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80 East 11th Street, New York 3, N.Y. Phone: GRamerc; 7105
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AL TANY PUSLIBMEE  ALBOCWATL COFTOm

Bay 12, 1964

Eria K. Gurr, subsstyy mARACIN

Ir. cugene Ratisowltch, Editor
Zulletin’of the Atcaic Scientists
935 East £0th Strect

Chicago, Illinols (0637

Dear Dr. Rabinowitch:

Ve several articles in our issus of September 1963 which we
believe set forth the facts of an ugly case of repression in the story of
sclence. In dolng 50 we thoucht that we were advancing a cause that rust be as
doar to you as it iz to us, Censorship in any form of new thinking in sclence,
however venturcscme, is something which we assume you will oppose witi the
zame vigor as did our articles, Therefore we were astonished to note the pube
1ication of an article in your magazine, under the general fate line of
adzhingion, atlicking us and our coatributors.

The attack was made through distortion and by remarks torn from cone
text. It reveals an iznorance that could be based in part upon the fact that
the writer obviously did not inderstand the languiges of the original material
nor of ary other lasguage inwolved, except perhaps English, Furthermore, it
contained erronecus statements of fact which would tend to denigrate those
who edited the magazine a3 well as those who contributed to it. The ratter
sas not rendered ar; the more suitable or pleasing by the vulzar, uascholarly
lacmage of the diatribe.

We 6o not believe that you on second consideration will not be willing
to uwndo the damags done. In the most comelliatory of spirits and pusely as the
vublisher of a fellow-magazine dealing with sclesce we ask you to withdraw the
support of your journal from the article and to so stats in the next fortheoming
issue of your magazine.

Our eontributors ard our advisors have urged us o take action to
renedy the wrong done us. We hesitate to do this since we prefer to rely in
the first instince on your scholarly good will., we therefore ask that you faver
us with & reply to this letter as soon as, possible.

ol socil seance news Theorws snd revesich, for sociel scenbiets,
B & D stafs foundaton oficen snd social scmnce swdenls
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Bulletin of Atomic Scentists
Attacks ABS Issue on Velikovsky

1°3€

The Bulletin of the Atomic Scicntists carried in its April issuc '
a coarse attack upon The American Behavioral Scientist and con-
tributors to its September issue, which, Gur readers will rccalle,
dealt with the reception system of scicnce in the case of Dr.
Immanucl Velikovsky. IHoward Margolis, onctime scicnce writer
for the Washington Star, wrote the article. Readers of the ABS
studies on Velikovsky will be familiar in advance with the tenor
of Margolis® article. It is as if every defect of scicnce previously
experienced in the Velikovsky case were resurrected and reem-
bodicd once more in quintessential form. Much of the article is
dedicated to slurs against the character of Dr. Velikovsky and
against those who wish to give him a hearing or acknowledge the
validity and value of some or much of his work. The article’s
errors of fact are numerous.

The Amcrican Behavioral Scientist is presently secking a retrac-
tion and apology from the Bulletin, which in recent months has

been secking to establish itself as a more popular_scicutific voice
on public affairs. The ABS lctter to the Bulletig in this regard is |
reproduced at left. In a forthcoming issue, the ABS will reprint the

Bullctin article in full, with appropriate-comment. We shall also
report any reply from the Buflctil/'l,,-"'
el

Upon reading the Bullctin” article, the cditor of ABS closeted
himself with Dr. Velikovsky to cxamine books, manuscripts, notcs, -
and the relevant works referrcd to by Margolis or passed over, for
one rcason or another, by him. The editor emerged from this
session of excursions into linguistics, historiography, and the con-
ventions of scientific literary style with enhanced confidence in the
scholarship of Dr. Velikovsky. One could not help but feel new
admiration for him upon viewing carcful and crowded pages of
25-vear-old notcbooks, with date recorded, and place and scrial
nuwats « entered for each document, all very legible—an exemplary
basis for the manuscript preparation that was to follow.

Engazd we are these days in other matters and particularly
those of socal science, we cannot follow engrossing developments
in the natural sciences. But any reader of the New York Times
must have been impressed on April 29 when that journal reported!
the surprising discovery that the enormous planet, Jupiter, may
have abruptly changed its rotational speedg and furthermore may
have accomplished simila: «brupt changes in centurics gone by, _
on occasions in fact when history took note of altered behaviors
of the planet. To the innocent observer such changes seem capable
of producing material stresses suficient to cause the tearing away
of huge bodies. As recently as September 11, 1963, we find
Velikovsky recommending in a memorandum to the Chairman of
the Space Board of the National Academy of Sciences that “precise
calculations . . . be made as to the effect of the magnetic field
permeating The Solar System on the motions of the planet [Jupi-
ter] which is surrounded by a magneto-sphere of an intensity,
presumably, 1014 times that of the terrestrial magnetosphere. This
is basic to the impending re-evaluation of electromagnetic effects
in celestial mechanics.” This is but the latest version of a 15-year-
old plea.

Our issue of last September was in our opinion accurate in
concluding that Velikovsky is a fine schola:ﬁ}that he is a great
cosmogonist],and that many scientists engaged in theoretical work
on the universe, on the nature of symbols, on the mind of man,
and on classical chronology and history would do well to put aside
aspersions, dogma, and vendetta to see what they may leamn from

his books.
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How the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists reports on the Velikovsky case.

The following material consists of an article reproduced in its
cntirety from the April 1964 issue of the Bullctin of the Atomic
Scientists together with comments on that article.

Readers will recall that the story begins in September 1963
when for the first time a professional journal, the American Be-
havioral Scientist, investigated the circumstances surrounding the
publication of Immanucl Velikovsky’s Worlds in Collision in 1950.
The authors of the ABS studies, which were collectively catitled
The Politics of Science and Dr. Velikovsky, presented a great
deal of material that would appear to a reasonablec man of good
will to be damaging to the pretenses of scientific institutions,
scientific practices, and certain scientists themselves. Various ex-
planations for the behavior of scientists were offered, and sub-
stantiated by considerable evidence. A plea was made to receive
Velikovsky’s theories with a courteous and just appraisal, forget-
ting the disgraceful past treatment meted out to his work and
to his character.

V4ol ,

The response of the ABS public was cordially favorable. The
“iron curtain” began to draw back. Then, in April, camec the
reckless and degrading attack printed here. The Bullctin was
asked to retract the material and apologize for it (see ABS, June,
p- 43). At this point, it is not clear whether its editors will agree
to our request. Meanwhile, from dozens of sources, it has been
made clear that the benchicial effects that the ABS Velikovsky
study was having upon the atmosphecre of science and on the
subjects that Velikovsky treated are diminishing as the word is
passed about scicntific circles that the ABS has been “answered”
and “disposed of” by an article in the Bulletin. Some of our
rcaders, too, have been badgered for their convictions on the
case as a result of the article. We have no alternative—despite
the fact that our readers are not by any means the same persons
who read the Bulletin—but to print the Bulletin article in full
and to expose the tricks and errors that make it “wrong in 54
ways.”

nipinin:O:m:0:m:0:0:0:0:0:0:0:0:0:0:0:0:

(The comments below are keyed to the article reproduced

1 Mere humor does not justify the existence
of a science writer's profession, if the h o
mislcads and is useless. “Science writers
should be hired to preserve the virlues of
scientific writing, not to destroy them by false
animism, vulgar parody, ete. The effort to in-
validate Velikovsky's work and to denigrate
him as a scholar is undertaken in a magazine
for scientists, mainly in physics and related
disciplines. Almost no astronomical counter-
argument is offered. The area of knowledge
in which the attempt of invalidation is made
is historical philology, a field in which the
readers are unoriented and unable to judge;
they have to trust in the editor and author.
H. Margolis is apparently foreign to philology,
has no idea of the Egyptian or Hcbrew lan-
guages or alphabets; he is, however, per-
mitted to speak with authority on the subject.
He probably cannot read French, though the
sources he deals with require it.

2 A word scientists hate (often with good
reason), but inapplicable.

3 Spelling: read Immanuel.

4 Contemptuous name-calling: cf. the “rain-
man,” the “circus-man.” Also note the deroga-
tory use of words; why the man and not
simply “him"?

5 “Arrogance” was only one of numerous
reasons for their behavior.

8 Contemptuous colloquialism. No sign of
true reading of the lines. A cosmogonist studies
the origins of the universe and its elements,
often philosophically. A “savant™ is a learned
man. The ABS writer makes a judgment and
cites great cosmogonists of the past, all of
whom have naturally had their theories modi-
fied or overturned in the course of the ages.
the carefully specified theory

in facsimile on the next pages)

of the ABS, which was confined to a sub-
section ol a subsection and hedged with

13 We note signs of logical confusion, which
grow stronger as the piece develops and cul-

doubits, is tossed out here at the begi g of
the article. No mention of the careful reason-
ing, fully cxplained by the ABS author, as to
the scientific sociological necessity for alluding
to the matter.

£ Not “unable to refute.” “Psychologically
unable to address themselves to” would be
preferable.

9 Simplism again; see (5) above.

10 It would be better to cite Stecchini here,
as the author; De Grazia in (6); Juergens
elsewhere; and so on. The authors have re-

sponsibility for their individual articles. As/¢-

anyone knows who has read the articles, there
arc diffcrences from one to the next. Yet each
man wrote in close touch with the others.

1! An important point. Why does he not
attack it?

12 False reporting. No evidence advanced
by Margolis. No test of these statements sug-
gested. Actually ABS received many letters
about the issue, one indication of interest
among its readers. Any editor will know how
little unsolicited response almost every kind of
article gets. As for the physical scientists’
response, one purpose in treating a little of
the substance of the Velikovsky theories in
a behavioral science magazine was because
Dr. Velikovsky has been denied access to
natural science organs, a fact carefully docu-
mented by ABS. I am reminded of the Nazis
who showed me a concentration camp, where
men had been reduced to animals, and said
“See how these people are not more than
animals.” You censor Velikovsky and then
say, in effect, “No physicist notices him. There-
fore he is beneath notice.”

te in a final spate of gibberish at the
very end.

14Absurd: the dcbate about Velikovsky's
books provoked strong emotions in the scien-
tific community (“highly unacademie fury™:
Newsweek). Much of the ABS material proves
that science could be and was full of emo-
tional and political passions.

15 “Reasonable weighing of objective evi-
dence™ is what V. Bargmann and L. Motz
asked from the scientific community in their
letter to Science (Dec. 21, 1962); instead
huse followed (Science, Feb. 15, 1963).

~ _ABS was not geared to or aimed
at questions of Tactual theory. 1

16 False reporting. Shapley, Gaposchkin, and
others are brought to the of public
opinion and the disclosure of their acts and
motives is the main theme of the ABS special

issue.
17 Name calling (“plain hokum™) is no “rea-
sonable weighing of objective evidence.” (see
above 15) It is a libel and slander: “Hokum”
is defined as a device deliberately used by a
writer to hoodwink an audience into believing
something. If Margolis did not mean this, he
shonld apologize.

18 A major falsehood. Such is not Velikov-
sky's view. According to Worlds in Collision,
p. 371, the probable eruption of Venus from
Jupiter took place in the 3rd millennium be-
fore the present era.

19 False reporting. The analysis is buttressed
and explained on many pages, and once more
and at great detail in Earth in Upheacal, pub-
lished in 1955, perhaps unknown to Margolis.
For example, going back to the previous para-
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FROM WASHINGTON:

VELIKOVSKY RIDES AGAIN

HOWARD MARCOLIS

‘The Scptember 1963 wouc of The
Amencan fehavioral Scicatist devoted
defeme of

gnpassioned
B @t Viikonsky, the_workdsin-

M,

<3

q-(

(;(4 <“"

lfn:thq:ud termed ‘fear and tromb-

How did Velikoviky free himsclf of
the prejudices that blind the physical

collnmmnmd quently to an
ion of

"\\'hm the Velikovsky
affair is wdered in the light of the

|m

for armnza ll.'flmg the man a fair
hearing. The !l»m mic'lu &-mlnpms
these ¢ lished
nnder  the cnlk'l:ln’: Illk “The
Politics of Scicnce and Dr. Vielikov.
sky “While Velikovsky's ideas are
not at all bevond criticism,” the
aticles conclnde, “as 3 cosmogonist
dic appeans in the company of Plate,
Aqumas, Brana, Descartes, Newton,
and RKant, What would thercfore be

—to defened ordinare or cven mis-
taken scholass—hecomes, by accident,
an mim to defond a great savant of
the age.”

This i pretty heady stuff. The rea-
soms_gwen for the maswve injushice
done to Velikowky range wide, be
ginming with the conventional accsa-
tion that scientists are nnwilling te
listen to somconc without formal
credentials, and ending with a hizarre
sngzestion that “an informal keft-wing
octwork might well have been in
opcraticn.” Pat all this s by the way.
The principal theor advanced in Re
havinral Scientist, and alko in an artick
in Harper's by Fric Larabee, is that the
scientists are reacting irrationally to
2 challenge which they are unable to
refute, bat which threatens large parts
of the scicntific wordvicw built npl
sincc Newton, This i the rmaction
which ts, according to the
nirm for “the prolonged emotional
outburst in which almost the entire
scientific community of the 19508
took part, an ontharst of what Soren

35

only the duty of the critics of m\ﬂ/lhe telescope.”

history of science it Joses its puzzling
qu:lrlics. Velikovsky,” we arc told,
“saw what other scholars were not able
to see becawse he rehied on picees of
cvidence that they had chesen to
negleet, mamely  the  aconmnlated
reenrds of human caperience. Natunal
scentists who scom these reconds pat
themselves in the pasition of the carly
astromomcrs who held that no truly
respectable scholar shonld resort to

Om this basis, it is prising that

quently, the intent of th report i
not to discnss the controveny, tincel
no poreephible controversy scema tol
have developed. What is of mest i
terest here is that this attack on scicn-
tits inculentally and quite uninten.|
tiomally provides an indication of the
kind of confusion that mist be expeort
ed when tochnical matten become thel
focws of public dehate. For here we
have 3 ene m which thae i nonel
of the emntional and_pelitical pos-
\mlu lﬁ_l_amk::l' wm matten like “I(M
rnmlum: falkomt or Averidation; nomc)
of the obvions coononie and prestice
influence that cannot be avoided on
mwnes of where to sct np a new space
center or to bkd a3 new multiilion|
volt partiche accckrator; mone of the
major national sccunty  isncs  sof
clewrly imohod in mattens hike the|
test ban or whether ta build an anti
hallistie mirale sistem; in short, wel
have to contend with none of thel
pewerful factors that make it diffiend
to get a reasonably dispasionate publ
disevxion of the technical sule of
political msnce. We woald expeet 2
mice, remomable reanonable woghing
of objcctive cvidence for and azainsty
e, Vehkmskr. The Behavionl Scien-
tist attack m net even  dirccted|
rartienlarly  azamst  these  seentists
whao llum-v:rl vears ago felt that an

the magazinc’s cditor, Alfred de
Grazia, 3 profcsnr of pverament at
New York Univenity, shonld reme a
rallving v to his readen: “What has
not been appeeciated,” de Grara
writes . ., . s the hizh involvement
of the social and behavioral sciences.
The social sciences are the batie of
Velikowsky's work. . It is hy the
uwse of the methodolozy of socal
wience and the dates of histore that
Viebikovky has Lunched hi formi.
dable :omlt wpon the hemes and
theores of the clamics, astronomy,
geolngy. and historical biology. Yet the
social scientists hme been generally
unaware of 'hi1 work and ahmost tatally

None ut this scems to 'Iu\: had

focus of the attack scem barcly to have
noticed the challenge. There is no in-
|dication that behavioral scientists in
[significant numbers are rallving to the
call to defend  Velikewsky, Conee-

P i to the book was.
to hnn- pressare on its publisher to
shandon the project. It it 2 general,
unqualificd attack on amvone who
dismivsed Vielikmala's work ax phin
hokum. And what makes the attack
interesting. coming in 3 scholarly
jonmal with a prestigions board of
editorial advisors, i that Velikovaky®
work, a clearky as anvthing can be
this woeld, i plain hoknm.

Vehkovsky's view i that aronnd,
1500 mc. the plnct fapiter expeiled
the planct Venus a« a comet, whichl
then brashed pant the carth, proxdne.
ing vast catntiophey (for example,
hailing occans) and incidentalle the
ten plagnes of the hikhical Fuadus, the
splitting of the Red Sca, and the pllar
of chomd by dav and fire by night which
the Hebrews followed in the desert for
the noxt fortvy yeam. The vinit of
Vemn either temporanily stopped the
carth’s motation or tilted it over on it
ais, to produce the cffect of prolonged
night in the Near East. Faftv-two vears
later, the comet retarned. according to
Velikoviky, again stopping or tilting

§

aginary cnergies!”

graph, the story of events as narrated in the
lliad and quoted also from other sources, re-
counts repeated strong perturbations between
Mars and Venus, the former being 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
convergiag orbits suffered near-collisions with
resulting changes in orbits.

21 Velikovsky’s opponents, C. Gaposchkin,
J. Stewart (Harper’s, June 1951) insisted that

magmetically
’: no electromagnetic fields or forces are
present that are able even to a slightest degl'ee
to affect the planetary orderly motions. For
claiming such fields in the solar system, he
;”Sdcme t‘:d(!‘i,iy) L:I:dctmd i m

» P among

in a flat earth beca would “belabor the
‘orthodox’ for refusing to recognize these im-

In dcbate with Stewart,
he wrote of “the reluctance to recognize the
existence of electrical and magnetic forces in
the celestial sphere,” and Cardner 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, aeco to V. A. Bailey, gives
it a potential 10 billion volts (1960;
Nature, Mnmh 1964).
The rotation of the earth may be dis-
turbed by an electromagnetic field of
force. Cunﬁrmu% A Djnn n, 19(:2"'11::
magnetic force (dipole
of the inverse cube of distance; at close

= %

approaches between  celestinl bodies a
much more intense interaction must
result.

22 The misfortune of scicnce is that no
person of the Establishment has condescended
to arpuc with Velikovsky. No general theory
provides for everything. But there are four
detailed books to argue with.

2 Who says so? Dogmatic denial,

24 Historically, in natural and social science,
it is often indeed obscrved, not merely con-

crivable, that one man is right when most
others are wrong.
25 8ce  above. Also Velikovsky offered a

scrics 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 carth). It was found (1962-3) to
be around 800°. Or, the hydrocarbon naturl.'
of Venus cm'clnpc Apparently
1962-3 (Mariner 1I).

26 “Wrong in dctail and still be
cently right” This is logical nonscnse. As a
there is ample ﬁ ound for testing his theories
and they have begun to be tested, Iowever,
the historical tests are eminently in  order.
Agreed that, “If these do support his thesis,
then the scientific community is i gravely
at fault . . .” They do so support and the
community is at fault.

27 Margolis says he dislikes impassioned
laoguage!
24"Anyone” 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 attempt of Mrs.
Caposchkin (ABS, Sept. 1963, p. 17).

29 R. Juergens checked on Margolis’ care-
ful compendium, and rcports: “In two bricf
paragraphs of quotations from Worlds in Colli-
sion, Margolis deletes five pairs of quotation
marks, in cffect, attributing words to Velikov-
sky that arc 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 Vclikovsky's para-
graph structure, runmng parts of two as onc;
he tlmps a colon and inserts a period in its
stead.”

30 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.

21 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 Tum,
the apotheosis in the surges of the whirlpool.

#2 Thom=Toum=Tum. It is difficult to be-
lieve otherwise. “Les combats du roi Toum
en ce lien” (Goyom, p. 33), “The conflicts of
the king Tum”™ (Criffith).

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

a1 *Pekharti which Velikovsky alters into
Pi-Khiroti.” Margolis is unaware that the
hicroglyphic text has no wvowels, 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 pro differently ) ;
he argues as if the original text of the Old
Testament was written in King James Version.
Finally, Velikovsky 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,

hu'nself favorably as to the possible
f Exodus.

of Velikovsky chronology ).
Hebrew what "‘!he" is in English;

vili- 2 (2)
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scribed in the Book of Joshua,
cight conturies later, & besser sct J
eatastphes was produced by the plan.
et Mars, which repeatedly came near
the carth and at onc point collided
with Venms. The result was that both
bodics sctticd down in the orbits in
which we know them today. In the
process the Jength of the carth’s year
was changed from 360 days to the
peesent 365 and a fraction. b1
There i a great deal more, Velikovy?
sky fochs his analysis helps explain an
enormous range of things, from sach
trivialities 35 why thirteen is consid-
crcd an unlucky rmmber, to the origin
of the species (Darwin was largely
wrong)  and  celostial mcch:m“
(Newton was wrong in

ble, if however remote, that almost
W |cveryone is wrong and that Velikowsky
is right.

More plausibly, it would be pouible
that the details of the Velikowsiy theo.
na, a3 he mded  thom, arc
wrong. but that his gencral insight is
sound, and that somecthing hle what
Velikmsky snggests did happen.

Thus there I no socntihc way to

lkghh.mpmuhdmlkﬁmk* 1-::&:!»&—, It is at keast comceiva-

{examine Vlikowsky's conchusions and

on that basis prove that his work is
jeorthless. Tle could be wrong on al-
mont every detail, and still be magnifi-
cently right in at Jeast part of his con-
coption. As 3 rosalt, Velikewsky mast
[be mct on his own chosen pround,
mlbummmlmdhuﬂn‘lhe
d records of human ex-

)Fmptmlhcmlgnu:l

botltspuublcthnthnu:mld
ﬂlew:yhemggs!! His view

18 that “the solar system is actually ;g

built like an atom™ ndthnhephn-v
cte oceasionally hop about from onc
ochit to another, more or ks o clec.
troms were sapposed to do in Nick
Rohr's conception of the atom. Veli-

Kovsky also assmes the eristonce of ¥
massive, and thus far wndetectable,

tic forces in the solar sy
mwwam{h points out in his2§

to Worlds in Collision, “now|
fwmhandmhmo;h-phe-mnmd
m the way of those who set out to
read it”
As 3 conscquence, there are limited

|erportunitics for a technical argnment

with Velikovsky. He describes a theory

pctience.” If these do support his the-
bcs, then the scientife community

ndecd gravely at fault for refasing to
Iuoilhlmg!lﬂmbchoope Bnlur!m
Yelikguaky so s
onlfhnlmrﬂﬂtdm
of the
ings of how the workd works, they
woulkd have to be rejected a8 nonsense
nyway; for a8 anyone who spends a
hours in a hbrary chocking Vik-
Loviky's sources will discover, Worlds
in Collision i, if nothing chic, 2 match-
bcss compendium_of how you _can
prove anything if ywmm}, carcless
enough. 1F you

wish to find refutation

of Vch\mh's srpuments, you have

mlytobvkuplkmmhem
his footnotes.

mv:hhnlyvnhtnpmﬂe
frmation that the biblical story of

which docs not secm to makc scnse,
and he doet not pretend to offer any

[detailed explanation shout how his

itheorics can be made to make sense.
For cxample, it appears to be inherent.
Iy impossible for Mars to collide with
Venus st some point outside the
carth’s orbit, as Velikovsky
with the Comsequence that Venus is
knocked into a nearly circular arbit
well within the carth’s orhit, and Mars
remains in a ncarly cironlar orbit out-
side the carth’s orbit, This scems to be
the cace for the same kind of reason
that yon cannot pour two quarts of
water intn a oncquart jar; the world,

fat a5 we can tell, sinply isn't built
that wav.

Bat that the Velikovsky theories
seem to make no scnse i not peces-
sarily sfficient reason for ding his

the Exodus is literally accurate, be
cites an inseniption found on a shrine
found at clArish, on the border be.
tween Palostine and Egvpt. 1le quotes
3 passage from the inscription describ.
ing a perind of darkness and
storm, which parallcls the biblical ac-
countaf three days’ darkness. He gocs
on:

“That both sources, the Hebrew and
the Egyplian, rcfer to the same event
can be ostablshed by another meam
also. Following the prolonged dark.
ncss and the hurricane, the pharach,

ing to the hicreghephic text of
the shrine, pursned the evil-docrs to
the place called Pi-Khiroti. The came
place is mentioned in Exodws 14:9:
But the Egvptian pursued them, all
the horses and chariots of Pharoah . . .
and k them ping by the

sca, bevide Piha Khiroth, The inscrip-
tion on the shrine also narates the
death of the phatosh during this pur-
st under crcumstances.
Now when the majesty foaght with the
evil doers m this ponl, the place of the
whirlpool, the evil-docrs prevailed not
over his maesty, 1l maesty keaped
into the place of the whirlponl. Thin
is the same apotheosis deseribed in
Ezodus 15:19: For the horse of Pha-
roah went in with his chariots and his
horsemen inte the sea, and the Lord
broatght agan the waters npon thom.™

Velikowsky refers to this evidence
again a fow pages later: “Om the shrine
found in clArish the story i told of
2 hurnicime amd a peolongerd dankness
when nobody could leave the palace,
and of the purait by the Pharcah
Taoui-Thom of the Aiccing slaves whom
he pursied to Pi-Khiroti, which is the
biblical Piha Khiroth,”

Now if you look upt'hc:mlala

ton, you nolicc smme cunout

things: for example, the two incidents
of the storm and the leap inta the
whirlpool are not scquential, 2 Veli-
kovsky presents them. They arc de
seribed o taking place at wodely dif-
ferent places st wadcly different times
with no relation between them, [and
they imvohe not the same king, but
two different kinge, neither of I'Imnl
named Taoni-Thom, There is no men-
tion of the pharah pursing the Bec-
ing slaves to Pi-Khiroti, or sny other
place. In fact, there is no mention of
feeing slaves. But there is mention of
a place called Pekharti, which Vel
kovsky alters into Pi-Khiroti, so mak-
mrrnmm:tnhthrbnmli;
mentioned in Exodus, Pi-halliroth,
which Velikewsky has altered into Pi
ha Khiroth, further enhancing his -
dence. But Pekharti is not the name

the place where a king (not the king

30
AV
32

-

3

\/

of the place near the whirlpool. “-j 1s

who leaps into the whirlpoal) catches
aml rapes a lady. Furthermore, the
I:in; docs not Icap to s death when
he jumps into the whirlpool; rather, to
quote from the inscription, “his ke
hecome thase of a crocodile, Im wal
that of 3 hawk with bull thoras apon
it: he smote the ol docrs in the
Place of the Whitlpaal.” In fact, the
whole imcniption has pothing te do
with historical events at all, but is

sbont the mythological god-kings of '\}

Egypt. from whom the Pharcahs noic
to clim descent, and the king who
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should have known this or, at least, read it
in the footnotes of Worlds in Collision, or in
Agel in Chaos.

3% The notion that the king raped a lady
may be appealing to the sul ious of Mr.
olis, 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 di nt on the details, or even
on the gencral nature of the text of docu-
ments such as this. Nor does Velikovsky's
wark, dealing as it does with extruordmmly

ﬂicult materials, emerge un Margolis
did not detect it, but we noticed, for example,
an omission of three dots from Velibovsky‘l
notes on a French l:.lnd-wrl manuseript

cnvhg, which could

mean SShn udof“lt, was meant in
one possible facet of doubt

emerging concerning one element of Velikov-
sky’s exegesis.

38 Margolis gives a preposterous and irrele-
vant account of the Egyptian text. The text
deals with some local events that contributed
to the fame of the sanctuary where the in-
seription was placed ‘I'hm events were part
of a struggle against “rcbels” or “evil-men”
which was accompanied by terrific physical
disturbances. These events were so catastrophic
that the story of them took on the style and
characters of the standard Egyptian myth
of creation. For this reason the events are

wars agninst Ille llykslus Vcllknvsky identifies  ~Sale

the “rebels™ n” with the Icbrews.
One may ng‘ﬂ.‘e or disagrece on the probatory
force of his arguments, but certainly they are
founded on specific statements of the text.
For instance, it is stated that the convulsion
which was both a physical disturbance with
storms and darkness and a revolution, atartcd
when the king employed the Asiatics in con-
struction work: “He 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 the gods does not affect
the historical character of other references.
Gods and kings am often mixed together in
historical It was also a common
practice ancu:-nt Oriental historical annals
to change defeats into somcthing else. Iere
too the text soems to cxplain away a defeat:
“When the Majesty of Ra was fichting the
enemies 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 Yat-Desui, he took the form of a
crocodile. . . ."”

a8 About ‘frstborn” and ‘chosen,’ a chapter
under this name cxists in Ages in Chaos, pp.
32fF, apparently unknown to Margolis. A
fairly strong case is prcscntcd. The ‘explicit”
langunge of the Bible uires a belief in a
miracle (only firstborn k tu‘cd}, so, to explain
the factual events behind the story, the
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 coofirm my interpretation of
the tenth plague as an earthquake which
should be obvious from the sion, ‘to
smite the houses,” I a corro tive pas-
sage of Artapanus in which he describes the
last might before the Exodus, and which is
quoted by jus: There were ‘hail and
carthquake by night . . . at that time all the
houses fell in, and most of the temples.” Also
Hieronymus (St. Jerome) wrote in an epistle
that ‘in the night in which Exodus took place,
all the temples of Egypt were dcstmy by
an earthshock or by the thunderbolt." Similarly
in the Midrashim: ‘earthquake, fire,
meteorites.” ™'

4 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
Atheme was assigned to the middle of the

seoond millennium. Augustine wrote: ‘Minerva
U\thvm'] is reported to_have nppcn:cd s
[dots in text] in the time of Ogyges.” "This
statement is found in the City of God (DBk.
XVIII, ch. 8), the book 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 Mmcrva
first appeared in the time of Moses.”

42 Where? Reckless accusation.

43 Where? Reckless accusntion

44 Some records quoted are «
with the events, some of later date. such as
the Talmud, Pliny, or Plutarch; this is cer-
tainly ]eg]tunale, no “neglect” is involved
unless the reader is uneducated and must be
told in each instance the date of classical
writings; even this is often done for lay readers
of Worlds in Cellision.

15 “The planet would have appeared to grow
larger . . . Yet Velikovsky gives no indication
that he is mrpnscd that no one noticed .

chapter

(Margolis  italics). Ew ne noticed; the
rea must have noticed; only Margolis did
not motice: p. 64."ﬂnlut night in Egypt

wuasbnghtuthomnon&ledayoflhe

)edtomtemmtmnthatofuuﬂainmg
w are the historical events that are linked
myth of creation. The of

o dﬂuﬂndﬂfummmm
immediate east Egypt. Goyon suggests
that background may be the

(Zohar II, 38-39)"; p. 77,
thesame;p.m.demiphnnufyphnnm
of his hands reached out to the west

and the
olhcrtoﬂweaﬂ:p-ﬂ&l’lhv:h-ym
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leaps mto the whirlponl after his enc-
mics it none other than Ra, the great
sun god of Fept. (The passage im-
mediately following the leap into the
whitlpool cited by Velibovsky reads:
“Now the majesty of Scb an:umd n
the scat of the crocodile gods, of
SchekRa, of Shu, and of Osins-Ra,
npon the throne of his father Sha a9
king of gods of men and all flcsh, in
heaven, carth, and the underworld,
water, hilh, winds, the occan and

rocks. . . . Now the majsty of Scb
said t the great crele of nine gods

the Pehavioral Scientist, Velikovsky
has thremn the wientific workl into
“fear and trembling”

It is typwal of Velikovsky's scholag-
ship, Tle wished to prove that the
great tenth plazne, the slanghier of e
finthom of Fopt, actnalle deseribed
an carthquake camsed by the approach
of Vemm. e theomizes that unce the
lichwew words for “Rrstbom™
“chosen™ are similar., thore mar have
been 3 cormuption in the lext—the

wx  an  carthquake, the

Vehbowsky simply gooees  anvthing
that eomflicts wath the interpretation
e wishes to put on the records, e
has a chapter arguing that before the
scventh contiry m.c. the vear was only
300 davs bong, comsisting of twche
Tnar months of thirty davs cach. But
he forgets that carlier in the bonk he
himsclf has gnoted reconds that con-
tradict that tl.im. Ilis mistranslates

sages from foreign authors, and
sficrs the mistranshations a5 evidence
or his theones. He doscnbes reconds
which he clarms demonstrate that the
of the heavens ha
hanged. bat neghocts to mention that
he records date from periods 500 to
000 vears after the change parport-
I took place.

aml Rugmann seggosted,  providas
saffcient grounds for taking a freh
Jook at Velkowsky, although it docy
not imple that the fresh look shonld
necevsanly reach any kinder  judge-
ment than the original, There s no

shortage of science-fiction writers who @

can clarm to have made some striking |
predictions, but no one » rmhil‘ to
pntlmn them all “savants of the
age.”

What is surprising in the Behav.
roral Scxcntist report s not that some-
one shonld guestion the outright re-
wetion of Vehkovsky, but the tone
of the attack: the amument that
Velikovakv's critics are driven by ir-
rational *
imenthy,

Velikewsky and his supy v seem
to have an exceedingly vame notion
of the size of a plnct. If, in fact,
cither Venns or Mar had brushed up
agaimst the carth, and it i thic wp-
pesition that i the heart of Velikow-
skv's theore, the pbnct wonlkd have
appeared to grow larzer and larger
dav br dar it came newer to carth.

plagne

“chosen™ (the atutumn] of Egvpt
might have been killed when llmr
faney stome  howvses
them, while the shaves, living in llmd
hits, sarvived, ‘This interpretation, de-
odes Velikovsky, is “obvious,” for the
hible wavs that the Lord “smote the
howses™ of the Egyptians while pass-
ing mver those of the Tlehrews, which
clearly implics an carthquake. Vel
koviky reached this “obvions™ inter-
pretation despite the rather explicit
langmage of the biblical account: “And
it came to pass that at midnight the
Lord smote all the fistborn in the
land of Frvpt, from the finthorm of
Pharaah that sat npom his theone
nntn the firsthorn of the captive that
was in the dungeom and all the first-
hom of cattle.”

Fven the saints are not
against Velikowsky's scholarship, e
cites St. Angustine’s City of God as
amthority for his view that Minerna
(who Velikovsky savs represented the
planct Vienus) first appeared in the
time of Moses. But the passage he
cites 12ys the oppositc: that Mi

F e it wonld appear to dwarf
the sun and the moon. Yet Viclikow-
sky gives no indication that he is ar.
prised at the curions fact that nn anc
naticed, that althouzh he ean cite all
sorts of Jegends abont fAoods  and
carthqnakes and cvery sort of catas
trophe. he can citc ne  deseription
linking these cvents with what clearly
wonld hme been the most ohriking
apect of the enconnter—the eradnal
gromth of 3 speck ameng the stars
nntil it became =0 large a2t o wem

to cover the whole skv.

The Bchavioral Scientist reports
that its articles were read in advanee
by soch wellknown scholars ac Mo
fessor Taswell of Yale. past president
of the American Political Science As
sociation; Moses Tladas, Jav Professor
of Greek at Columbia; Sahador de
Madariaga, of Oxford. and a nimnber
of others, all of whom enconrazed
pablication. What = most surprising
in thit it not that there <honld be 3
revival in interest in Viljgousky, for
in December 1962 Prof Mot
of Columbia and Barzmann of Prince-

“far morc ancient.”

Songmm&emﬁdvm
Mmmmhmm
ords of

ton pablished a lctter in Science, ar-
going that in faimess to Velikovsky
it shonld be noted that several predic-
hﬂml‘wlhlwduudz have since
heen firmed. That alone, as Moty

40

of the argnments
offered by Velikonsky's coitis, an
the falure of the report to take
tice of any flaws in Velikmsky's schol-
arship, to cven consider the possibil-
ity that Viehkovsky's work might have
mented the ndicule it received. Most
sarprsing of afl is the suggetion that
wocial scicnhiets ouzht to mlk to
Viehkosky av 3 man who has demon-
strated the power of the “methodol
gy of social science”

Is the Behaviaral Scientist serionsly
argning  that Vehkowkyv's  methodol.

tive sampling has  heen prosent
here, pronides rlmual\ for defending
Vilikinake?

The pazes of the Belunowral Seien.
tret report spill over with anger and
psion, and good pulzment quickly
falls by the wav. As noted carbier, it
will be uscful to kecp thn meudent n
mind. for cxample. the post trme we
hear questions of whe ot i that an
impartial hody of scholars i not st

np to provide anbased  factnal re- ?

ports, which will then he nmversally
accepted as the baws for disenssion
by all partics to pohtical conteoversy,
‘Ihe problem is not that there are no
nhjective facts, but that it s naive to
suppose that on any isne that aronscs
pastions—Lthat s to wv, on any sig-
nificant public ismc—scholann  will
not be found to support both sides.
And faced with that choice of expert
Opisn 4, it is, of courc. not ey for
participants in the dchate to rouist
the temptation to belicve that the
scholar who shares his approach is the
man with the objective facts.

“fear and trembling”; the 'r&$
and_somechmes slarl'hnglv

4
ey, of which a small but represcntas e

ance twisted like a coil and it was very
grim to behold . a ball of fire.; p. 83, “in
the shape of a globc and was of terrible
aspect” (from Rockenback, 1602); pp. 83-84,
Lydus, Servius, Hcphestinu, Junetinus mentinn
the Typhon comet: it is depicted as an “im-

mense globe” (globus immodicus). Even in
i A deans:

48 This perennial surprise of Margolis is a

trite device of transition (cf. above para-
graph 3, and next paragraph below) that
unfortunately leaves whole ideas introduced
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 ) ofVenus. A h.tckyg'neuome
T the heat of Vi
noises of Jupiter, or great t enus
(claiming, against the calculated value of
17°C, a state close to incandescence), or

= .

archacological discoveries of current Egyptian
oly in Greek (“later™) dmgmgs. are some
of Velikovsky's wild guesses.

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

40 Example? A single case, at least?

50 But cf. ABS p. 67, “While his ideas are
not at all beyond eriticism.

51 Inaccurate quote. (.‘-t:rta.mly, 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
inscription, Margolis flunks in Egyptology and
linguistics, In  the other, which refers to
Augustine, he fatally misquotes both Augustine
and Velikovsky.

33 The grounds are very clearly stated, if
Margolis will read 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 GRAVE 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 baffled and bemused. Perhaps our readers
can make sense of it.

A. de G.
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