the part of the story that goes from annual-
ized cash fl ow of minus $5 million a year to, let’s say, plus $5 
million—I usually bail out just about the time things get to be 
profi table. I can’t handle profi ts; I only deal with impending 
catastrophe (which is the repeated experience of most start-
ups). So that’s my base of experience. 

We’ve moved to a world composed of 

two extremes: there are societies that 

have wants, and there are societies that 

have needs.

 Most of my experience is from a time when things really 
worked well. We had a venture model, we had biotechnol-
ogy coming along, we had unlimited growth in the health-
care industry. I don’t think any of that’s true now. 

 What do we have now? We have a couple of things that 
are really important not to lose track of. The fi rst is that we 
still have, without any question, the most creative society 
around. I have many friends in Europe and many friends in 
Asia; they have different skills, but we’re still the ones who 
are really good at creating new ideas, products, and compa-
nies. So that’s one. 

 We also have a very mobile workforce. If I want to hire 
somebody in a company and they’re in Seattle, I can call 
them and say, “Will you come?” One time out of three, they’ll 
come. That doesn’t happen in France; it doesn’t happen in 
much of Asia. We also have a variety of sources of capital. 
Whether they’re matched to the problems at hand right now 
is something I want to discuss. We also have a terrifi c system 
of research universities. The American research universities—
the R1 universities, of which there are maybe 40—are like 
nothing else in the world. 

 And, fi nally, we have large companies that are spectacu-
larly good at manufacturing, distribution, sales, quality con-
trol, regulatory clearance—all the rest of the things that you 
have to do well to create a real business.   

 Making Science into Products 
 Now the question that I think all of us are interested in, in 
one fashion or another, is “How do you put the science that 
comes out of the research universities together with the mus-
cle that comes with large companies?” because we don’t, at 
the moment, do it very well. We had a model at one time, 
which was based on venture capital; this model largely 
doesn’t work any more. So we’ve got to fi nd something to 
replace it. And the question is, how do we do that? 

 I think that the problem we’re facing in bridging the 
science/product gap results from failure on both sides, but I 
put most of the blame on the universities. A good friend of 
mine, who was the CTO of a German fi rm, explained it to me. 
I used to go with him and drink at splendid bars on the banks 
of the Rhine in the afternoon and talk about the terrifi c sci-
ence that was going on. After a couple years of this, he said, 
“Look, I really like drinking with you, but I have to tell you—
none of this conversation is coming to anything, nor is it go-
ing to.” I asked, “Why?” And he said, “You’re talking about 
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converting science into products—products that we might 
imagine—but big, established companies can’t do that.” Big 
companies cannot imagine new products. Now some of you 
will say, “Of course we imagine new products.” But most of 
what businesses are doing is not radically new; it’s a variation 
on what they already do well. They are not creating the new 
job categories of 25 years from now. 

 Making things better is unarguably a very good thing to 
do—I have no problems with it—but I’m concerned with cre-
ating new job categories. What my friend meant was that 
companies can’t innovate really new stuff without a sense of 
the whole concept. If you have an idea and you bring it to a 
company in fully developed prototype form, with a device 
made out of cardboard, for example, but with all of the at-
tributes there, that is something an established company can 
work with. Once you’ve done that, they will make that thing 
so beautifully engineered that you can’t imagine it. They’ll 
get a million-fold increase in performance and a million-fold 
decrease in price, and it will be fantastic. But fi rst you have to 
invent the concept of the new product for them. 

 Terrifi c. But how well do universities do that? They do it 
incredibly badly. Universities don’t really even know what a 
product is. So there’s a big gap between university science, 
which is extraordinarily good, and the ability of large compa-
nies to build on it by actually imagining something that 
wasn’t there before. 

 Herb Kroemer, who won a Nobel Prize in physics some 
years ago for his part in inventing the transistor, made, I 
thought, a very interesting remark. He said that “The principal 
applications of any suffi ciently new and innovative technol-
ogy always have been—and will continue to be—applications 
created by that technology.” I saw some very interesting num-
bers recently for a technology which is, I think, relevant to 
the conversation, which is the commercialization of MEMS 
or micro-electromechanical systems—the micro mirrors and 
the accelerometers in your cell phones and in air bags and 
things of that kind. Someone has tracked the time from the 
demonstration of a new technology in a university labora-
tory to its full-scale commercialization. The mean time was 
28 years. The shortest time was something like 18 years, and 
the longest time was about 50 years. I point out to the gradu-
ate students in my lab that if they’re lucky with some of this 
stuff, and they invent something on the day they start gradu-
ate school, then they might get it out in full-scale commercial 
production by the time they retire. 

How do you put the science that comes 

out of the research universities together 

with the muscle that comes with large 

companies?

 Now, can we make this work faster? The answer, I think, 
is that we can, but the reward systems don’t encourage it. 
Think about the three partners who are ostensibly tasked 
with putting this all together: the universities that do science 
and grow smart people and come up with new ideas; the big 
companies, which have the muscle to actually make things 
work and have the capital required to do full-scale commer-
cialization; and the venture groups or angels in the center, 
who are supposed to be the matchmakers. 

 One trouble is the reward structure. In the United States 
now, the product of the university is papers. We write papers. 
The market for that paper is the peer-review system. What 
we get from the peer review system is money to do research 
to write papers that go into the peer-review system. And you 
might say that it would be nice if that cycle spun off technol-
ogy, but it doesn’t, necessarily. So what universities have is 
lots of good ideas, lots of smart people, but they don’t know 
what a product is; they just have no idea how diffi cult and 
expensive it is to solve a real, practical problem. The notion 
of creating a solution to a problem, a solution that is so valu-
able that some other person who doesn’t even know you will 
write you a check in order to have access to your idea— that  
we don’t do very well. And it’s not because we’re opposed to 
the process; it’s just because we don’t know how to do it. 

 This leads to one of my suggestions. Others have said that 
universities are starved for money. I am actually not sure that 
we’re starved for money. I think we’re actually starved for 
 directions  that are important enough to warrant longer-term, 
more fundamental research. One of the things that I would 
suggest is that we not think about sponsored industrial re-
search, which I think largely works pretty badly, but rather 
think about something else: a sort of trade that will be good 
for both parties. 

 This is the trade I’m proposing: businesses give universi-
ties information about what actually needs to be done, and 
universities give businesses prototypes of products—that is, 
plausible solutions for those problems industries need solved. 
What universities get out of the exchange is ideas for new 
directions—ideas about where to look, areas that need to be 
understood. One of the things that has always been impres-
sive to me has been the depth and the detail with which 
companies understand needs and markets. In universities, 
we just have no idea. 

 What companies would get is an option on real product 
concepts. What universities would get would be options on 
important research directions. And it wouldn’t cost anybody 
anything. I think it’s a pretty interesting thing to think about. 
We’re beginning to practice this in my research group, and I 
think it works pretty well. That’s one of my suggestions: an 
exchange of options on new problems and directions for re-
search, for options on really new kinds of products.   

 Financing Long-Term Solutions 
 Here’s a second idea. One of the trickiest parts in the con-
version of a technology or science from a university into a 
beginning-stage product technology is early-stage fi nancing. 
How do you do it? My idea is the following: there are a lot of 
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This is the trade I’m proposing: 

businesses give universities information 

about what actually needs to be 

done, and universities give businesses 

prototypes of products.

people and institutions out there who have, as objectives, us-
ing technology to make something in the world better—that 
is, to fi x a hard social problem, rather than to make a profi t. 
The area that I happen to work with is medical technology 
for the developing world, but there are many areas of inter-
est: the environment, dealing with the CO 

2
  problem, what-

ever it might be. 
 Now foundations, or sometimes the government, will not 

give companies money for such problems because the com-
panies are going to take the money and get richer from it, but 
probably not solve the problem. But these same organiza-
tions will give people in universities—who are in principle 
interested in returns other than profi tability—money to solve 
important social problems. So for example, in our program 
on developing-world medicine, the not-for-profi t organiza-
tion we’ve put together will probably raise something like 
$20 to $30 million to make its initial product. It will, how-
ever, get this money at zero cost of capital. Foundations and 
government can provide money, and a lot of help, and a lot 
of connections, with no expectation of return on that invest-
ment. And you can go a long way in developing a technology 
with that amount of money. 

 This kind of funding doesn’t handle the really big-time 
stuff—making the fi rst billion chips, for example—but it han-
dles the funding to make the fi rst 10,000 chips. What do we 
have to do to leverage this altruism, or societal objective, to 
create new products? We have to think about using the tech-
nology to address needs rather than wants. We have to ask 
what society actually needs rather than how to sell more 
units of something by painting it a different color. But the 
trouble for companies in problems like these is that that they 
are often long term: you don’t know what the outcome is 
going to be, and they can’t be managed with an NPV calcula-
tion. On the other hand, the universities are potential part-
ners in this sort of work, and they are very interested in 
solving problems that are long term. 

 Let me give you an example. The way I think about this—
and I suggest this as one component of a shared approach to 
thinking—is in terms of what I call “inevitabilities.” None of 
us can predict what technology is going to be successful in 25 
years. On the other hand, there are areas where we are abso-
lutely certain there are going to be enormous problems 25 
(or 100) years from now, things like the CO 

2
  problem and 

climate change, or cost of health care, or population control; 
those are problems that will be there for the foreseeable fu-
ture. So how do you put those two together? 

 You can look at these as partnerships in which universities 
look for radical solutions to these long-term problems, not 
with the expectation that they’re going to make the products 
for you, but with the expectation that they will provide the 
framing, the background, the science, the general under-
standing of the area. As the fi eld matures, then, companies 
are in a better position to make decisions as to what to bring 
to market. 

 I’ll continue with my example. As I said, one of our major 
efforts right now is in the area of developing-world health. 
We’ve developed a little piece of paper on which we print 

hydrophobic lines and some dyes; you put a drop of serum 
on it, or a drop of blood, the blood makes its way through 
channels into test zones, and you get color changes or you 
get a signal that you can upload to the web. It’s designed to 
provide a test for hepatitis, for example, for a cost on the or-
der of a cent. When you go to the doctor for a hepatitis test 
today, it’s $50 to $100. So it’s a radical change in price struc-
ture. Why are we doing this? 

 It starts with an ethical reason: we think that our society 
should share its benefi ts with those who don’t have them. 
There’s also a national security reason—though people argue 
with this—but we believe that if the disparity between our 
standard of living and the standard of living in other coun-
tries is too large, you can expect to fi nd resentment that can 
lead to hostility. That’s when the mischief is planned in places 
like the east slope of the Andes or the horn of Africa, places 
no one wants to be. 

 There is a third reason. This  kind  of very low-cost, or even 
no-cost, technology is exactly what you need for agriculture, 
for the military, for homeland security, anywhere you want 
tests done quickly and easily. The early applications provide a 
test bed. 

 And there’s a fourth reason, which is actually pretty inter-
esting: To change radically the structure of the US healthcare 
system, from one that’s focused on capitalist-driven motives—
one in many ways almost indifferent to patients, and focused 
on treating the symptoms of established disease—to a system 
of health care focused on quality of life, on public health, re-
quires thinking about this kind of science. At my current age 
of 73, I would have been dead for 30 or 40 years if I had been 
born 100 years ago. And my longevity is not because of high-
technology medicine; it’s because of public health initiatives: 
vaccinations, clean water, safe food, air bags, and other things 
of the same type. If your objective is not to run a biopharma-
ceutical company profi tably, but actually to contribute to 
health care, you have to think about the world’s problems in 
a different way. 

 But how do you pay for something whose price you in-
tend to take almost to zero, that will take money out of the 
system? Explaining  why  you’d do this is easier: we know that 
this is inevitable; the fraction of the US GDP that goes into 
health care right now is 17 or 18 percent and rising. And if 
you look at all the measurements of the quality of health care 
in the United States, it’s awful: we’re in 19th or 20th place 
among developing countries in most of the metrics. We really 
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do have to do something different, and it’s inevitable that we 
 will  do it. But our current system is not set up to push it for-
ward rapidly. 

 There is a potential business opportunity in this inevitable 
shift to lower healthcare costs, which is to bring technology 
to public health. That’s what my research group (and, of 
course, many others) is beginning to do. One of the charac-
teristics of the business model is you have to switch from 
paying $50 for every bit of information used in diagnosis to 
one in which information becomes free and the value is 
added by storing it, archiving it, checking it against your ge-
nome, looking at your past occupational history, all the rest 
of that. Medicine must become an information-rich area as 
opposed to an information-starved area. We know that can 
be done, but it’s a totally different business than the pharma-
ceutical and clinical diagnostic industry now uses. 

 So the argument that I make to corporations is that if they 
think about areas that are not immediately profi table, but for 
which you can start with some relatively small effort that 
produces a product or a solution that solves an important hu-
man problem, there’s much more capital available for that 
than you ever would have guessed—free capital. Those social 
initiatives can do the early-stage work almost for free, and 
with lots of help from people who really want to help; stu-
dents love working with this kind of thing, for example. This 
initial work opens the option for commercialization of these 
technologies on a large scale. 

 So those are my two major suggestions: First, fi t together 
the large company with the interested university or research 
group around solving large problems that have social benefi t. 
Second, arrange that work in such a fashion that the com-
pany gets a forward-looking option on products, and the uni-
versity gets a forward-looking option on possible directions 
for research. Universities get information that only compa-
nies have about what needs really are, even if they’re not 
profi table; companies get real solutions to problems that they 
can engineer into new products. The United States gets new 
kinds of jobs. My grandchildren have something to work on! 
I think it could make a very good partnership for all of us.   

 Facing Inevitabilities 
 Now let me just close by saying a few things about inevitabili-
ties. What are some examples of things that are inevitable? 
I’ve mentioned reducing the cost of health care in the United 
States—no doubt about the urgency of that problem. The 
economic importance of the developing world is another ob-
vious inevitability. The United States is only 300 million peo-
ple; there are another couple hundred million in Europe. But 
the remaining billions of people are elsewhere. If you talk to 

business people in India, their strategic objective is to bring 
the poor into the middle class. Why? Because the creation of 
a middle class creates a market. That’s the way the world is 
going to go. We can participate in this movement, or we can 
choose not to, but it’s surely something we should think 
about. 

 There are also a host of very interesting inevitabilities 
around population shifts. The one that intrigues me right 
now is the management of megacities. The megacity is a city 
with a population of 50 million people, something like that. 
Such cities are a recent phenomenon. We have no idea how 
to manage these things, just zero idea how to do it. But if you 
think about it, it’s not that different in some ways than Lud-
wigshafen (the central manufacturing site of the chemical 
company BASF, and an enormously complex enterprise that 
is part plant and part city). Megacities present many interest-
ing problems: a mass transport problem for food, water, and 
energy coming in; an internal transportation problem to 
move people and things around inside the city; problems in 
managing the fl ows of information, and disease, and ethnic 
groups. In many ways, it’s a logistics and queuing problem, 
with sensors everywhere. It needs to be designed to be lean: 
it’s “waste not,” for sustainability and stability. The people 
who probably know the most about this kind of problem in 
management are companies that do systems integration and 
large-scale systems analysis. There will be enormous, enor-
mous businesses in the systems integration of megacities. 
That’s an example of an exceptionally interesting problem, 
and it’s an inevitable one. 

 Climate instability and the management of CO 
2
  is another. 

It’s absolutely astonishing to me that we know so little about 
this thing called climate instability, given its importance. We 
know that we have CO 

2
  and we know that warming and CO 

2
  

levels are correlated. Since CO 
2
  production is linked to en-

ergy production, what do we do? If you think that some-
where in university laboratories there is a solution for what 
to do about increases in CO 

2
 , for example the CO 

2
  coming 

out of oxygen-fi red Chinese coal plants, you’re wrong; there 
is none. Or at least, not yet. 

 There are many good, hard, meaningful problems: water 
purity, education, dealing with confl ict. Much of the technol-
ogy that was developed in the United States in the period 
between 1945 and today was developed as part of our de-
fense industry. That’s really pretty astonishing. This isn’t hap-
pening now because the nature of confl ict is different. 
Understanding exactly how one deals with the issues of mod-
ern confl ict is really, really engaging and, I think, will also 
lead to new (and, one hopes, benefi cial) technology. 

 I’ll mention one last area of inevitable interest, which is 
jobs, not jobs  per se , but rather robotics. The basic problem 
kids see as they’re progressing with their education is a lack 
of jobs! They don’t see that society needs them. People from 
many corporations have looked at the HR issue from a fi nan-
cial perspective and said, “Our pipeline is good; we don’t 
have to worry about that. We’re fi nding the people we want.” 
That may sound great from the company’s point of view, but 
it’s horrible from the point of view of the young people who 

There are a host of very interesting 

inevitabilities around population shifts.
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are leaving school. What has happened, and one reason the 
United States has had a recent burst in productivity, is that 
we have increasingly substituted information systems, and in 
the future will substitute robots, for people in jobs. 

 This substitution is, of course, going to make the jobs 
problem worse. I don’t know how to fi x that problem. But I 
think that robots are inevitable, and it’s everybody’s job to 
understand how to make robots that can become assistants 
that amplify the capability of people, as opposed to robots 
that displace people from meaningful work.   

 Conclusion 
 Let me just close by telling you about the companies that I 
work with now. I have a major effort in diagnostics for the de-
veloping world that is intended, ultimately, to provide the low-
est cost information possible for use in the developed world. 
How do we change the information and cost structure of health 
care in the United Sates? Very low-cost diagnostics is also a 
small step toward a partial fi x of that problem. We are clearly 
only a tiny part of the changes in global and US health care, but 
the cost of diagnosis is the problem we’re trying to deal with. 

 We have a company that is trying to do surface chemistry 
and nanotechnology, basically trying to manufacture very 
small-scale objects at very low cost on a small scale. And that 
company refl ects many of the interesting problems that come 
up outside of the medical area. Trying to understand the 
business model there is a challenge. 

 We also have a company working on soft robots, which 
are robots made purely out of elastomers. They don’t look 
like animals; they look like starfi sh. Their major applications, 
at least initially, will be as assistants to surgeons. Future ap-
plications might include search and rescue, where the robots 
can crawl over rubble; if the roof falls on them, they’re cheap 
enough that you don’t care. 

 What I’d like to leave you with is the idea that I have 
never seen a time when there were more really interesting 
problems to work on—things that society really needs. 
That’s terrifi c for all of us. We have wonderful research uni-
versities and a system of strong companies, a strong fi nan-
cial system, and an integrated market. We just need to fi nd 
ways of putting the long-term, important problems together 
with this collection of characters in a way that leads to 
something that’s good for everybody. My personal view is 
that the thing that will make it more clearly focused and 
less vague is to focus on bridging that gap between science 
and products in innovative ways. 

 And we  can  create jobs for our grandchildren. There is 
absolutely no shortage of vitally important problems, both 
local and global; there is no shortage of smart people; there 
is really no shortage of capital. And we have 25 years to do 
it. But we do have to fi nd a way around the timidity of the 
capital markets, the solipsism of the universities, and the 
inertia of large companies, and we have to remember that 
there is more to life than next quarter’s earnings.       

As the nation turns to advancing its 
infrastructure, now is the time to post your open 
positions on the IRI Career Center. Since IRI 
is a part of the Engineering & Science Career 
Network, thousands of qualified candidates 
will see your job postings, plus you’ll have 
access to all resumes posted to the network. 
Don’t miss this unique opportunity to expand 
your search. Visit the IRI Career Center today!

Solidify Your Organization.
Visit the IRI Career Center to find the right candidate. 
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The ESCN is a strategic industry alliance formed 
by IRI and other top trade and professional 
associations that serve companies searching for 
engineering and science professionals. 
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