
LETTERS 

More Spirited Debate on Physics, 
Parapsychology and Paradigms 

Jonathan P Dowling voices his con­
cern about Physical Review A's 

publication of Henry P Stapp's 
paper (July 1995, page 78). Like 
Dowling, I am concerned by this 
story, but for precisely the opposite 
reason. Stapp says that he "was 
forced by the referee and editors" to 
exclude part of his paper from the 
published version. I believe that this 
is indeed a form of ideological censor­
ship of heresy. 

Superficially, Dowling's position ap­
pears to be a defense of true physics 
from the intrusion of psychics and 
other crackpots. However, under 
more careful scrutiny, it turns out to 
be an attack on the freedom of a sci­
entist to present his interpretation of 
the results of his work as they natu­
rally evolve. Dowling's position, 
therefore, makes him an unsuspect­
ing bedfellow of the very people he ap­
parently wants to save science from. 
As Stapp argues in his reply, to re­
solve the matter, we need more, not 
fewer, independent experimental veri­
fications (or refutations) of the effects 
claimed by Helmut Schmidt, Robert 
Jahn and others. One cannot exor­
cise unorthodox claims by repeating 
mantras that they are "pseudoscience." 

Nobody denies the need to main­
tain very high standards of refereeing 
in Physical Review A. However, to 
discourage people from submitting 
experimental or theoretical work 
based on clear ideological premises is 
to do a clear disservice to the scien­
tific community. 

ALEXANDER A BEREZIN 
McMaster University 

Hamilton, Ontario, Canada 

I think that Jonathan P. Dowling's 
letter and Henry P. Stapp's re­

sponse should be viewed in a wider 
context. 

In the course of its long history, 
physics has gone through two major 
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paradigm shifts, the transition from 
Aristotelian to Newtonian physics, 
and the transition from Newtonian 
to contemporary physics. Additional 
major paradigm shifts are likely to 
take place, but it is impossible to tell 
when or in what form. It may be 
possible, however, to suggest the direc­
tion a major shift is likely to take. 

Back in the 1950s, Erwin Schriidin­
ger came up with such a suggestion. 
He noticed that contemporary science 
is based on an unacknowledged and 
crucial abstraction that he called "the 
principle of objectivation." He wrote: 
"By this I mean what is also fre­
quently called the 'hypothesis of the 
real world' around us. I maintain 
that it amounts to a certain simpli­
fication which we adopt in order to 
master the infinitely intricate prob­
lem of nature. Without being aware 
of it and without being rigorously sys­
tematic about it, we exclude the Sub­
ject of Cognizance from the domain of 
nature that we endeavor to under­
stand. We step with our own person 
back into the part of an onlooker who 
does not belong to the world, which 
by this very procedure becomes an ob­
jective world. [Our] science ... is 
based on objectivation, whereby it has 
cut itself off from an adequate under­
standing of the Subject of Cognizance, 
of the mind. But I do believe that 
this is precisely the point where our 
present way of thinking does need to 
be amended, perhaps by a bit of blood­
transfusion from Eastern thought. 
This will not be easy, we must be 
aware of blunders-blood-transfusion 
always needs great precaution to 
prevent clotting. We do not wish to 
lose the logical precision that our sci­
entific thought has reached, and that 
is unparalleled anywhere at any 
epoch."1 

If Schrodinger is right, then the 
next paradigm shift will have to do 
with a change in our understanding 
of the role of consciousness in relation 
to the physical world. This is the con­
text in which I see Stapp's work as 
immensely valuable. 

I am as convinced as the next 
physicist that the "Schmidt effect" is 
a spurious one. But when an exami­
nation of the current paradigm is the 
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issue, one's convictions should not be 
a cause for action or inaction because 
the convictions are based on the para­
digm. If there is a way to examine, 
in a rigorously scientific manner, 
claims of effects that defy the para­
digm, such examinations should be 
encouraged. 

Stapp, a physicist of impeccable 
reputation, has conducted just such 
an examination. He studied the 
Schmidt effect both experimentally 
and theoretically. I believe that he 
should be commended for his efforts, 
and his results should be publishable 
in the most prestigious journals. 

Reference 
1. E. Schriidinger, Mind and Matter, 

Cambridge U. P. , Cambridge, UK 
(1958), pp. 37, 54. 

SHIMON MALIN 
Colgate University 

Hamilton, New York 

D OWLING REPLIES: I strongly dis­
agree with Berezin's assertion 

that my letter is "an attack on the 
freedom of a scientist to present his 
interpretation of the results of his 
work." My objection was and is spe­
cifically to Stapp's paper being pub­
lished in Physical Review A-not to 
it's being published in what I would 
consider another, more appropriate 
publication, such as the Journal of 
Parapsychology. 

Berezin also makes it sound as 
though all scientists should have the 
freedom to present their own interpre­
tation of their own work in Physical 
Review A without going through the 
editorial and refereeing process. 
Again, I disagree-although I do sup­
port him in believing in the "need to 
maintain very high standards of refe­
reeing in Physical Review A." 

Like Stapp, Berezin argues that 
we need even more experiments on 
paranormal phenomena. For the 
most part, the results of relevant 
experiments undertaken over the last 
four decades have not proved to be 
reproducible by independent experi­
menters. Accordingly; I really do not 
see the value of conducting yet more 
experiments. 

Malin believes we are on the verge 
of a paradigm shift having to do with 
the role of consciousness in relation 
to the physical world, and that Stapp 
is a brave pioneer whose results 
"should be publishable in the most 
prestigious journals." Again, I dis­
agree-and I don't think I am alone 
in taking this position. The Physical 
Review editorial board has changed 

its policy so that purely conjectural 
papers on the foundations of quan­
tum mechanics are no longer accept­
able for publication. 

JON A THAN P. DOWLING 
US Army Missile Command 
Redstone Arsenal, Alabama 

Once More unto the 
Gordon & Breach 

This letter is Gordon & Breach's 
response to the joint statement of 

the American Institute of Physics and 
the American Physical Society in the 
January edition of PHYSICS TODAY 

(page 58). 
The societies' description of the 

lawsuit creates the impression that 
Judge Leonard B. Sand ruled for 
them. But the judge has yet to rule 
on the merits of G&B's lawsuit and 
in fact ruled against the societies on 
the major legal point. In his decision, 
the judge distinguished between publi­
cation of the surveys in society jour­
nals and "secondary use" of them­
that is, using the surveys in advertis­
ing or promotional materials or pres­
entations. While protecting the for­
mer activity, he refused to protect ac­
tual promotional uses. He held that 
there was ample evidence that AlP 
and APS were engaging in these sec­
ondary uses to promote the sale of 
their own journals, a commercial ob­
jective that has nothing to do with 
the debate about escalating journal 
prices. 

The judge's exact words were that 
"Defendants' use of the surveys di­
rectly to target relevant consumers 
is precisely the type of promotional 
activity that the Lanham Act seeks 
to regulate. . . . This element of con­
sumer-orientation-of directly target­
ing relevant purchasers-pervades 
virtually all of defendants' secondary 
uses. We find it dispositive." 

This has been G&B's point from 
the beginning: The Barschall surveys 
are not exercises in academic re­
search; they are sales pitches for soci­
ety journals. Because G&B will 
prove that the surveys are false or 
misleading, the use of those surveys 
to promote society journals as a bet­
ter value than those of commercial 
publishers violates American unfair 
competition law (the Lanham Act). 

The evidence, mostly from the so­
cieties' own files, shows that Bar­
schall worked together with the mar­
keting and business officials at the so­
cieties to develop his second survey in 
a way that would be helpful to the 
business interests of AlP and APS. 
Indeed, Barschall asked AlP and APS 

business officials-not an editor-if 
he should do a survey; inquiring 
"Would it be useful . . . in particular, 
what additional information would be 
helpful?" The response from AlP's 
director of publishing (to whom the 
marketing department reported) was 
to encourage him to go forward. Bar­
schall later circulated drafts to AlP 
and APS business officials and re­
ceived suggestions on how to rewrite 
them so they would better serve the 
societies' interests. AlP and APS also 
worked with Barschall to time the 
publication of the second survey so 
that reprints could be sent to subscrib­
ers with the societies' renewal notices 
in the fall . Their goal was to use the 
survey to justify their recent price in­
creases. Only because G&B objected 
to the survey and communicated this 
to AlP and APS was the planned sub­
scriber mailing aborted. But as the 
judge detailed in over seven pages of 
his opinion, other promotional activi­
ties did in fact occur. In short, the so­
cieties were motivated by a blatant 
commercial goal-to persuade consum­
ers to buy society journals. 

The AIP/APS joint statement also 
misleadingly describes the results of 
the European cases. It totally omits 
the case in France, which G&B in­
itially won and which is now on ap­
peal. It also misstates some of the 
findings in Switzerland and Germany, 
where courts held that the societies, 
in publishing the surveys, intention­
ally aimed to influence the purchas­
ing decisions of scientific libraries in 
order to give the societies a competi­
tive edge. The courts also expressed 
serious doubts about Barschall's meth­
odology, but did not believe that physi­
cists and librarians in those countries 
would have been fooled by the sur­
veys. Judge Sand has expressly held 
that the findings of the European 
courts are not binding on an Ameri­
can court. 

Since the societies issued their 
joint statement, a Swiss appellate 
court has held that the commercial 
court hearing the case there must 
also consider new evidence submitted 
by G&B concerning the societies work­
ing closely with Barschall to use the 
survey to influence the purchasing de­
cisions of subscribers. Accordingly; 
the appellate court has sent the case 
back for further proceedings. 

AlP and APS constitute just two of 
hundreds of scientific publishers to 
feel the effect of library budget cuts 
and subscription cancellations. But 
using their venerated status as scien­
tific societies to present their own ad­
vertising as science is unfair not just 
to other publishers, but to their own 
subscribers and members. If the so-
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