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to permit only grants under their administration, even when such
administration is basically unnecessary and un—warranted,
with evident waste of public money. Third, only these applica-
tions compatible with vested academic—financial—ethnic inter-
ests in control of each given sector of a “leading” institution,
will be permitted to be filed for federal research support, with
an gzvident loss of scientific resources, internally, within said
institutions.
The damages to science are multifoid,

The moment of truth.

If we are truly sincere in the intent to serve the future of
America, rather than that of minoritarian groups, it is time to
recognize the current totalitarian character of the
scientific organization in the U.S.A.;

#  admit the fact that the current governmental funding
of research favors and actually encourages such totali-
tarian conditions; and,

#  legislate all the necessary improvement conceived to
break such an academic—governmental complex, as
a condition to guarantee true freedom of scientific
inquiry.

3.2: RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE AMERICAN PHYSICAL
SOCIETY.

RECOMMENDATION # 4: FORMULATE AND ADOPT

A CODE OF ETHICS IN PHYSICS.

By inspecting the latest {December, 1980) Professional
Ethics Project report of the American Association for the Ad-
vancement of Science (AAAS) authored by R. Chalk, M. S.
Frankel and S. B. Chafer, one can see that VIRTUALLY ALL
U.S. SCIENTIFIC ORGANIZATIONS, INCLUDING THE
POTATO ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA {p. 134), SUBSCRIBE
TO A CODE OF ETHICS, EXCEPT THE AMERICAN PHYSI-
CAL SOCIETY ({(and a few others). This is an evident, most un-
reassuring situation. In fact, the physics community at large,
including the academic, corporate and military sectors, has been
using billions of doliars of taxpayers money for decades without
any CODE OF ETHICS (as well as any genuinely effective con-
trol by the political or the judicial systems). A situation of this
type is simply untenable. Further delays in the formulation and
adoption of a CODE OF ETH/CS can only substantiate the sus-
picion that the lack of the Code is the result of a specific intent
by opposing, high ranking, vested interests within the society.
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RECOMMENDATION #5: THE AMERICAN PHYSICAL

SOCIETY COUNCIL SHQULD ESTABLISH A STAND-

ING COMMITTEE ON THE CODE OF ETHICS.

The APS has a number of standing committees on various
matters {publications, international freedom of scientists, educa-
tion, applications of physics, etc.), but NOT on ethics. This sit-
uation is also un—reassuring and must be corrected.

Article V1—5 of the current APS Constitution states:

“The Council may establish such other committee as it may
deem desirable in the management of the activities of the So-
ciety. The Council shall appoint, or delegate to the President
the appointment of, the Chairperson and members of each such
committee”,

Recommendation # 5 is therefore submitted to the APS
Counci! for the establishing of a Standing Committee on the
CODE OF ETHICS with the following duties:

a) to assist the APS membership at large in the formu-

lation of the CODE OF ETHICS;

b) to have the CODE OF ETHICS, so formulated,
formally adopted by the Society with related revision
of the Constitution and By—Laws; and,

c}) to continue thereafter the standing function of over-
seeing possible future updatings, modifications and
improvements of the CODE OF ETHICS;

as well as any additional function considered recommendable by
the Council.

| DO NOT recommend that the committee shouid review
claims of scientific wrongdoings. In fact, such review, to be
genuinely effective, should be done by a Federal body OUT-
SIDE the Society (Recommendation # 1). This is the reason for
the suggested name "“Committee on the Code of Ethics” rather
than "Committee on Ethics™.

RECOMMENDATION # 6: THE AMERICAN PHYSICAL

SOCIETY PUBLICATIONS COMMITTEE SHCOULD RE-

VISE CURRENT REGULATIONS PERTAINING TO

THE REFEREEING OF PAPERS IN APS JOURNALS,

One of the most visible and insidious probliems of current
editorial practices at APS is the life—long tenure as referees by
leading physicists at leading institutions. This guaranteed status
has implied the practice that everything goes, as far as the con-
tents of the referee’s report is concerned. |t is evident that a seri-
ous improvement of the refereeing process {that is, one beyond a
powdery mask for inepts}) must imply the termination of re-
fereeing status at APS by dishonest referees, NO MATTER HOW
HIGH THEIR STANDING IS AT THE SOCIETY, whenever
caught in scientifically unethical or inappropriate practices.
Other weaker forms, even though superficially more democratic,
may hide schemes intended to preserve the impunity of corrupt
refereeing, or serve vested, academic—financial—ethnic inter-
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ests.

More specifically, the recommendations | submit for con-
siderations are the following.

SUGGESTED REVISIONS PERTAININGTO REFEREES:

#86-1) Referees’ reports should comply with the CODE
OF ETHICS (as soon as adopted by the society);

#6-2) Referees’ reports should not contain offensive
comments or non—scientific comments on the
technical contents of the paper submitted;

#6—3) Referees’ reports should be constructive in their
criticisms, that is, in case of rejection, they
should itemize the improvements recommended
in all the details needed for their actuation by
the authors, and down to the individual passage,
formula and/or word, whenever appropriate;

#6—4) Referees should accept the review of papers if
and only if they are not reviewing, at the same
time, research grant proposals by any of the
authors;

#6-6) Referees should accept the review of a paper if
and oniy if they have a documented record of
expertise in the specific topic of the paper (and
not in the field at large).

Referees who violate any of the above rules should be
terminated or suspended in their function by the society for a
period of time commensurate to the violation. As a specific
example, consider the report claiming that one of the opposing
experiments [103, 104] on time—reversal symmetry is wrong
and the other is right without any third, independent repetition
of the SAME experiment (pp. 261—262 of this book). That
referee committed a manifest violation of scientific ethics and
its refereeing function should have been terminated by the
society, irrespective of its academic, ethnic and other affilia-
tion. The termination and/or suspension of the refereeing
function, particularly if made public, would be a major deter-
rent of scientific wrongdoings in refereeing.

SUGGESTED REVISIONS PERTAINING TO EDITORS:

# 6-6) Editors should inspect each referee report for
compliance with conditions 6~1/6—5 above.
In case of any major default, upon consulta-
tion with the Editor in Chief, the editor should
have authority to terminate or suspend the re-
ferees in their function for the appropriate dura-
tion of time. The referees’ reports found in
major default of conditions 6—1/6—5 above
should then be ignored in the consideration
process, and new reports solicited.*

*In case of lack of adoption of the revision here proposed by th_e APS, the
editors are recommended to implement revision #6—6 on their own and
have a documentation of it. After all, the editors have the power to select
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#6-7) In case of mere insufficiencies of the reports
with respect to conditions 6—1/6—6 above, the
editor should mail the reports 1o the referees
{AND NOT TO THE AUTHORS) for all the
necessary improvements to comply with said
conditions {PRIOR TO THE RELEASE OF
THE REPORTS TO THE AUTHORS).

The effectiveness of a CODE OF ETHICS at a given
society is as deep as the encouragement for its compliance
which is provided by the society itself. A well known deficiency
of the current editorial practices at APS journals, is the power-
less condition of individual authors for whatever scientific wrong-
doings and/or abuses they experience during the submission of
their papers.

This deficiency must be resolved as a necessary condition
to dissipate the current dark shadows of totalitarian conditions
of the U.S. physics community. It is evident that authors must
be empowered with, and actually encouraged to use, much more
effective means of filing their complaints, particularly when
exposed to manifestly corrupt referees and unresponsive editors,

SUGGESTED REVISIONS PERTAINING TO AUTHORS:

#6—8) The APS should support authors in their pos-
sible claims at the BSR and/or other appropriate
bodies outside the society.

#6—9) The organization of the Publication Committee
should be revised to permit authors to file their
complaints DURING the consideration process.

An illustrative example: the current conspiratorial obscur-
antism on irreversibility.

An illustration is useful here to appraise the constructive
potential of the recommendations submitted so far. The fellow
taxpayer should recall the case of the experimental paper [103]
by the Québec—Berkeley—Bonn group on the apparent violation
of the time—reflection symmetry for open nuciear reactions
(possible origin of the irreversibility of our macroscopic world).
As recalled on pp. 160—-168, the paper had been submitted to
Phys. Rev. Letters (a letter journal for rapid publications) where
it was kept for over one and one—half years, for the apparent in-
tent of permitting an experimental group at Los Alamos National
Laboratories to rush disproving measures [104} and have them
quoted in paper [103]. Vested, academic—financial—ethnic
interests controlling the sector in the U.S.A, immediately claimed
measures [103] wrong and their rebuffal {104] correct, prior to

or avoid any given referee. The documentation of the practice is here re-
commended in the editors’ own interests, in the event the case is considered
by the Board of Scientific Review for possible editorial misconduits.
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tlje availability of any third, independent, experimental resolu-
tion of the issue. The world wide acceptance of the U.S. ortho-
dox position routinely followed, thus resulting in the apparent
conspiratorial obscurantism in this fundamental aspect of human
knowledge.*

Assume now that the recommendations submitted until
now were implemented and in effect back in 1981, What would
be the scientific scene today? | can readily tell you, fellow tax-
payer, that the scientific scene today would have been substan-
tially better.

The mere POSSIBILITY that the Québec—Berkeley—Bonn
experimental group {or any other person) could have filed a com-
plaint to a Federal board of scientific inquiry (Recommendation
# 1) would have forced the editors of Phys. Rev. Letters to the
proper editorial processing of the case, that is, RAPID PUBLICA.-
TION of paper [103], foilowed by a subsequent, equally rapid,

*See Sections 1.4, 1.6 and 1.7 for a review of the technical aspects. Cer-
tain aspects are crucial for the understanding of the conspiratorial nature
of the obscurantism, such as the fact, weil known to all physicists, that
center—of—mass trajectories of closed—isolated systems are indeed, in
general, time—reflection invariant (this is the case of our Earth, to begin
with}. To see the irreversibility, one must enter within the structure of a
system and study open reactions. Corrupt academicians support their
claim via papers on the time-—reflection invariance of the center—of—mass
treatment of closed--isolated systems, in full awareness that this informa-
tion has no bearing whatsoever on the problem of irreversibility in the
interior structure of the system, that is, for each open—nonconservative
constituent. Other scientific wrongdoings occur on the technical means
to truly claim existence of lack of existence of irreversibility (analyzing
power of the forward reaction as compared to the polarization of the
backward reaction). Corrupt academicians base their claim of exact time—
reflection invariance in nuclear physics via experimental data on the so—
called cross--sections, in full awareness of the fact that these means impty
averaging processes that eliminate the effect, as stressed, elaborated and
repeated again in the literature. As a result of all these {(and much more}
facts, the only possible scientific conclusion at this time is that the pro-
blem is basically unresolved. In the transition from nuclear to hadron
physics (the structure of protons, neutrons, and other strongly interacting
particles), we abandon Science even more and enter into the realm of
personal beliefs without any possibility of experimenta! resclutions in sight
for the foreseeable future. In fact, the current lack of irreversibility within
the interior of a proton or a neutron is today imposed via shear academic
power based on a pletora of assumptions, none of which is established via
direct experiments {such as that quarks exist; that Pauli’s principle is exact;
that Einstein’s special relafivity holds; etc.). The lack of resolution of the
problem of irreversibility within this finer layer of nature is more unre-
solved than ever, Yet, academic barons suppress its unresolved character
in violation of the most elementary rules of scientific ethics and accounta-
bility. The fellow taxpayer should be aware of the consequences of a pas-
sive acceptance of this situation, including those for the security of the
United States of America. If the time—reflection invariance is truly vio-
lated in the INTERIOR of protons and neutrons, potentially new weapons
may be conceived by foreign countries,
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publication of rebuffal [104] whenever scientifically mature.
Second, the very existence of a Federal board of scientific in-
quiry would have forced the Los Alamos experimentalists to re-
peat ALL the measures originally conducted in paper [103]
PRIOR to venturing any claim, rather than conducting only a
small portion of them, as permitted by the APS editors. Third,
the very existence of said Federal board would have forced
vested interests in the U.S. academia to acknowledge the only
possible scientific truth: WE DO NOT KNOW AT THIS TIME
WHICH OF MEASURES [103, 104] IS CORRECT AND WHICH
IS WRONG, UNTIL ALL MEASURES [103] ARE REPEATED
BY THIRD INDEPENDENT PARTIES A SUFFICIENT NUM-
BER OF TIMES. In turn, the confirmation of the open char-
acter of the problem would have, on one side, prevented the
rest of the scientific world to follow the position of the U.S.
orthodoxy, and, on the other side, would have stimulated new
studies. Rather than the current conspiratorial obscurantism,
we would have had a beautiful intellectual democracy in which
ALL possibilities are duly explored and appraised prior to the
final settling of the issue. The remaining recommendations
would have assisted in the achievement of the same goals (such
as the adoption by the APS of a CODE OF ETHICS), or per-
mitted complementary improvements, such as the funding by
governmental agencies of proposals on BOTH the preservation
AND the violation of the symmetry, by preventing the current
monopolistic restriction of federal funds only to research pro-
jects based on the conjecture of the exact validity of the time—
reflection symmetry in the particle world.

In short, the existence back in 1981 of appropriate means
to contain the problem of scientific ethics, would have per-
mitted a genuinely democratic scientific process, resulting today
in basic advances at the foundations of scientific knowledge.

As a final point, the fellow taxpayer should be aware
that the problem under consideration is not an esoteric one of
no practical relevance. Not at all. The problem is of such funda-
mental physical relevance that can affect YOU, let alone your
children, economically and militarily. [n fact, the resolution of
the problem of the origin of the irreversibility of our macro-
scopic world could permit far reaching advances, from particle
physics to solid state physics, including new miiitary appli-
cations.

All this has been lost because of manifest deficiencies in
the current organizational structure of the U.S, science, with
particular reference to the iack of effective means to contain
excesses of academic greed.




—323 —

3.3: RECOMMENDATIONS TO DIRECTORS OF FEDERAL
AGENCIES.

RECOMMENDATION # 7: ENCOURAGE EMPLOYEES

OF FEDERAL AGENCIES GRANTING RESEARCH

CONTRACTS TO DISCLOSE THEIR ETHNIC BACK-

GROUND.

A strength of America is the variety of its different ethnic
groups, all coexisting with the same rights under one Flag. A
weakness occurs whenever one individual ethnic group is per-
mitted to acquire control of any given sector of the Federal
government, for that sector will likely operate in the interest of
the ethnic group in control, and to the detriment of the Country.
Another weakness occurs whenever one individual ethnic group is
excluded from a given sector of the Federal Government over a
sufficiently tong period of time, Participation to Federal activi-
ties by as many ethnic and/or minoritarian groups as possible
should therefore be encouraged, but the two extremes should
be opposed. | am referring to the opposition in equal measures
of one specific ethnic group being prevented from participating
in a given public sector, or taking over numerical control of a
public sector.

The value of these evident rules of democracy becomes
magnified when referring to the dispersal of public funds. If a
given division of a given Federal agency is permitted to be con-
trolled by ANY ethnic group, that division will likely disperse the
majority of public funds to the ethnic group in control, in dis-
respect of the need to serve the Country via more equanimous
practices.

The ONLY way to prevent, or otherwise identify the pro-
blem is that each governmental employee participating in the dis-
persal of public funds via federal contract should disclose his/her
ethnic background. Asa specific example, each and every mem-
ber of the Division of Physics of the National Science Founda-
tion (including the secretarial employees) should disclose his/her
ethnic background in order to ascertain whether or not ANY
ethnic group has acauired control of the division, or whether or
not ANY ethnic group has been excluded over a sufficiently long
period of time.

The task of each Federal Agency soliciting and making
available to the public a disclosure of ethnicity by its employees,
can be best performed by the Agency Director.

My ethnic origin is italian. | am proud of it and | foresee
no conditions and/or circumstances whatsoever that would pre-
vent me from disclosing VOLUNTARILY my ethnic origin, | ex-
pect ALL other members of a free society to have the same feel-
ings toward their own ethnic origin.
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To state it differently, | recognize the right to the con-
fidentiality of the ethnic background to an individual living in
a country oppressed by totalitarian regimes, and other circum-
stances. However, when that individual lives in a free, democra-
tic society such as the U.S5.A., and becomes a Governmental em-
ployee dispersing public funds, that individual has the moral obli-
gation to disclose his/her ethnic background. The lack of such
voluntary disclosure under the premises indicated, can only im-
ply an evil scheme to me. How about you, fellow taxpayer?

RECOMMENDATION # 8: IMPROVE CURRENT
OPERATIONAL RULES FOR THE CONSIDERATION
OF GRANT PROPOSALS ALONG LINES SIMILAR TO
THOSE RECOMMENDED FOR THE IMPROVEMENT
OF THE REFEREEING OF PAPERS AT APS JOUR-
NALS.

{ am referring to Revisions # 8—1 through 8—9 pertain-
ing to referees, reviewers and authors essentially along the cor-
responding Revisions # 6—1 through 6-9.

A number of additional revisions should be implemented,
specifically, for the consideration process of research grant pro-
posals, such as:

#8-10) FINAL DECISION SHOULD BE REACHED

ON GRANT APPLICATIONS ONLY AFTER
THE AUTHORS PROVIDE THE AGENCY
WITH THEIR COMMENTS ON THE RE-
FEREES REPORTS.

The current disparity between the processing of papers and
that of research grant proposals is evident and well known {but
not acted upon). When an editor rejects papers, the authors have
the possibility of commenting on the possible erroneous char-
acter of the review. Whenever the authot’s case is sufficiently
founded, the editor can then approve the manuscript without
any modification.

For the case of grant proposals, the situation is different.
In fact, final decisions are made by the Agency without any con-
sultation with the authors regarding the veridicity of the referees’
reports. When these reports are grossly erroneous, offensive, or
manifestly corrupt, applicants are practically left with the sole
possibility of waiting for a sufficiently long period of time, and
then submit a new proposal.

The possibility of applying for a reconsideration, even
though existing on paper, is excluded here as an effective means
of communication between applicants and reviewers. This is so
for a number of reasons, such as: the lack of certainty that the
reconsideration will be indeed permitted; the general perception
of a reconsideration as an admission of wrongdoing in the re-
view process; etc. At any rate, | did succeed in initiating a pro-
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cess of reconsideration at the NSF (in regard to the vulgarly
offensive referee reports for a research grant application pertain-
ing to the writing of monographs [9,10] ; see pp. 276279 of
this book). However, | succeeded only upon reaching the high-
est Officer of the Country, the Agency Director and other pro-
minent Officers; the reconsideration process demanded the
creation of a new post (that of “Special Assistant to the Asso-
ciate Director for Mathematical and Physical Sciences”, see Doc.
p. 111—-792); the officer in charge of the reconsideration soon
found himself sandwiched between my relentless accusations of
scientific corruption in the NSF refereeing of the proposal, and
‘the predictable support of the referees provided by NSF offi-
cers; and similarly unpleasant as well as ineffective situations.
Judging from my personal experience, | therefore have no doubt
that the current process of reconsideration should be eliminated
altogether and substituted with more effective means.

Those recommended here are essentially two, On one
side, applicants and reviewers should communicate PRIOR to
the Agency reaching any decision. In particular, authors should
receive a copy of the referees’ reports on their applications and
be permitied to express their comments PRIOR to the Agency
achieving the final decision. Said comments should then be
appraised by the review panel, and be part of the information
leading to the final decision. In this way, if a referee makes a
statement which is demonstrably wrong, or unfounded, or un-
ethical, the authors have a chance to prove it, and the Agency
has a chance of being informed. After all, the scientists who
can provide the best, most detailed and elaborated comments
on the referees’ reports, are the authors themselves.

But . ... to prevent that the consideration process be-
comes a farse for uninformed, this is not enough, The organi-
zational structure of science should be complemented with a
Federal scientific court, the BSR, where applicants can file
claims of misconduits in the reviews of grant applications, with
the understanding that said court shall punish reviewers and
referees alike found guilty of scientific wrongdoings.

Under these premises, we can expect, on one side, a more
cautious attitude by corrupt referees and, on the other side, a
more cautious attitude by reviewers with excessive ties to vested,
academic—financial—ethnic interests.

#8-11) AGENCY DIRECTORS SHOULD HAVE THE

AUTHORITY TO TERMINATE OR SUSPEND
THE EMPLOYMENT OF REVIEWERS VIO-
LATING THE CONFIDENTIALITY OF THE
REFEREEING PROCESS EVEN AMONG RE-
FEREES.

This is a key point for the set of recommendations sub-
mitted in this book. Whether only suspected or actually done,
reviewers do have the power of preventing the funding of speci-
fic applications. The mechanics for these actions is known to all
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scholars with a sufficiently deep knowledge of operations of
Governmental Agencies, and it is surprisingly simple. In fact, it
is sufficient for the reviewer to select, as referees, those academi-
cians who have notorious vested interests opposing the topic and/
or authorship of the proposal.

However, this is per se insufficient to guarantee the re-
jection of the application. In fact, if some of the referees are
“dissident” (that is, not sufficiently aligned in the rejection}, the
rejection itself is not sure. In order to achieve the alignment of
all the referees toward the rejection, it is essential that at least
one of the referees (say, that most politically involved} knows
the names of the other referees. Once this is done, the unani-
mous recommendation of rejection is certain. The actual sci-
entific contents of the proposal is only matter for naive people,
in my view.*

It is evident that, to better serve America, this possibility
must be prevented {or the practive terminated?). Each referee
of a research grant proposal ofa U.S. Governmental Agency
must keep his/her status absolutely confidential. By comple-
ment, Agency reviewers must be prevented from disclosing the
names of the referees to any of them. In furn, such prevention
is effective if and only if embodied in regulations contemplating
the termination or suspension of employment for transgressors.
Other weaker forms may satisfy inepts and accomplices, but they
would leave current practices basically unchanged.

3.4: RECOMMENDATIONS TO INDIVIDUALS.
Recommendations to individual scholars.

Scientific corruption, like any other form of curruption,
feeds on three problems: (1} IMPUNITY, {2) COMPLICITY,
and {3) SILENCE. The containment of the problem of impun-
ity has been addressed with Recommendation # 1. The contain-
ment of the problem of complicity has been addressed with a
number of suggestions, such as Recommendation # 4 (the APS
should formulate and adopt a CODE OF ETHICS) or Recom-

*The fellow taxpayer should remember the rather incredible alignment of
ALL the referees toward the rejection of the primary group proposal sub-
mitted by The Institute for Basic Research to the NSF for experimental,
theoretical and mathematical studies on the construction of a new mechan-
ics, the hadronic generalization of quantum mechanics. As pointed out on
pp. 385386, the chances for all referees to be so strongly against the fund-
ing of the proposal are minute on all statistical grounds. The ethical stan-
dards of the review is qualified by the referee (p. 111—865} who contacted
one of the senior members of the proposal {L. C. Biedenharn, Jr,, of Duke
University) to ensure his withdrawal from the project, If that particular re-
feree had been informed by NSF officers of the names of the other referees,
the alignment of all of them toward the rejection would have been an easy
consequence.




— 327 -
mendation # 7 (Federal employees granting research contracts
should disclose their ethnic background).
The containment of the problem of silence is evidently a
task of individual members of the community, whether re-
searchers or administrators or governmental officers.

My recommendations to individual scholars are essentially
those | have practiced.

RECOMMENDATION # 9: |INDIVIDUAL SCHOLARS
SHOULD BRING SCIENTIFIC WRONGDOINGS TO THE
ATTENTION OF THE HIGHEST RESPONSIBLE AD-
MINISTRATORS, OR OTHERWISE INFORM THE WID-
EST POSSIBLE AUDIENCE, AS SOON AS THEY BE-
COME AWARE OF THEIR OCCURRENCE.
The form of communication will evidently vary from in-
dividual to individual, and much depends on the courage by each
individual. But the underlying issue is crystal clear:

WHEN EXPOSED TO APPARENT SCIENTIFIC COR-
RUPTION, SILENCE CAN BE COMPLICITY IN SCIEN-
TIFIC CRIME.

The newsletter SCIENTIFIC ETHICS.

Another known deficiency of the current organization
of the U.S, science is the absence of an editorial vehicle for the
rapid, unobstructed, publication of reports on questionable sci-
entific ethics by courageous members of the community. This
situation is well known to all scholars who have attempted to
publish a comment and/or a letter to orthodox vehicles of the
community, such as PHYSICS TODAY ({(the official vehicle of
the American Physical Society}, or SCIENCE {the official ve-
hicle of the American Association for the Advancement of Sci-
ence). Other vehicles do exist and are indeed receptive, but they
are generally perceived as being outside academia and, as such,
do not carry an appreciable weight in the community.

This situation is also un—reassuring, Suppose that a ma-
jor scientific wrongdoing occurs somewhere and sometime in
the U.S5.A. Suppose that individual scholars become aware of
such a wrongdoing and are willing to bring the case to the at-
tention of the scientific community. The chances for such
scholars of succeeding in having' his/her claims published in one
of the established vehicles are very small.

| have been aware of this situation for years. In fact, |
have tried myself unsuccessfully to publish even moderate ap-
peals on ethical problems of refereeing, without any relevant
success. For example, a letter on the topic submitted to PHY-
SICS TODAY was published with such editorial cuts to the
peint of comgromising its understanding, and definitely not
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representing its original intent.* Another letter of denouncia-
tion (this time on the offensive language used in the reviewing
of technical books} was rejected altogether by SCIENCE with
the editor's statement that the frequency of the occurrence did
not warrant attention!

Because of the insufficiencies reported above, a newslet-
ter is currently being organized under the title of SCIENTIFIC
ETHICS. The newsletter is specifically intended for the rapid
publication of un—adulterated (but refereed) contributions on
ethical issues, and appears to be particularly suited for debating
any of the issues treated in this book.

Recommendations to individual administrators.

When the individual who becomes aware of possible sci-
entific misconduits is a high ranking administrator, the need for
action becomes compelling. My recommendation to individual
administrators is simple:

RECOMMENDPATION # 10: WHENEVER AWARE OF

APPARENT SCIENTIFIC WRONGDOINGS, INDIVI-

DUAL ADMINISTRATORS SHOULD SOLICITE OR

OTHERWISE ORGANIZE PUBLIC INVESTIGATIONS

OF THE CASES.

The time when a cotlege president can afford the fuxury of
absteining from initiating public action on ethical issues involving
public interests is, or otherwise must be, over because complicity
via silence may have very serious consequences. In fact, the in-
ternational power of colleges such as Harvard or Yale University,
carries such a weight at other colleges throughout the world, that
the end result could be a conspiratorial obscurantism.

At any rate, if a conspiracy truly exists in the U.S. physics
on Einstein's relativities, the persons that should carry the heavi-
est responsibilities are precisely the presidents and primary ad-
ministrators of leading colleges. For all legal and practica! pur-
poses, they are the ‘administrators” of public money obtained
via federal research contracts. This implies, in particular, their
responsibility to ensure a well balanced use of public funds, thus
inciuding the encouragement, let alone permission, of dissident
scientific views AT THEIR OWN CAMPUS. In fact, the voicing
of dissident views is notoriously suppressed at departmental
levels, whenever opposing circles of vested interests are in con-
trol. The sole possibility for the existence of such dissident

*The letter was published in Physics Today, April, 1983. Its objective was
that of putting in black and white the fact that “the problem of referesing
does not exist at a remote coflege in North Dakota. It exists instead at the
colleges where the major refereeing load is carried out, that is, at Harvard
University, at The Massachusetts Institute of Technology, at Yale Univer-
sity, and the like.”” This crucial passage was totally omitted by the editor,
jointly with several others.
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views, and for the college’s fulfilment of scientific accountabil-
ity, therefore rests where it should be, at the administrative level.

To state it differently, until now, college presidents and
leading administrators have implemented the practice of virtually
complete lack of interference with departmental research pro-
grams. It is now time to reconsider this practice. [t is time for
leading, or otherwise responsible administrators to appraise de-
partmental research grograms, and undertake all the necessary
action to complement such programs, whenever requested for the
fulfillment of scientific accountability by the college, vis—a-—vis
the taxpayer.*

Recommendation to individual taxpayers.

But, above all, the person that should initiate an active
rale in the conduction of science is that providing the funds: the
fellow taxpayer. This is why | have suggested the executive
members of the Board of Scientific Review to be selected among
ordinary taxpayers, and NOT among scientists {Recommendation
# 1). But, even if truly legislated by Congress, the BSR is and re-
mains insufficient. The individual taxpayer, with his/her own ini-
tiative, remains the true, ultimate arbiter. The most radical sug-
gestions are therefore submitted in this work to the fellow tax-

payer,

RECOMMENDATION # 11: TAXPAYERS ASSOCIA-

TIONS SHOULD FILE CLASS ACTIONS AGAINST ANY

INDIVIDUAL AND/OR INSTITUTION SUSPECTED OF

SCIENTIFICALLY UNETHICAL CONDUCT.

The most visible illustration for the need of organized
action by individual taxpayers is provided by the Program of
Gravitation within the Division of Physics of the National Sci-
ence Foundation. As elaborated in Section 1.5, this Program has,
supported for decades, research centrally dependent on Einstein's
theory of gravitation, generally without any consideration and/or
guotation of the technical literature on its erroneous character.

*Derek Bok, President of Harvard University, has acquired a personal pro-
blem of scientific accountability, and has propagated such a problem from
Harvard’s physics department to the entire university, precisely because of
his lack of interference with departmental decisions regarding research pro-
grams. In fact, once aware of the virtually absolute impossibility of con-
ducting research at Harvard’s physics department on the apparent invalida-
tion of Einstein’s relativities, Bok should have initiated PERSONAL action,
by soliciting, inviting, or otherwise promoting dissident research at some
other branch of the university. Then, and only then Harvard would have
avoided the current problems of scientific accountability on Einstein’s re-
lativities, as reported in Section 2.1, Much similar situations exist, not only
at Harvard University in other segments of science, but also at virtually all
leading colleges in the U.S.A.
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The grip of greed controlling the sector is so strong, organi-
zed and diversified, that only one thing can implement an In-
tellectual democracy at NSF: a class action organized by indivi-
dual taxpayers against the individual officers of the National
Science Foundation and their referees who are responsi_ble'for
the current dispersal of public funds for research in gravitation.

By “intellectual democracy”” | am referring to the well
balanced condition in which sufficient funding of research based
on Einstein’s gravitation is evidently continued, but, jointly,
NSF disperses a sizable percentage of the budget to dissident re-
search on the incompatibilities of Einstein’s gravitation with the
physical reality, and on the needed, more appropriate formula-
tions.

{ want to be on record here to indicate that, in my view,
the situation is so hopeless, that none of the recommendations
submitted in the preceding sections of this chapter will permit
the achievement of a true intellectual democracy in gravitation
at NSF. Only a class action by individual taxpayers can.

3.5: CONCLUDING REMARKS.

Dear fellow taxpayer, permit me to conclude with a few
remarks presented in the same spirit as that of the preceding
ones, as sincerely felt in the interest of America, and submitted
for whatever their value. The remarks below are inspired by a
mixture of precautionary pessimism, which is necessary for ob-
fectivity, and contained optimism on the capability of the U.5.A.
to improve ethics in science.

The first point of contained pessimism | would like to con-
vey, is that scientific corruption has existed since the birth of sci-
ence, and will continue to exist until the end of academia. The
“glimination’ of the problem of scientific corruption is, there-
fore, practically unrealizable. The only realistic goal is that of
“containing’’ the problem within tolerable boundaries, as add-
ressed in this baok.

A second point is that scientific corruption exists at the
highest levels of academia. It is important that politicians, ad-
ministrators and the U.S. Government at large become aware of
it. We may evidently disagree on the appropriate “definition” of
scientific corruption, as well as on the “dimension’” of the pro-
biem. But, to avoid shadows of hypocricy or complicity, we
must all agree on the “‘existence” of the problem at the highest,
decision making layers of U.S. science.

A further point calling for precautionary pessimism is that
the American Physical Society is not expected to be capable,
alone, of bringing scientific ethics within contained, acceptable,
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boundaries. This is due to the fact that the vested interests that
have prevented, until now, the formulation of a CODE OF
ETHICS, not only are still there, but they have actually prosper-
ed owing to decades of impunity. It is therefore time for the
appropriate political, legistative and other bodies QUTSIDE THE
APS, to begin suitable action for the containment of the problem
of scientific ethics, IRRESPECTIVELY OF ANY ACTION
THAT MAY OR MAY NOT BE UNDERTAKEN BY THE APS.

My primary reason for being optimistic is that the U.S.
taxpayer is, today, a well educated and sopbisticated person,
possessing a rapidly expanding system of information, and cap-
able of identifying, in fuli, ethically guestionable occurrences
even with minimal information.

As an example, if a politician appoints, as members of a
review panel on National Laboratories, only members from
Harvard, MIT, Yale and other leading colleges, the feliow tax-
payer will instantly suspect a potentially unethical occurrence,
without any need of looking at the wording of the final report.
in fact, the fellow taxpayer is sufficiently sophisticated to under-
stand that a serious study on National Laboratories should begin
with the critical review of the institutions controlling the labora-
tories, that is, of the members of the panel itself! At any rate,
more qualified members of review panels can be readily found
abroad as well as at less politically entangled institutions. Only
then, a review panel can be perceived as being truly intended in
the interests of science, rather than in the interests of minoritar-
fan groups.

To state it openly, the days when the selection of repre-
sentatives (or referees, or reviewers) from leading academic in-
stitutions was synonymous of credibility, are over because of the
relaxation of the ethical standards within the leading institutions
themselves. Today, the selection of representatives (referees or
reviewers) from said institutions could be a liability for academi-
cians, administrators and politicians alike.

Similarly, if the APS wili continue to ignore the need for
the formulation and adoption of a CODE OF ETHICS, the fellow
taxpayer will certainly see in this its most probable cause: the
existence of corrupt, high ranking interests within the society
which oppose the Code, Even if a Code is eventually formulated
and accepted by the APS, but only as a powdery mask for inepts
without genuinely effective rules, the fellow taxpayer will be
able to see the deficiencies by just looking at the Code.

Above all, my reason for optimism is the fact that the con-
temporary U.S. taxpayer is fully capable of understanding all the
essential TECHNICAL issues, to the point that, if one specific
issue cannot be expressed in a form readily understandable by
the taxpayer, that issue is not truly important. As a resuit, | be-
lieve that the fellow taxpayer can understand, in full, all the pri-
mary technical issues underlying this ethical probe on Einstein’s



—332 -

followers in the U.S.A.

I would like therefore to close this book with encourage-
ment toward an appropriate mixture of precautionary pessimism,
and contained optimism. in particular, | would like to encourage
the fellow taxpayer to initiate an active role in the conduction of
U.S. science, such as to call the directors of National Laborator-
ies and inquire whether DIRECT experimental tests of the vali-
dity or invalidity of Einstein’s special relativity in the interior of
strongly interacting particles (pp. 143—170] are running there or
not. If these experiments are not going on, and lesser relevant
experiments continue to be preferred, the conspiratorial obscur-
antism suspected in this book on Einstein’s relativities would be
confirmed, and the grip of greed would still be in firm control of
the sector.

If the U.S. taxpayer initiates such an active role in the con-
duction of the U.S. science, then, and only then, | see reasons
for unlimited optimism for the containment of the problem of
scientific ethics, as well as the basis for a new scientific civiliza-
tion founded on intellectual democracy, with potential advances
in human knowledge beyond our most vivid imagination.
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APPENDIX A: THE EUROPEAN ORGANIZATION FOR NU-
CLEAR RESEARCH, GENEVA, SWITZER-
LAND.

In Fall, 1977, while being at the Lyman Laboratory of
Physics of Harvard University, | applied to the European Organi-
zation for Nuclear Research (CERN) for a one year appointment
as Scientific and/or Research Associate. The research program
consisted of contacting local experimenters at CERN for the pur-
pose of ascertaining the feasibility of experimental verifications
of Pauli’s exclusion principle under (external) strong interactions.
The reader will recall from Sections 1.6 and 1.7 that the principle
is a fundamental pillar of quantum mechanics. |t was conceived
by W. Pauli for the atomic structure and the electromagnetic in-
teractions at large, under whose conditions it resulted to be
strictly verified. The principle was subsequently assumed as valid
under the different physical conditions occurring in the interior
of nuclei, without any direct experimental verification. By re-
calling that physical knowledge is established quantitatively via
experiments and not by theoretical beliefs alone, the proposal
submitted to CERN suggested the initiation of a scientific pro-
cess (the consultations with local experimentalists) that could
subsequently lead to the resolution of this historical deficiency
of contemporary physics.*

*Pauli himself had stressed in his limpid teaching that his principle had been
conceived for physical conditions implying the lack of (appreciable)} over-
lapping of the wavepackets of particles. These conditions are verified for
the peripheral electrons of the atomic clouds because of very large mutual
distances as compared to the size of the wavepackets. When the physical
conditions are such to imply the overlapping of the wavepackets in an ap-
preciable amount, we have the lack of necessary applicability of the princi-
ple for a number of well known technical reasons (such as the fact that the
conditions imply the lack of necessary separability of the wavefunction,
let alone the proof of its totally antisymmetric character). These latter con-
ditions are exactly those in the interior of nuclei where particles are in ap-
preciable conditions of mutual penetration, not only of their wavepackets,
but also of their charge distributions. These are the well known historical
roots of the doubts on the EXACT validity of Pauli‘s principle in nuclear
physics which have been quantitatively studied by the hadronic generaliza-
tion of guantum mechanics (Section 1.6). The understanding is that the
APPROXIMATE validity of the principle is out of the question in nuclear
physics. Thus, the cbjective of the research proposal submitted to CERN
was that of resolving the issue in a quantitative way, that is, by establishing
via direct experiment the QUANTITATIVE value of physical conditions in
which the principle can be assumed as exact, with the complementary con-
ditions being those within which the principle MAY be exact. The situation
for the validity of Pauli’s principle within the interior of a proton or a neu-
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The application was acknowledged by W. Blair, Head of
the Fellow and Associate Service at CERN with a note of Janu-
ary 31, 1978 (See the Docum. Vol. i, p. 445).

On March 14, 1978, | wrote the following letter to Blair
(p. H—446):

“Dear Professor Blair,

! would like to express my appreciation for the courtesy of your
letter of January 31, 1978, indicating that my application for a
Scientific Associate Appointment will be considered at the meet-
ing of April 11, 1978.

In this respect, | would like to indicate that a recent grant appli-
cation with Professor Shiomo Sternberg, Chairman of the De-
partment of Mathematics here at Harvard, to the U. S, Depart-
ment of Energy (formerly ERDAJ, has been recently funded. As
a result, | will have financial support for the next two academic
years.

Owing to this new occurrence, | would like to confirm my appli-
cation for a scientific associateship appointment, but modify my
application for an appointment without salary.”

The letter then continued with the indication that my re-

search project was now part of an official program of the United
States of America under administration by Harvard University,
with my scientific associate being the chairman of Harvard's De-
partment of Mathematics of that time. 1 also indicated that, ow-
ing to my commitments at Harvard, my visits at CERN could
only be sporadic without any need of an office. The letter con-
cluded by stating:
“Clearly, the issue [ am referring to goes considerably beyond my
capabilities as an isolated researcher. . My interest in a scientific
associateship at CERN is therefore twofold: | would like first to
attempt to stimulate the awareness of CERN colleagues on the
need to conduct the indicated experimental verification, in due
time. Secondly, | would like to collect the personal viewpoints
of experimentalists (on the technical difficulties for a possible
verification) as well as theoreticians (on the reasons for or against
such an experimental verification).”

W. Blair subsequently communicated the CERN decision
to REJECT MY APPLICATION FOR HOSPITALITY via a letter
dated April 18, 1978 {p. |1-447).

| immediately contacted L. van Hove, CERN Director at
the time, by expressing my doubts, in the strongest possible

tron is much more nebulous and not resolvable in a direct quantitative way
at this time. Within these smaller physical conditions, the validity of Pauli's
principle is essentially inferred via the conjecture of the existence of yet
unidentified sixteen, different quarks and sixteen different, unidentified
antiquarks, and other assumptions. The validity of the principle then be-
comes a mere assumption following a primitive set of assumptions, none of
which is established in a direct and incontrovertible way. This signals that
we have left the arena of SCIENCE and entered the shadowy arena of
ACADEMIC POLITICS, which is the ultimate essence of this appendix.
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language, of the apparent existence of scientific corruption at
CERN in the handling of the affair because:

* | did not need any money (as stated in writing);
* | did not need any office space (as also stated in
writing);

* | evidently did not need the use of any CERN equip-
ment and/or facility;

*  The reasons for my interest for occasionally visit-
ing CERN dealt with a known, historical, funda-
mental, open problem of contemporary physics
not studied at CERN at that time (or thereafter);
and, last but not least,

*  the CERN rejection implied the prohibition of occas-
jonal visits by a scientist under official support of the
U.S. Government.,

Regrettably, with the passing of time, | have lost the docu-
mentation of these letters with van Hove, as well as several addi-
tional exchanges we had throughout the intermediary action of
a mutual acquaintance from Belgium. These letters are therefore
missing in the Documentation of the case (Vol. 11, pp. 444—447),
The outcome of my complaints to van Hove are however ab-
solutely incontrovertible and need no documentation. In fact,

#  van Hove did absolutely nothing of any value;

B the prohibition for me to visit CERN remained
strictly in force; and, last but not least,

B no investigation whatsoever was ever initiated at
CERN on the apparent scientific corruption under-
lying the affair.

Anather thing should be crystal clear for the reader of
this book. The very existence at CERN of one physicist study-
ing the experimental verification of Pauli's principle under strong
interactions, would have provided large damages to the vested
academic—financial—ethnic interests there. In fact, the mere
“consideration’” of the experiments could have heen perceived
as an acknowledgment of doubts on the exact validity of the
principle. In turn, the principle is a piliar of virtually all con-
jectures on quarks going on at that time at CERN and through-
out the world. In fact, the compliance with Pauli's principle
was instrumental in forcing guark supporters to invent the so-—
called notion of "‘color’”, which implied the multiplication of
the number of conjectured, unidentified quarks (as well as large
research contracts, numerous chairs in theoretical physics, and
the like).

Years passed by without any event worth reporting here.
Then, in 1982, van Hove resigned as CERN Director. His posi-
tion was subsequently assumed by H. Schopper, a physicists
from West Germany. | heard rumors in academic corridors that
H. Schopper was bringing a “new wind”’to CERN. This and
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other aspects suggested my contacting Schopper for the purpose
of recommending the initiation at CERN of experiments for the
resolution of the validity or invalidity of Einstein's special re-
lativity in the interior of hadrons.* The correspondence (re-
produced in full on pp. 11—465—477) turned out to be, not only
useless, but actually damaging.

Regrettably, the problem of scientific ethics and ac
countability at CERN cannot possibly be treated in this appen-
dix, inasmuch as it would require a separate, extensive report.
Nevertheless, in the interest of Europe (as well as of the labora-
tory itself), it is appropriate to recommend the initiation of the
consideration of the problem. Above all, the European press
should keep CERN under constant scrutiny for ethical standards
and scientific accountability, a task which has not even been ini-
tiated to this day, to my knowledge. Without such an indepen-
dent appraisal of CERN research, the laboratory may_weli decay
in time, despite its historical, outstanding, coniributions to hu-
man knowledge.

*The proposal was esstentially that submitted to U.S. National Labora-
tories, such as the measure of the mean life of unstable hadrons at differ-
ent energies (Section 1.7 and 2.3). The European taxpayer should be in-
formed of the fact that CERN possesses all the necessary equipment to run
this and other experiments in a matter of a few months by therefore resolv-
ing this fundamental problem of human knowledge. There must therefore
be no doubt whatsoever on the fact that the LACK of experiments of such
manifestly basic nature is due to a SPECIFIC, ORGANIZED, INTENT by

vested interests in control of the [aboratory, and NOT to the lack of equip-
ment or insufficient technology.
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APPENDIX B: AN ISLAND OF SCIENTIFIC FREEDOM:
THE INSTITUTE FOR BASIC RESEARCH
IN CAMBRIDGE, U.S.A.

[Reprinted from Hadronic Journal, Volume 6,
1967—1974, 1983]

1. HISTORY

The mathematicians and physicists who led to the found-
ing of the Institute for Basic Research (I.B.R.) initiated their
gathering at the First Workshop on Lie—admissible Formulations
held at Harvard University in 1978. The group grew considerably
in subseguent years. By 1981, it was clear that coordination of
the research could be better accomplished by organizing a new,
independent, institute.

The I.B.R. was incorporated in Massachusetts on March 2,
1981, as a nonprofit academic institution with a charter similar
to, but independent from, that of local institutions. The building
known as the Prescott House, adfjacent to Harvard University,
was purchased on July 29, 1981, to provide permanent facilities’
for the 1.B.R. in the heart of Cambridge’s academic community.
The building comprises 18 offices in the charming victorian style
of New England. This number can be readily increased via suit-
able remodeling. [In the absence of {,B.R. members, the offices
are leased to individual scholars and graduate students of local
universities.

tnauguration of the [.B.R. occurred on August 3, 1981,
jointly with the initiation of the Fourth Workshop on Lie—
admissible Formulations. The ceremony was attended by the
Governors, the Officers, and the Advisors of the Institute; re-
presentatives of the firms serving the Institute in accounting,
faw, and finance; and distinguished scientists from the {.S.A.,
and from Australia, Austria, Canada, Chile, France, Greece,
Israel, Italy, Mexico, Sweden, Switzerland, Venezuela, and West
Germany.

To ensure long term stability and independence from
fashionable research, the [.B.R. has been organized with a finan-
cial backing independent from government support. In fact, the
I.B.R. has been founded via private funds, and has been operated
via donations and volunteer work by the founders, officers, ad-
visors, members, their spouses and friends.

The 1.B.R. is a nonprofit academic corporation with fed-
eral tax exemption. All donations to the 1.B.R. are, therefore,
tax deductible in the U.S.A. under classifications 170(b){1)(A)

(vi} and 509(a)(1} of the Internal Revenue Code. The I.B.R. fed-
eral identification number is: 04—2750391,
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2. RESEARCH PROGRAMS

Lie’s theory, with its diversification into algebras, groups
and geometries, constitutes one of the most fundamental branch-
&s of conternporary mathematics.

A primary mathematical objective of the [.B.R. is the
study of possible generalizations of Lie’s theory [beyond grad-
ing—supersymmetric extensions]. Priority of research is given to
generalizations of Lie algebras that admit generalized group and
geometric structures.

A first generalization of Lie algebras of Lie—admissible
type was proposed by A. A. Albert at the University of Chicago
back in 1948. Additional generalizations of Lie—isotopic and
Malcev—admissible type have been proposed by [.B.R. members,
and they are currently under intensive mathematical study by a
growing number of scholars.

Contemporary physical theories, such as classical me-
chanics, statistical mechanics and quantum mechanics, con-
stitute a realization of Lie’s theory beginning from their most
fundamental dynamical part, the time evolution.

A primary physical objective of the [.B.R. is the study
of possible generalizations of contemporary mechanics whose
existence can be inferred from the generalized forms of Lie’s the-
ory provided by mathematical studies. The hope is to achieve
a deeper and more refined description of physical systems that
admit contemporary descriptions in first approximation.

By combining contributions in mechanics, algebras and
geometries beginning from the past century, .B.R. members
have afready succeeded in generalizing the contemporary form-
ulation of classical mechanics for conservative systems, into
covering mechanics possessing a L.ie—isotopic and Lie—admissible
structure for the closed and open description, respectively, of
the systems of our physical reality, those with potential—Ham-
iltonian as well as contact—non—Hamiltonian forces. The gen-
eralized formulations have been called Birkhoffian and Birk-
hoffian—admissible mechanics, respectively, because of pio-
neering contributions made by G. D. Birkhoff in 1927,

The study of a generalization of quantum mechanics as
operator image of the generalized classical mechanics indicated
above is well under way, for the representation of strongly in-
teracting particles (hadrons) as closed systems possessing an
interior dynamics more general than that of the atomic struc-
ture. In turn, a generalization of quantum mechanics for the in-
terior strong problem may assist in the resolution of some of the
fundamental open problems of the theoretical physical of the fast
decades; identification of quark constituents with physical, al-
ready known particles, etc. )

Additional applications of the advanced mathematical



and physical knowledge achieved by 1.B.R. members can be
foreseen in several other branches of contemporary human know-
ledge, ranging from theoretical biology to controlled fusion,
or to computer modeling.

3. ORGANIZATION

To minimize costs, the I.B.R. research objectives are pur-
sued via a combination of members actually working at the Cam-
bridge premises, and merbers residing at other institutions.
Therefore, joint membership at the L.B.R. and at other institu-
tions is encouraged. Coordination is ensured by frequent con-
tacts, perfodical research sessions, and yearly workshops. Ap-
pointments are made under the titles of Full Professor, Associate
Professor, Assistant Professor, and Research Assistant. Afl ap-
pointments are on a nontenured, yearly, renewable basis.

The I.B.R. is comprised of a Division of Mathematics and
a Division of Physics. A third Division of Applied Research /e.g.,
for energy] is currently under consideration. [n Fall, 1983, the
total number of 1.B.R. members was 33 [11 mathematicians and
22 physicists]. By 1985, the total number of 1.B.R. members is
expected to be 50. Presently, 65% of I.B.R. members hold joint
full professorship positions at other academic institutions in the
U.8.A., Canada, Venezuefa, [taly, Switzerland, France, West
Germany, Israel and Pakistan.

The [.B.R. is administered by a Board of Advisors when-
ever necessary. General executive authority of scientific char-
acter fs then invested in the President, while operational author-
ity will be invested in a Director, who is to be appointed in the
future.

Several precautionary measures have been implemented by
the founders of the [.B.R., beginning with the conception of the
Charter, to ensure genuine freedom in the pursuit of novel sci-
entific knowledge. For instance, members of the I.B. R. have no
authority in the appointments of new members, which are con-
ducted by an outside Committee comprised of distinguished sci-
entists and administrators in the U.S.A. and abroad.

This organizational structure, which is apparently new in
the U.S.A., has been implemented to minimize the formation of
groups of scholars with vested interests in one given trend, and
the not uncommon suppression of research along other trends,
whenever said groups are invested with executive authority for
new appointments.

4. EDITING

The 1.B.R. considers editorial efforts an important aspect
of its contribution to advanced scientific inquiry. Members of
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the 1.B.R. and non—members alike are involved in the Institute’s
editorial operations.

The L.B.R. houses the editorial office of the Hadronic
Journal, a journal on basic physical advances which is at its seven-
th year of publication under the Editorship of J. Fronteau
(France), for Statistical Mechanics; R. Mignani (ftaly), for Theo-
retical Physics; H. C. Myung (U.S.A.), for Mathematics; and A.
M. Santilli (11.5.A.), as Editor in Chief; with an Editorial Council
comprising several internationally known scientists.

The I.B.R. also houses the Secretarial Office of Algebras,
Groups and Geometries, a new journal on fundamental mathema-
tical advances that is scheduled to fnjtiate publication in January,
1984, under the editorship of H. C. Myung (U.S.A.), with an Edi-
torial Council comprising several distinguished scholars.

Furthermore, the 1.B.R. houses the Editorial Office of sev-
eral yearly reprint series such as:

- Hadronic ilechanics,

A, Schober, Editor;

- Mathematical Studies on Lie—admissible algebras,

H. C. Myung, Editor;

— Applications of Lie—admissible Algebras in Physics;

H. C. Myung, S. Okubo and R. M. Santilli, Editors;
— A Nonassociative Algebra Bibliography,

M. L. Tomber, Editor;

— Advances in Discrete Mathematics and Computer Science,

D. F. Hsu, Editor.

5. CONFERENCES

The organization of conferences, workshops, and summer
schools in physics, mathematics, and other branches of science
constitutes an important function of the .B.R.

During the first year of operation, the I.B.R. organized the
Fourth Workshop on Lie—admissible Formulations, hel/d in Cam-
bridge, U.S.A., on August, 1981.

The LB.R. also participated in organizing the First Inter-
national Conference on Nonpotential Interactions and Their
Lie—admissible Treatment, held at the University of Orléans,
France, in January, 1982, The conference was attended by sci-
entists from around the world, including official convoys from
the U.S5.8.R. and China. The conference resulted in the publica-
tion of four volumes of proceedings, for approximately 2,000
pages of research.

The I.B.R. subsequently organized the First Workshop on
Hadronic Mechanics and the Fifth Workshop on Lie—admissible
I;gégnulations that were held jointly on the premises on August,

Currently, the 1.B.R. is organizing the Second Workshop
on Hadronic Mechanics to be held in Europe in Summer, 1984,
and the Second international Conference on Nonpotential In-
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teractoins and Their Lie—admissible Treatment to be held also in
Europe in Surmmer, 1985,

Additional workshops, and conferences on gravitation,
computer science, philosophy of science and other fields are
under consideration,

6. GUEST HOUSE

The LB.R. is provided with a furnished, four—bedroom
Guest House focated directly on the water’s edge of Allerton
Harbor, some 18 miles South of Cambridge. The Guest House
has been used by several |.B.R. members, or visitors, their fami-
lies and friends for brief stays and research sessions, amidst a
beautiful natural environment, with stimulating walks on ma-
jestic shorefines of the Atlantic Ocean, and enchanting sunsets
on the Boston Skyline. The Allerton Harbor houses three
marinas, and is an ideal setting for all nautical recreational
activities.

7. MEMBERSHIP

Applications for L.B.R. membership can be submitted at
any time to the

Admission Committee

The Institute for Basic Rasearch

96 Prescott Street

Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138, U.S.A.

To avoid delays, all applicants should
1) specify whether membership is desired in the Division of

Mathematics or of Physics,

2} indicate the academic title the application is submitted for;

3) include a brief, one—page summary of current research
interests;

4) provide a curriculum vitae el studiorum with a list of
publications; and,

5) solicite at least three letters of recommendation to be
mailed directly to the Admission Committee. (Import-
ant Note: 7The LB.R. does not solicit letters of recom-
mendation).

Members are initially appointed on a honorary basis with-
out financial support and without any obligation . Appoint-
ments are structured to be compatible with pre—existing academ-
fc commitments.

I.B.R. membership can be discliosed [jointly with other
memberships or individually] in publications, lectures, and all
academic activities at large. However, such a disclosure is not
obligatory, but only discretionary for each individual member.

L.B.R. membership provides a number of opportunities
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such as:

¢ participation in ongoing research activities, conferences,
and editorial programs of the institute;

L4 possibility of initiating new, independent, research pro-
grams; arganizing new conferences, workshops or summer
schools; or launching new editorial programs,;

¢ seeking financial support from governmental, corporate or
private sources under [.B.R. administration whenever ap-
propriate.

The financing of general logistic expenses is the responsi-
bility of the 1.B.R. Board of Governors. The financing of indivi-
dual 1.B.R. members essentially rests in the initiative of each in-
dividual member.

The I.B.R. does not require a membership fee. Whenever
possible, voluntary, tax—deductible donations depending on the
individual capabilities, are welcome.
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