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FROM WASHINGTON:

VELIKOVSKY RIDES AGAIN \

HOWARD MARGOLIS

The Scptember 1963 wsue of The
Amecrican Behavioral Scientist devoted
If to an impasioncd defonse of
Q;;nmnd Viehkonsky, the worldsin-
collsion man, and mu:qu:‘nllr to an

M
for mrn-usuuy refusing the man a fair
heanng, The lhme articles dm:lo;nng
these  acc were

under  the  collective mlr “The
Politics of Science and Dr. Velikov.
shr.” “While Vebkovsky's ideas are
not at all bovond  criticism,” the
atticles conclude. "2 2 ersmnaonist
be appears in the company of Plate,
Aquinas, Brimo, Descartes, Newton,
amd Kant. What would therefore he

—to defend ordinary or cven mis-
taken schalars—heeomes, by

an oceasion to defond a grcat smant of
the age™

<2
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This is prette heady stuff, The rea.
soms mwven for the mawuve injustice
done to Vehkowsky range wide, be
ginming with the comventional acomsa-
tion that scicntists are nnwilling to
listen to someone without formal
eredentiale, and ending with a bhizarre
snggestion that “an informal keft.wing
nctwork might well have been in
opcration.” But all this is by the way.
The principal theory advanced in Be-
havioral Screntist, and abo in an articke
in Harper’s by Fric Ltrlhl:t u that the
scicntists arc i v to

only the duty of the eritics of sciencedLthe telescope.”

quently, the intent of this rcport i
not to discuss the controversy, since
no pereeptible controversy seems to
REPORTS anc docloped. What is of most in-
&3 terest heve is that this attack on scien-
tists incidentally and quite uninten-
tionally provides an indication of the| 3
Lind of confiraem that must be expect-| S~
od when tochnscal matters beomne the
focus of public debate. For here we
have a easc m which there s none)
] of the cmotional and_political_pas-
uﬂnl & that appear in matters hike those
Tk me fallont or Aneondation: none
of the obvions cconomic and prostize|
inflocnce that cannot be avoided on
Kicrkegaard termed ‘foar and tremb-  jssncs of where to sct np a new space|
Img." ™ center o to baild 3 new mnltibilhon
How did Vclikovsky free himsclf of  volt particle accckrator; nonc of thel
the prejodices that blind the physical  major  mational  sccunty  fsncs  sof
scicntists? “When  the Velikowsky  clearly imohed in matters ble thel
affair is wdered in the light of the  test han ar whether ta Imild an anti.
history of science it bosa its puzzling  hallistic missle switom: in short, we|
qualihu' Velikovsky,” we are told,  have to contend with none of they
“saw what other scholars were not able  powerful factors that male it diffienlt
to see becawse he relied o picces of 1o get a reasonably dispassionate public]
ovidence that they had chosen to discnssion of the technical ude of
neglect, mamely the asccumnlated  political ksnce. We would cxpect 2
reconds of human cxperience. Natural | mice. rexsonable remonable m-lund 15
socntists who scomn these reoords put of objective cvadence for and azainst) v'
themsches in the position of the carlv Dr. Vichkonskr, The Rchavioral annl
astromemers who held that no tube  tist attack 5 not  cven  directed) .
respectable scholar should resort to partienlarly asainst these  scicntists \f}
who thiteen vears ago felt that an|
Om this basis, it is unsurprising that  appropriate response to the book was)
the magazine’s cditor, Alfred de  to hring pressure on its poblisher tof
Crazia. a profcisor of government at ahandon the project. It is 2 general.
New York Unnensity, shonld e 3 unqualiicd attack on amone who
rallving erv to his raders: “What hae  dismised Velikonaly's work 0 plain
not boen appreciated.” de Guazia holwm. And what makes the attack
writcs ™, . . i the high imvohcment  interesting. coming in a  «cholarly
of the social and behmioral sciences.  ponmmal with a prestigions heard of
The social sciences arc the base of  editorial advisors, & that Velikowsky" ‘1
Velikowsky's work, . It is by the  work, as clearly as anvthing can be "-.r
me of the methodoloor of social  this world, is plain hokwm,
science and the dates of history that Velikowsky's view s that around,
Velikovsky has launched his formic 1500 mc. the planct Jupiter evpelled [ §

dable assanlt wpon the heroes and
theoncs of the clmics, atronomy,
genlogy, and historical biology. Yet the
social scwentnsts have been gonerally
nnaware of his work and almest totalle

a challenge which lhq are unable to
refute, but which threatens large parts
of the scicntific worldview built np‘

Nonc of this scems to have had
mnchm\plc! ‘I'hcmag:msmdtm

since Newton. This is the reaction
which_scconnts, sccording fo rE'
editors, for “the prol 3

v i lettere. Bnt
ﬁephwimmﬂumlh
lmgsdlklﬂxlmhehmhw

outburst in which almost the entire
scientific community of the 1950s
took part, an onthurst of what Sorcn
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the challeng T‘anmm.
that bhehavioral scientists in

numbers are rallving to the

sigmificant
jcall to defend Velikowsky, Comse

the planct Venus 2« 3 comet, which
then bmshed past the earth, pradne.
ing vt catntrophes (for cxample.
bailing occans) and incidentalle the
ten plagnes of the Wihlical Fxeddus, the
splitting of the Red Sca, and the pillar
of clond by dav and fire by night which
the Hebrews followed in the desert for
the next forty vears. The visit of
Venus cither temporarily stopped the
carth’s rotation or tilted it over on ats
arit, to produce the effcct of prolonged
night in the Ncar Ext. Fifty-two vears
later, the comct retorned. according to
Velikowsky, again stopping or Hilting

graph, the story of events as narrated in the
Iliad and quoted also from other sources, re-
counts repeated strong perturbations between
Mars and Venus, the former being the more
disturbed of the two.

20 “That the planets occasionally hop about
from one orbit to another” is a misrepresenta-
tion of the incidental analogy drawn with
Bohr's model. The book (Worlds in Collision)
argues the planets with intersecting or
converging orbits suffered near-collisions with
resulting changes in orbits.

21 Velikovsky's opponents, C. Gaposchkin,
J. Stewart (Harper's, June 1951) insisted that
the solar system is electrically and magnetically
“sterile’: no electromagnetic fields or forces are
present that are able even to a slightest degree

to affect the planetary v motions. For
such fields in the solar , he
was castigated by Mr. Gardner (In the Name

of Science, p. 33) and placed among believers
in a flat earth because he would “belabor the
‘orthodox’ for refusing to recognize these im-

aginary cnergics!” In  debate with Stewart,
he wrote of “the reluctance to recognize the
existence of electrical and magnetic forces in
the celestial sphere,” and Gardner quotes this
to make him appear ridiculous. Velikovsky's
claim was based upon several indications and
speculations:
1. Jupiter sends radio noises. Confirmed
1955.

2. Earth is surrounded by a magnetosphere,
Confirmed 1958.

3. Interplanctary space is permeated by a
magnetic ficld. Confirmed 1960.

4, The Sun has an appreciable charge,
which, according to V. A. Bailey, gives
it a potential of 10 billion volts (1960;
Nature, March 21, 1964).

5. The rotation of the earth may be dis-
turbed by an ele‘:tmnmgneui 9&?“ T;af
masnebc force (dipole) in'n llows the law
of the inverse cube of ; at close

approaches lx:twccu mlc\“lml bodies a
more tion must
result.

22 misfortune of science is that no
person of the Establishment has condescended
to argue with Velikovsky, No gencral theory
provides for everything, DBut there are four
detailed books to argue with.

23 Who says so? Dogmatic denial.

24 Historically, in natural and social science,
it is often indeed observed, not merely con-
ceivable, that one man is right when most
others are wrong.

25 See above. Also Velikovsky offered a
serics of crucial tests, such as the great heat
of Venus (when it was agreed that Venus'
ground temperature was higher by 3° than
that of the earth). It was found (1962-3) to
be around 800°. Or, the hydrocarbon nature
of Venus' envelope. Apparently confirmed:
1962-3 (Mariner 1I).

26 “Wrong in detail and still be magnifi-
contly right” This is logical nonsense. As above
there is ample ground for testing his theorics
and they have begun to be tested. Ilowcver.
the historical tests are eminently in  order.

Agreed that, “If these dn support hu is,
then the scientific ¢ deed gravely
at fault . . .” They do sn sr.rpmrl and the

community is at fault,

27 Margolis says he dislikes impassioned
laoguage!

2Anyone” and “a few hours.” These are
apparently the Bulletin qualifications for abuse
and slander. An incredible position for a scien-
tific journal. Cf. the similar attcmpt of Mrs.
Gaposchkin (ABS, Sept. 1963

29 R. Juergens checked on .\la:golxs care-
ful compendium, reports: “In two brief
paragraphs of quotations from Worfds in Colli-
sion, Margolis deletes five pairs of quotation
marks, in effect, attributing words to Velikov-
sky that are not his; deletes two words, mis-
spells a third, and inserts a questionable
synonym for the fourth; he capitalizes four
words not so capitalized in the book, and de-
capitalizes three others which are capitalized
in the book; he ignores Velikovsky's para-
graph structure, running parts of two as onc;
he drops a colon and inserts a period in its
stead.”

40 Conveys the idea that Margolis did so;
but he gives indication only of having read a
version in English by Griffith, not the originals
or the later French version.

31 False. It is fairly certain on its face that
the document tells one story and the events
are described as parts of the story: tempest,
darkness, Pi-Kharoti, battles of King Tuom,
the apotheosis in the surges of the whirlpool.

i Thom=Toum=Tum. It is difficult to be-
lieve otherwise. “Les combats du roi Toum
en ce lieu” (Goyon, p. 33), “The conflicts of
the king Tum™ (Griffith).

2% King's battles or advance against the ‘evil
doers’ is in text. Velikovsky interprets the two
forces opposing Thom as identical.

24 “Pekharti  which Velikovsky alters into
Pi-Khiroti.” Margolis is unaware that the
hicroglyphic text has no vowels, but only
consonants; further, he did not read Goyon,
because Goyon transcribes Pi-Kharoti, “Pi-ha
Hiroth which Velikovsky alters into Pi-ha-
Khiroth, further enhancing his evidence.”
Margolis should know that het and khet are
two different letters in Hebrew (as in Handel
and Bach, they are pronounced differently);
he argues as if the original text of the Old
Testament was written in King James Version.
Finally, Velikovsky quoted the King James
version as is: “encamping by the sea, beside
Pi-ha-hiroth” and added in square brackets
[Khiroth]. In a letter to Velikovsky of June 6,
1946, W. F. Albright, eminent Orientalist,

mssed himself favorably as to the le
identification of Phrt with Pihahirot of Exodus.
(Albnght was st least then a strong opponent

ch.ronolot?) “Ha”
Hobrew what the" is in English; ugol.is
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the globe, so the miracle de-

30 producing
scribed in the Book of Joshua, :{!
v

cight conturics biter, 3 Jesser set
catastrophes was produced by the plan.
et Mars, which repeatedly came near
the carth and at onc point collided
with Verms, The resalt was that both
bodies scttlad down in the orbits in
which we know them today. In the
procews the length of the carth’s year
wat changed from 360 days to the
present 365 and a fraction.

There n a
sky fecls his analysis helps explain an
cnormows range of things, from mch
triviahtics as why thirteen is consid.
cred an unhecky number, to the orign
of the species (Darwin wa largely
wrong)
(Newton was wrong in

deal more. \’dﬂm\'g

remote, that almost
everyonc is wrong and that Velikovsky
is right.

More plausibly. it 'would be possibl
that the details of the Velibovsky theo
rics, @ he them, arc
wrong, but that his gencral msight i
sonmed, amd that sonething hike what
Velikovsky sngests did happen.
Thus there is no scicnlific way to
jcxamine Velikovsky's conclusions and
on that basis prove that his work i
jworthless, lle could be wrong on al-
mest every detail, and still be magnif-
cently right in at least part of his con-
ception. As 3 romlt, Velikovaky mmt
fbe mect on his own chosen

1wwknl|o!um It is 3t beast concena-

ground,
and tcluh&l lmrhmm“ml'h an cnnnuahu! of his use of the
d rocords

of humam ex-

I;wnupm‘bkthatﬁmamld
lb-:-nlquuh Iium

built Tike an atom” and that ll\e plan'y

ocexsionally hop about from one
orbit to another, morc or less as elee.
troms were suppesed 1o do in Nich
Rohr's conception of the atom. Vel

perience.” IE these do support his the-
hos, then the i 1

sca, beside Pi-ha-Khiroth, The inscrip-
tion on the shrine ako narrates the
death of the phatoah during this por-
smit under exceptional circumstances,
Now when the majcsty fonght with the
evil doers in this ponl, the place of the
whitlpool, the cvil docrs prevailed not
over hiv mapaty, His mapcsty kaped
nto the plae of the whirlpaol. This
i the same apothcosis descnibed in
Exodus 15:19: For the horse of Pha-
rmah wont in wath his chaviots and his
horsemen nto the sca, and the Lord
brought again the waters npon them."”

Vehkowsky refers to this evidence
again a few pages later: “On the shrine
found in ¢l Arish the story is told of
3 horncanc and a prolonged dakness
when nobody could leave the palace.
and of the parsmit by the Pharoah
Taoui- Thom of the Aecing slaves whem
he d to Pi-Khiroti, which is the

"
indeed gravely st fault for refusing to
Aook Ihludb this M M what

s
ﬁu! cven if his ll»erm violated none
of the presently accepted understand-
ingt of how the world works, they
woukl have to be repected o nomeme

myway; for = amrme who spends 2
ew _houry in a library checking Veli-

e'/' Kowsky also assumes the existence of&F
massive, Intl thw far undetectable. ¥ kowiky's sources will discover, Workds
| ic forces in the solar sys-  fin Collision is. if nothing clsc, a match-
THafh? c\nlmshpemuulutnn_ compendinm_of how you can
to Worlds in Collision, *“no‘y|prove anything if you arc only carchess
ormhila and no hicroghphic will stand  [enongh. 1f you wish to find refutation
hlhe-aydﬁmthﬂmmtm Velikovsty's arguments, you have
read it mcldy to look up the sources he cites

Asa conscquence, Ilme are himited  in his footnotes.

for a When Velikowsky withes to provide
with Velikovsky. e describes 3 !Inu-y confirmation that the biblical story of
A2 |which docs not scem to make sense,  the Exedns is literally sccurate, he
and he docs not prefend to effer any  cites an inscription found on a shrine
jdetailed explanation shoot how his  found at cl-Arish, on the border be.

Itheories can be made to make sense,
For cxample, it appears to be inherent.
Iy impossible for Mars to collide with
Venus at some point outside the
carth’s orbit, 3 Velikowsly proposcs,
with the conscquence that Venus is
knocked into 2 nearly circular orbit
well within the carth’s orhit, and Mars
remains in a nearly cirenlar orbit out-
side the earth's orbit. This scoms to be
the casc for the same kind of reason

tween Palestine and Egypt. He quotes
3 passage from the inscription deserib
ing 2 penod of prolonged darkness and
storm, which paralicls the biblical ac.
mwnhuf three dayy’ darkness. e goos

mbﬂhmlhll:bw'-ﬂ
the Fgyptian, refor to the same event
can be cstablished by another meams
abo. Following the prolonged dark.
I'iessmdﬂnhumcmc the pb:ﬂui!.

that you cannot pour two quarts of g to the hicroghphic text of
a3 e into 3 oncquart far; the world,  the simm. the evildocrs to
\/ farawmteﬂ.mpl, on't built  the place ca Pi-Khiroti. The same

I!-nl Ilut the Velikovsky theories
scem to make no semse i not meces-
sarily mificient reason for regarding his

place is mentioned in Exodus 14:9:
But the Egyptian pursued them, all
the horscs and chariots of Pharoah . . .
and overtook them encamping by the

biblical Piha Khiroth,”

Nuiyoulmlnplhmmlq 3-

scription, you polce  some  cunons
things: for example, the two incidents
of the stonm aml the leap mto the
whiripool are not sequential, as Vel
kovsky presents them. They are de
scribed a5 taking place at wadcly dif-
ferent places at wadely different times
with no rchition betwoen them, [and
they involve not the same king. but

two difficrient kings, noither of 1!.«“‘ 3

named Taowi Thom. There is no men-
tion of the pharaah pursuing the fee-
ing shves to PiKhiroti, or any other
place. In fact, there is no mention of
flecing slaves. But there is mention of
a place called Pckharti, which Veli-
kovsky alters into Pi-Khirohi, so mak-
ing it morc similar to the place actwally
mentioned in Exoadus, Pi ha Hiroth,
which Velikovsky has altcred into P
ha-Khiroth, further enhancing his ovi-
dence. But Pekharti is not the name

the place where a king (not the king
who leaps into the whirlpool) catches
and rapes a lady. Furthermore, the
king docs mot keap to his death when
Tie jumps inte the whirlpaol, rather, to
quote from the inscription, “his loge
become thase of a crnondile, his head
that of a hawk with bull thoms npon
it: he smote the evil docrs in the
Tlace of the Whirlpool.” In fact, the
whole inscription has nothing to do
with histoncal cvents at all. but is

of the place near the whirlpool. Ir‘j 3
I

about the mytholomeal god kings of Q/

Egypt, from whom the Pharoahs were
to claim descent, and the king who

April 1964  Bullctin of the Atomic Scientints 39

should have known this or, at least, read it
in the footnotes of Worlds in Collision, or in
Ages in Chaos.

35 The notion that the king raped a lady
may be appealmg to the subconscious ol' Mr.
Margolis, but is not mentioned in either trans-
lation of‘ the text. Anyhow the “lady” talked
about in the text was the King’s mother. (Of
course, nothing is impossible.)

It must not be assumed that there is no
room for t on the details, or even
on the general nature of the text of docu-
ments such as this. Nor does Velikovsky's
work, dealing as it does with extraordinarily
difficult materials, emerge unscathed. Margolis
did not detect 1!, but we notmed. el.ikovsfh'
an omission of three from V.
notes on a French hn.nd-writtm man

the original c-rvl.u. which
mean a " instead of "lt. mmun!

msphcawlthlpoudble of doubt

emerging cnncernmg one element of Velikov-
sky's exegesis.

36 Margolis gives a preposterous and irrele-
vant account of the Egyptian text. The text
deals with some local events that contributed
totbefameoflhesamtuarywhere!hem-
scription was placed. These events were part
of a struggle against “rebels” or “evil-men”
which was accom by terrific physical
disturbances. These events were so catastrophic
that the of them took on the style and
characters of the standard Egyptian myth
of creation. For this reason the events are
ascribed to god-kings of the Egyptian myth
of creation. In this respect the meaning of the
text is evident. The only matter to sub-
ject to interpretation is that of ascertaining
which are the historical events that are linked
with the myth of creation. The enemies of
giypt ol” Asiatics who lived to

immediate east Egypt. Goyon suggests
that the historical background may be the

WHrs, JaRunst the 1lyksos. vVelikovsky icniilics
the “rebels” or “evil-men™ with the llcbrews.
One may agree or disagree on the probatory
force of his arguments, but certainly they are
founded on spoctﬁc statements of the text.
For inst tated that the convulsion
which was bo(h a physical disturbance with
storms and darkness and a revolution, started
when the king employed the Asiatics in con-
struction work: “Ile had made his hall with
the help of evil-men. Evil fell upon the earth.”

37 The fact that there are in the Egyptian
text references to b i3 docs not  alfoct
the historical character of other references.
Gods and kings are often mixed togcther in
historical passages. It was also a common
practice of ancient Oricntal historical annals
to change dcfeats into somecthing clse. Ilere
too the text scems to explain away a defeat:
“When the Majesty of Ra was fichting the
encmics in this water of Lake Yat-Desui, the
rebels did not reveal a military power against
His Majesty. When His Majesty made contact
with Lake Ynt—Drsm, be took the form of a
crocodile, . . .

% About ‘firstborn’ and ‘chosen,” a chapter
under this name exists in Ages in Chaos, pp.
32(F, apparently unknown to Margolis.
fairly strong case is presenled The cxplmt
language of the Bible requires a belief in a
miracle (only firstborn killed), so, to explain
the factual events behind the story, the chapter
in Ages in Chaos was written.

30 Worlds in Collision has inter alia this to
say on the subject of earthquake as one of
the plagues: “To confirm my interpretation of
the tenth plague as an eazthquake which
should be obvmus from the expression, ‘to
smite the houses,” I find a rative pas-
sage of Artapanus in which he describes the
last night before the Exodus, and which is
quoted by Eusebius: There were ‘hail and
carthquake by night . . . at that time all the
houses fell in, and most of the temples.” Also
I»liemnymus { St. Ierome) wrote in an epistle
tllllat hm the night ;n which Exodus took pinchc!;
all the temples of Egypt were csl'my
an carthshock or by the thunderbolt.” Similarly

in the Midrashim: ‘earthquake, fire,
metceorites.” ™

10 Observe the use of the word ‘obvious’
above and in this passage in quotes by Mar-

golis. Velikovsky does not use the word at all!
41 All that Velikovsky wrote on this matter
was one passage: (p. 171): “The birth of
Athene was assigned to the middle of the
second millennium. Augustine wrote: ‘Minerva
[Athene] is reported to h:we appeared "
[dots in text] in the time of Ogyges.’ “This
statement is found in the City of God (Bk.
XVIII, ch. 8), the containing the quota-
tion from Varro that the planet Venus changed
its course and form in the time of Ogyges.

Augustine also synchronized Joshua with the
time of Minerva activities (Ibid., BK. XVIII,
Ch. 12).” It is simply false to say that Veli-

kovsky cited Augustine to show “that Minerva
first appeared in the time of Moses.”

42 Where? Reckless accusation.

43 Where? Reckless accusation.

44 Some records quoted are contemporanecous
with the events, some of later date, such as
the Talmud, Pliny, or Plutarch; this is cer-
tainly Iegmmate. no neglcct is involved
unless the is ducated and must be
told in each mstawe the date of classical
writings; even this is often done for lay readers

of Worlds in C

15 “The planet would have sppemd to grow

larger . . . Yet Velikovsky gives no indication
that he is that no one noticed .
(Mn.rgohs italics). Everyone noticed; ‘the

readers must have noticed; only Margolls did
not notice: p. Lbelastmgh:mEgypt
wuuhrmhtuthe on the

summer solstice (Zohlr II, 38-39)"- p 77
the same; p. 79,deeu‘lptionoi yphon one
of his hands reached out to the west and the
other to the east; p. 82, Pliny: fiery appear-

ABS
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leaps inta the whirlpool after his ene-
mics is none other than Ra, the great
sin ged of Fgypt. (The passage im-
mediately following the leap into the
whirlponl cited by Velikovsky reads:
“Now the majcsty of Scb appearcd in
the scat of the crocodile gods, of

npon the throne of his father Shn 2

Velkonshy  simply ignores anything
that comflicts wath the interpretation
he wishes to put on the rccords. Tle
has a chapter argning that before the
seventh century nc. the vear was only
360 davs long. consisting of twelve
Iinar menths of thirty davs cach. But

limsclf has guoted records that con-

Schek-Ra, of Shu, and of Usiris-Ra.qllc forects that carlier in the hook he

king of gods of men and all fiesh, in
heaven, carth, and the underworld,
watcr, hilk, winds, the occan and ¢t
rocks. . . . Now the majesty of Scb
sail to the great cyvcle of ninc gods
who accompanicd him . . ." and s0
on.) (I such cvidence, according to
the Behanvioral Scientist, Velikovsky
has thrown the scientific workl into
“fear and trembling.”™

It is typical of Velikovsky's scholar-
ship. Tle wished to prove that the
great tenth plagne, the slanghter of the
firsthorn of Favpt, actually deseribed
an carthgnake cansed by the approach
of Venus. e theorizes that since the
llchwew words for “firstborn™
“chosen™ are similar, there may |
been 2 cormption in the text—the
plagne  was  an  carthquake, the
“chosen™ (the aristocracy) of Egypt
might have been killed when their
fancy stone houses collapsed npon
them, while the slaves, living in mnd
hats, survived. This interpretation. de-
cides Velikovsky, is “obvious,” for the
hible savs that the Lord “smote the
honses™ of the Egyptians while pass-
ing mver these of the Fehrews, which
clearly implics an carthquake. Veli-
kovsky reached this “obvious” inter-

pretation despite the rather explicit
language of the biblical acconnt: "And
it came to pass that at midnight the
Lord smote all the firstborn in the
land of Foypt. from the fisthomn of
Pharoah that sat npon his throne
unto the firsthorn of the captive that
was in the dungeon and all the rst-
homn of cattle.”

Fven the saints are not preserved
against Velikovsky's scholarship. 1e
cites St. Angustine’s City of God as
authority for his view that Minerva
{who Velikovsky savs represented the
planct Vienns) first appeared in the
time of Moscs. But the passage he
cites says the opposite: that Minerva
was “far morc ancient.”

So it goes in the world of Velikov-
skian scholarchip. When he cites rec-

tradict that claim, Ilis mistransiates

sages from forcign authors, and
fcrs the mistranslations as evidence
or his theorics. He describes records
which he claims demonstrate that the
pppcarance of the heavens  has
thanged. but neglects to mention that
phe records date from perinds 500 to
1.000 vears after the change porport.
pdlv took place.

Velikonsky and his supporters scem
to have an cxccedingh vagne notion
of the size of 2 planct. If, in fact,
cither Venus or Mars had brushed up
aganst the carth, and it is this sup-
position that is the heart of Velikov-

am% sky's theory, the planct wonld have
have

appeared to grow larcer and larger as
dav by dav it came nearer to carth.
Fyentualle it would appear to dwarf
the sun and the moon. Yet Velikov-
skv gives no indication that he is sur-
prised at the enrions fact that no one
noticed, that althongh he can cite all
sorts of legends about floods and
carthqnakes and every sort of catas-
trophe, he can cite na description
linking thewe cvents with what clearle
wonld have been the minst striking
aspeet of the enconnter—the gradnal
gronth of a speck among the stars
nntil it heeame sn laree a5 to scem
ta cover the whele skv.

The Belavioral Scientist  reports
that its articles were read in advance
hy such wellknown scholars as Pro-
fessor Laswell of Yale, past president
of the American Political Seience As
sociation; Moses Tladas, Jav Professor
of Greek at Columbia; Sahadoer de
Madariaga, of Oxford, and a nnmber
of others, all of whom cnconrazed
publication. What is most surprising
in this is not that there shonld be a
revival in interest in Viligovsky, for
in December 1962 Professors Motz
of Colimbia and Rarzmann of Prince
ton published a letter in Science, ar-
guing that in faimess to Velikovsky
it should be noted that scveral predic-
tions that he had made have since

ords of obser
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bheen confirmed. That alone. as Motz

amnd  Bargmann sucgested,  provides
sufficient grounds for taking a fresh
look at Vehikowsky, although it does
not imphy that the Fresh look should
necessanly reach any  kinder judge-
ment than the enginal, ‘Theie is no
shortage of science fiction writers who
can claim to have made some striking
predictions, but no one is rshing to
proclaim them all “savants of the

ﬂgt.

What is surprising in the Bchav-
inral Scientist report is not that some-
onc shonld question the ontright re-
tection of Velikovsky, but the tone
of the attack: the argument that

\

Velikewskyv's entics are driven by w‘{

rational “fear and trembling™: the fr:-\%
quently, and  somehimes  starthingly,

distorted siummancs of the argnments
offcred by Velikowsky's cntics, and
the failure of the report to take n

tice of any flaws in Velikovsky's schol-
arship. to cven consider the possibil-
ity that Velikovsky's work might have
merited the ridicule it received. Most
surprising of all s the suggestion that
social scicntists ought to rally to

strated the power of the “methodol

Velikonsky as a man who has :k‘mrm{ &

gy of social scienee.™

Is the Behavioral Scientist scriously
armaing that Velikowsky's methodol-
ozv. of which a small but representas
tive sampling has been  present
here, pronides grounds for_defending
Vilikoska?

The pages of the Behavioral Scien-
tist report spill over with anger and
passion, and good jndement quickly
falls by the wav. As noted earlier, it
will be nseful to keep this meident in
mind. for example, the nest time we
hear guestions of why it s that an
impartial hody of «holars is not set
up to provide nnbiasod factual re-
ports, which will then be wwiversally
accepted as the haws for disonssion
by all partics to political controversy.
The problem is not that there are no
objective facts, but that it is naive to
siuppose that on any Baue that arouscs
passions—that is to sav, on any sig-
nificant public issuc—scholars  will
not be found to support both sides.
And faced with that choice of expert
apiun, it is, of course, not easy for
participants in the dchate to resist
the temptation to belicve that the
scholar who shares his approach is the
man with the objective facts.

)%
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ance . . . twisted like a coil and it was very
grim to behold . . . a ball of fire.; p. 83, “in
the shape of a globe and was of terrible

trite device of transition (cf.
graph 3, and next paragraph below)
unfortunately leaves whole

above para-
that
ideas introduced

aspect” (from Rockenback, 1602); pp. 83-84,
Lydus, Servius, Hephestion, Junctinus mention
the Typhon comet: it is depicted as an “im-
mense globe” (globus immodicus). Even in
the subsequent centuries: p. 164, Chaldeans:
Venus—“bright torch of heaven” that “illumi-
nates like the sun.” “A stupendous prodi
in the sky.”; p. 165, Chinese: enus . . .
rivaled the sun in brightness.”; p. 165, He-
brews: “The brilliant light of Venus blazes
from one end of the cosmos to the other end.”
Many more quotes could be extracted from
Worlds in Collision.

46 This perennial surprise of Margolis is a

and dangling. What is surprising in this?

47 There is a shortage of good wild-guessers.
The Encyclopedia Americana cites as a most
striking prediction J. Swift’s prediction of two
satellites of Mars (1726), actually discovered
by A. Hall in 1877; but who is to say? In
the time of Swift, one year before Newton’s
death, there were known to be five satellites
of Saturn, four of Jupiter, one of Earth, two
(imaginary) of Venus. A lucky guess of Mars’
satellites is conceivable. Predicting radio
noises of Jupiter, or the great heat of Venus
(claiming, against calculated value of
17°C, a state close to incandescence), or

archacological discoveries of current Egyptian
objetes in Greek (“later”) diggings, are some
of Velikovsky's wild guesses.”

48 Since this is the third reference to a
phrase that occurred [once] in L. Steechini’s
article, Margolis should be informed that
Kicrkegaard's use of the phrase did not
involve people literally going about shaking
like aspen leaves. Kicrkegaard meant man's
Fear in relation to the Cosmos.

10 Example? A single case, at lcast?

30 But cf. ABS p. 67, “While his ideas are
not at all beyond criticism. . . .”

51 Inaccurate quote. Certainly, however,
Velikovsky has shown what remarkable re-
sources still exist in ancient materials.

52 Next Margolis will be an expert on
sampling!

“The small but representative sampling”
actually consists of criticism of two points out
of four extensive volumes of published writ-
ings. In one, which deals with an Egyptian
inseription, Margolis flunks in Egyptology and
linguistics. In the other, which refers to
Augustine, he fatally misquotes both Augustine
and Velikovsky.

332 The grounds arc very clearly stated, if
Margolis will rcad them. Velikovsky deserves
defense primarily as a serious scholar attempt-
ing to place his work before a scientific public
without censorship, personal abuse, slander,
and -ostracism. NOWHERE DOES MARGOLIS
TAKE UP THE CRAVE ISSUE OF VIOLA-
TION OF A MAN'S PERSONAL LIBERTY
AND CENSORSHIP BY A BODY OF OP-
PONENTS, NOR DOES HE TREAT THE
SECOND MAIN EFFORT OF THE ABS
ARTICLES: THEIR PROPOSITIONS ABOUT
THE SOCIOLOGY OF SCIENCE.

54 Alas, the double-talk begins again.

Six careful readings of this paragraph leave
us bafled and bemused. Perhaps our readers
can make sense of it.

A.de G.
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The Reform of Publishing
( AN EDITORIAL)

From beginning to end, publishing today is miserably astraddle medievalism and
commercialism. Its rationale and organization are obstacles to research and scholarship.

In a quip that few bothered to understand, Robert M. Hutchins once said that we
should give the college diploma to anyone who applied and paid a fee. We are reminded
of this when we consider the problems of “scholarly” publication. Since today almost
anyone can publish his ideas, and often the quality of the work is inversely propor-
tional to its easy publishability, we must also say: “We should publish anything a
scholar wants to publish, no questions asked.” Let any social scientist who has the
nerve to write be assured that his writing will be available to those who might be
interested in his ideas. Let him bear the praise or blame, as he will in any case.

There would be no waiting while overworked editors read a study and arrive at a
questionable decision about it, no need to pretend that many of the heavy costs of
publishing are more than a waste, no reworking of a piece to satisfy the eccentricities
of a succession of journals and publishers. We venture to say that no decline in the
quality of writing overall would be apparent, and only a moderate increase in quantity.
(Consider that currently much bad writing is done to persuade academic superiors
of a person’s merit. If anyome could be published, this spurious activity might
diminish.)

Suppose the several journals that form the bulk of a discipline’s publishing joined
their resources, and set up an inexpensive format, in loose-leaf, with standard type-
faces and sizes. Counting on a continuous flow of manuscript, a most efficient print-
ing operation could be set up. Whatever manuscript came in would be printed, if its
author said it was ready to go. Books and monographs could be handled in the same
way. Can anyone familiar with printing and publishing doubt that this complete
enterprise would involve less cost than present professional publishing? Are not the
present expensively bound, miscellaneous collections of studies an anachronism and
an enemy of orderly research?

How should we account for differing demands? First by permitting each author
of the group only a certain number of copies free. He might either designate the
recipients or instruct the center to fill all requests until his quota was exhausted.
Meanwhile, all members of the group would check on a monthly list the items they
wanted until a yearly quota was exhausted, after which they would pay for items.
No longer would they perforce collect pounds of useless material for every ounce
they used. The author could also pay for extra copies, as he does now.

For those who wished a more exotic garb for their work, a central service would
reproduce and send any member’s work to a list of journals and publishers simul-
taneously. The first offer received by the author, returned on a standard form accom-
panying the manuscript, would be accepted. This method would both save the
author’s energies and time, and hasten publication. Opposition would come from
author’s agents and publishers, both of whom like to have sole option on a work.
However, particularly for scientific writing, their policy is against the author’s best
interests.

Those not liking either plan may be consoled with the thought that an author
would not be bound to the plans and could use traditional channels. Nevertheless, the
impact of the two phases of the new plan would be likely to break up many frustra-
tions that serious authors today encounter in persuading others to publish their
work, in getting their ideas to the few who might use them, in preserving their time,
energy, and money for their principal raison d’étre—scholarship—, and in cataloging
and using the large variety of published materials.
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