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of gravitational waves from a vibrating
and rotating neutron star. I had the dis-
quieting sense that I was doing nothing
more than plugging in the appropriate
textbook formulas, but when I showed
Wheeler my notebook, he would be
wild with enthusiasm, giving me the il-
lusion that I had actually done some-
thing. In elegant penmanship, occasion-
ally adorned with a drawing of a dish
of ice cream, he would write down
what he wanted me to do next. Later I
was astonished to see, in a long article
he wrote for the Annual Review of As-
tronomy and Astrophysics, references to a
paper to be published, written by Zee
and Wheeler. That paper, which would
have been my first, was never actually
published. I regret it somewhat, as it
would be just about the only one with
me as the first author.

For my senior thesis I abandoned
general relativity for particle physics
and switched my allegiance to Arthur
Wightman. When it came time for grad-
uate school, I should have asked my
thesis adviser for advice. Instead, I
vividly remember sitting in front of
Wheeler, who told me his opinion of the
leading particle theorists at various
major universities and ended with the
pronouncement that Steve Weinberg
was the best of the upcoming genera-
tion. It turned out that Weinberg was
about to leave Berkeley for Harvard,
and thus I went north rather than west
for grad school.

Due to some convoluted circum-
stances, I did my thesis with Sidney
Coleman, who was not even on
Wheeler’s list. Nevertheless, Weinberg
did influence me greatly, directly
through his papers and indirectly in ar-
ranging for me to write my first popular
physics book many years later. Thus
Wheeler shaped my life in more ways
than one.
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Troubling
changes in
 scientific 
publishing

Since my first book was published 40
years ago, I have noticed with dismay
that major changes for the worse have
taken place in the publishing of scien-
tific books. 

My first concern is with the changes
in payment. In the past, contributors to
multiauthor books received a pro-rata

royalty or a page fee from the publisher.
Nowadays, it is common for publishers
to offer no fee at all; one free copy per
chapter is usually given, even for multi -
author chapters. The publisher gener-
ally gets away with this demand for un-
paid work because invited authors do
not like to be absent from a compilation
in their specialty or would not refuse an
invitation from a colleague who is also
a friend.

A second major change is this: Who
does the work? In the distant past, au-
thors supplied a manuscript, which the
publisher carefully copyedited and
typeset; figures were usually redrawn
to ensure uniformity in style and type-
face throughout the book. Today, the
author prepares a text file with illustra-
tions, all to be printed directly as sub-
mitted. Copyediting is very uneven: I
have recent experience both of consci-
entious, meticulous editing and of care-
less, ignorant, incompetent work from
hitherto highly respected publishers.

Authors are now expected to per-
form much of the work that used to be
undertaken by publishers and printers.
All other considerations aside, the new
arrangement is inefficient: Certainly
proofreading should be easier when the
author’s own file is mapped directly
onto the printed page—though my ex-
perience has taught me that everything
except, perhaps, plain symbol-free text
still must be checked with extreme
care—but the niceties of typefaces, for-
matting, spacing, and printing are the
business of printers, not scientists. 

In short, scientific authors increas-
ingly find that they are doing more and
more of the work that used to be done
by publishers and printers and are
being paid less and less for it. Publish-
ers, please explain!
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Putting a name
to a face

The “unidentified” person in the back
row of the group picture of the Project
Matterhorn B team (PHYSICS TODAY,
April 2009, page 32) is the late A. Carl
Haussmann, then a captain in the US
Army (and former all-American
lacrosse player from West Point) and
later a long-time associate director and,
briefly, acting director of Lawrence Liv-
ermore National Laboratory. Carl was a
leader in the development of weapons

and laser programs at Livermore and a
key reason for their success. He always
remembered John Wheeler with affec-
tion and respect, and he looked on his
time working on Project Matterhorn as
a major formative experience.
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Einstein and 
socialism

In his review of the book Einstein and
Oppenheimer: The Meaning of Genius
(PHYSICS TODAY, April 2009, page 60),
Robert Schulmann accuses the book’s
author, Silvan Schweber, of the “jarring
misinterpretation” of referring to Al-
bert Einstein as a socialist in later life. If
Schulmann meant to deny that Einstein
was a socialist or was so in later life,
then he is surprisingly misinformed.

In 1949 Einstein published an article
that leaves no doubt about his political
stance at the time. Its title was “Why So-
cialism?” and it appeared in the inaugu-
ral issue of the American journal Monthly
Review; it is available online at http://
www.monthlyreview.org/598einstein.php.

Rafael Sorkin
(sorkin@physics.syr.edu)

Perimeter Institute for Theoretical Physics
Waterloo, Ontario, Canada

Schulmann replies: Differentiation
is as critical in the social sciences as in
their exact cousins. A blanket statement
that Einstein was a socialist will not do.
His article “Why Socialism?” is replete
with ambivalence toward the ideology.
Unlike many of his contemporaries,
Einstein carefully weighed the benefits
of a planned economy against the dan-
ger that an all-powerful and overween-
ing bureaucracy might encroach on the
rights of the individual and overwhelm
the classical liberal ideal of intellectual
freedom. Though he demonstrated
philosophical sympathy for socialism
with a human face, including many of
its economic principles, he did not iden-
tify with the intellectual tradition of the
European labor movement or the Marx-
ist legacy. The central issue for him al-
ways remained the free play afforded
every individual to develop creative
potential. In that he was the true intel-
lectual heir of Gustav Maier and Jost
Winteler, the liberal political mentors of
his early Swiss years.
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