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A News article about “new physics” patents being approved by the
U.S. Patent Office drew strong protest from patent holders. A critic
of such patents says, “[t]he seriousness of the situation should not
be underestimated, and it may be time for the AAAS to start a con-
certed educational process on this issue, even to the extent of con-
ducting its own investigation of some such patents.” And Tulane
University announces the result of an investigation prompted by

the withdrawal of a 1996 paper.

“New Physics” Patents

The article ““New physics’ finds a haven at
the Patent Office” (in particular, the side-
bar, “A free energy enthusiast seeks like-
minded colleagues™) by David Voss (News
Focus, 21 May, p. 1252) misrep-
resents the recent Conference on
Future Energy (COFE) (J), as a
“conference on cold fusion” and
other topics. Only one speaker,
Edmund Storms (formerly with
the Los Alamos National Labo-
ratory), out of 14 plenary speak-
ers, discussed chemically assist-
ed nuclear reactions. With 86%
of the world’s energy coming
from fossil-fuel burning (2), a
conference emphasizing alterna-
tives should have been welcome.

The balanced roster of Ph.D.’s,
scientists, and patent holders presented the
physics of micron-sized charge clusters, beta-
voltaic batteries, release of chemical bond
energy, biomass gasification, noncombustive
helicopters, alternative vehicles, fuel pro-
cessors, wind energy, flywheels, and fuel
cells, as well as two briefings by Depart-
ment of Energy (DOE) physicists, among
others. One of the COFE workshop pre-
senters, George Miley, just received a Nu-
clear Energy Research Institute grant from
DOE to study low-energy nuclear reac-
tions. Another, Paul Brown, has a promis-
ing “photoremediation of radioactive
waste” technology that is being indepen-
dently verified.

In one of only two completed reviews,
science policy advisor of the Department
of State (DOS), Peter Zimmerman, states,
“What is interesting is Brown’s selection
of an electron linac rather than a proton
one, and his use of photo-fission rather
than relying on only neutron-induced reac-
tions. Assuming that all of the engineering
works out properly, he will certainly ob-
tain a net gain in energy relative to the
beam power in the accelerator” (3) .

This directly contradicts the disparaging
allegations that “None of the dozen or so
talks passed muster” and “Not one of them

www.sciencemag.org SCIENCE VOL 284

,A}zéﬂ%‘:‘.ge
W
CONFERENCE ON
FUTURE ENERGY

Thomas Valone at
the podium of the
COFE conference

showed any understanding of modern sci-
ence.” The Integrity Research Institute

(IRI) closely cooperated with DOS after

receiving the Open Forum chairperson’s
written invitation of 16 October 1998 to
present a 2-day conference that would ex-
pand future energy choices (4)
to help reduce global warming.
However, one reason that DOS
might continue to be “bereft of
[science and technology] com-
petence” (A. K. Solomon, Poli-
cy Forum, Science’s Compass,
27 Nov. 1998, p. 1649) may be
attributed to the American
Physical Society (APS) Public
Information Director, Bob
Park. He e-mailed Zimmerman,
“Pete, if you can’t get that
[COFE] killed, what’s the point
of having a State Department?”
(5), while he launched almost weekly as-
saults for 2 months against the conference
in his What'’s New e-mail column.

With pejorative phrases like “weird-sci-
ence cult” (Park’s term) (6), “pseudo-
science” (APS term) (7), and “fringe sci-
ence,” Voss and Park create a hostile, op-
pressive atmosphere of prejudice that stifles
emerging energy technologies and deprive
the public of content.

Thomas Valone
Integrity Research Institute, 1422 K Street, NW,
Suite 204, Washington, DC 20005, USA. E-mail:
iri@erols.com
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Voss refers to our publication, Infinite Ener-
2y, as “a publication for cold-fusion buffs.”
This pejorative language degrades the con-
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tent of Infinite Energy, which has featured
technical articles and commentary by Nobel
laureate Julian Schwinger, physicist Robert
H. Parmenter [who has co-authored cold-fu-
sion theory articles with Nobel laureate Willis
Lamb in the Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences (1)], and scientists such
as Edmund Storms and Tom Claytor of the
Los Alamos National Laboratory and George
Miley of the University of Illinois (editor of
the American Nuclear Society’s peer-re-
viewed journal Fusion Technology, which fea-
tures cold- and hot-fusion articles.)

Voss also comments that “Garwin and
others say the [cold fusion] devices are un-
likely to prove viable, either as energy
sources or as systems for rendering radioac-
tive waste harmless.” Garwin and others are
simply ignoring data in favor of their theo-
ries that these low energy nuclear reactions
are impossible. Garwin’s quoted assertions
indicate a paradigm paralysis that is familiar
to historians of science. Its remedy is a hard
look at data, not uninformed opinion.

Eugene F. Mallove
Infinite Energy, Post Office Box 2816, Concord,
NH 03302-2816, USA. E-mail: editor@infinite-
energy.com
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I take exception to some misleading state-
ments about me in Voss’s article. I can un-
derstand that the scientific establishment
would defend its in-vogue brand of scientif-
ic theory. But let’s play fair. Any serious
student of science can visit my Web site,
www.etheric.com, to learn about my work,
my books Subquantum Kinetics, Beyond
the Big Bang, and Earth Under Fire, and
can also view the unabridged “Unofficial
Gazette” article referred to by Voss.

Some of the important achievements of
my 25-year research and publishing career
follow. I was the first to disprove the expand-
ing universe hypothesis by showing its in-
ability to consistently fit cosmological test
data (7). I was also the first to show that the
jovian planets conform to the lower main se-
quence stellar mass-luminosity relation (2,
3). My a priori prediction that brown dwarfs
should also conform to this relation has now
been twice verified (2, 4). I was also the
originator of the subquantum kinetics micro-
physics methodology (2). In addition, I was
the first to discover high levels of cosmic
dust in polar ice (5). My published predic-
tion that interstellar dust has been entering
the solar system from the galactic center di-
rection was later verified by Ulysses satellite
data (6, 7). I was the first to suggest that cos-
mic rays can relativistically propagate long
distances through our galaxy along rectilin-
ear trajectories (6, &), later validated by ob-
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servations of Cygnus X-3 and Hercules X-1.
I was the first to predict that cosmic ray vol-
leys repeatedly showered the Earth during
the last ice age (8), subsequently demonstrat-
ed with Be-10 data. I was the first to demon-
strate the occurrence of a global warming
event at the end of the last ice age (6, 8, 9).
Also, in 1977, while serving as a consultant
to the Club of Rome Goals for Mankind Pro-
ject, I demonstrated that a photovoltaic pow-
er plant would be cheaper to build than a nu-
clear power plant (/0).

Paul LaViolette
Director, The Starburst Foundation, Alexandria, VA
22312, USA. E-mail: gravitics 1@aol.com
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Voss’s article denigrating the patent office
and the “weird” things it allows seemed in-
appropriate in Science. An essential scien-
tific attribute—open-mindedness—ap-
peared to be missing.

SCIENCE'S COMPASS

¥

Home page of Mindsong, inc.

My company, Mindsong, Inc., was is-
sued Patent No. 5,830,064, last year for
“Apparatus And Method For Distinguish-
ing Events Which Collectively Exceed
Chance Expectations And Thereby Con-
trolling An Output.” It was one of the few
out of 240,000 selected by Voss to reveal
the failings and inadequate staffing of the
Patent Office. In describing the patent,
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Voss uses terms like “gizmo,” “psychic
forces,” and “parapsychology.” The institu-
tionalized science establishment has a long
history of bashing these areas, evidenced by
Voss’s invoking physicist Marc Sher, who
comments, “look at the background informa-
tion...and it goes off into ga-ga land.” This is
not an informed or responsible comment.

Voss incorrectly states that Mindsong,
Inc., is associated with the Princeton Engi-
neering Anomalies Research (PEAR) Lab-
oratory. In fact, Mindsong, Inc., is not as-
sociated with the PEAR Lab or Princeton
University. While several individuals
working in that laboratory serve on our
Science Advisory Board, they do so only
as individuals, not as representatives of
PEAR or their employing institution,
Princeton University.

The merits of intellectual property go
beyond the issuance of a patent. The effort
going into the creation of the concept, as
well as the skills and credentials of the law
firm drawing up the work, are a critical
part of the effort. The final judgment, of
course, rests in the portfolio’s performance

in the marketplace.

John E. Haaland
President and Chief Executive Officer, Mindsong,
Inc., 1895 Rice Street, St. Paul, MN 55113, USA.
E-mail: jh@mindsonginc.com

The Cell Culture Center

A National Resource

The Cell Culture Center is a national resource facility established by the NIH to provide
customized, large scale, cell culture services for basic research laboratories.

The Center is supported by the NIH to give you access to large scale cell culture at
minimal cost. This enables you to focus more of your valuable resources on fundamental
research problems. In addition, the Center provides access to large quantities of cells or
protein so you are not limited by the cell culture capacities of your own facility.

Your cell line or custom protocol is adapted to large scale production, and cells are
delivered in the quantity and frequency you desire. Numerous common cell lines, such as
Hela, CHO, 5f9/baculovirus, hybridomas, etc. are also routinely produced at the Center.

All investigators from basic research laboratories and institutions are eligible to use this
national non-profit resource.

For more information, please visit our home page

on the worldwide web or contact:

Mark Hirschel, Ph.D

National Cell Culture Center

8500 Evergreen Boulevard

Minneapolis, MN 55433

Phone: 800-325-1112 = Fax: 612-786-0915
E-mail: ncccinfo@ nccc.com * http://www.ncec.com
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Cell Culrure Center

The Cell Culture Center is sponsored by the National Center
for Research Resources, National Institutes of Health.
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Voss’s article describes how entrepreneurs
manipulate the U.S. Patent Office’s unwill-
ingness or inability, or both, to consider the
science behind the submitted “inventions”
in its considerations of patentability. The ar-
ticle does not, however, discuss another
shortcoming of the patent process which al-
lows a similar practice: The “inventor” is
given the responsibility to bring prior art to
the Patent Office’s attention, the examiners
limiting themselves to a search of prior
patents. As a consequence, patents are
awarded for “inventions” that have been in
the public domain (unpatented) for years, or
have been discussed (sometimes extensive-
ly) in the literature. These patents are then
used to promote a company’s stock or fund-
ing, to exert pressure on other companies
that have been using such previously un-
patented processes or devices, and for per-
sonal aggrandizement.

Once awarded, these patents .are diffi-
cult to fight in the courts, which give the
benefit of the doubt to the Patent Office’s
process, and where juries are asked to re-
solve scientific or priority issues that they
are ill equipped to handle, these trials end-
ing up being presented as scientific “dis-
agreements” or efforts by large companies
to quash struggling entrepreneurs.

These abuses could be greatly amelio-
rated at no significant cost to the Patent
Office by following the standards of other
countries, which publish applications be-
fore a decision is made as to patentability,
thus giving interested parties a chance to
provide relevant information. In this way,
at no cost to itself, the American govern-
ment would avail itself of the scientific
opinions and literature searches of a wide
range of experts.

The seriousness of the situation should
not be underestimated, and it may be time
for the AAAS to start a concerted educa-
tional process on this issue, even to the ex-
tent of conducting its own investigation of
some such patents.

Leon Kaufman
Chief Scientist, Vice-President of Engineering,
Toshiba America MR, Inc., 400 Grandview Drive,
South San Francisco, CA 94080, USA. E-mail:
leonk@tamri.com, and Emeritus, Department of
Physics, University of California, San Francisco

I should like to point out the existence of
at least one exception to the statement by
patent attorney Michael J. Colitz that, ex-
cept for perpetual motion machines, “the
Patent Office hasn’t required a working
model since the 19th century.” Patent No.
2,996,288, filed 15 March 1957 for “Dis-
placeable Support or Coupling Mecha-
nisms Resulting in a Universal Plate,”
named by analogy with a universal joint,
for its property of being freely displace-
able in any direction in a plane but rigid
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¢ Apoptosis ¢
BOC-D(OMe)-FMK, a cell
permeable pan-caspase inhibitor,
provides protection from neuro-
degeneration in a rat model of
neonatal hypoxic-ischemic brain
injury. Cat. No. AB-015

Peptide-CHO caspase in-
hibitors and  peptide-pNA
caspase substrates are also
available.

Anti-Fas clone IPO-4. This
inexpensive and very stable
murine IgM efficiently induces
apoptosis in human B and T cells.

Cat. No. MC-061

¢ Cell Biology ¢

Fostriecin - a potent and
selective inhibitor of PP2A. The
binding site on PP2A for fostriecin
is different from that for okadaic
acid. Cat. No. AP-006

Swinholide A for microfilament
research. Swinholide A sequesters
actin dimers in both polymerizing
and non-polymerizing buffers, and
severs F-actin.  Cat. No. AP-005

¢ Signaling ¢

New! Anti-FGF-2/bFGF mAbs.
Clone bFM-1 is a neutralizing
antibody that is also useful for
Western blotting and RIA.
Clone bFM-2 is useful for IHC,
Western blotting, and RIA.

Cat. Nos. MC-826, MC-827

New! Anti — IGF-Il mAb clone
S7F2 for neutralization, ELISA,
IIF, and Western blotting.

Cat. No. MC-825

New! Anti-cMyb mAb clone 1-1
was raised against residues 401-
636 of mouse cMyb. Cross-reacts
with human. For Western blot, 1P,
and IHC. Cat. No. MC-828
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KAMIYA BIOMEDICAL
COMPANY

www.kamiyabiomedical.com

910 Industry Drive, Seattle, WA 98188
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Identification of sub-picogram amounts
of DNA

oure signal

For superior band intensity and
lower background, try the latest in
nucleic acid transfer membranes —
immobilon-Ny+. This advanced, posi-
tively charged, web-supported nylon
membrane is optimized for superior
nucleic acid fixation and reprobing.

Immobilon-Ny+ is ideal for Southern
transfers and colony/plaque lifts. When
compared fo other nylon membranes,
it provides a 50% improvement in
signal strength, five times better after 13
rounds of probing.

To place an order cdll
Fisher Scientific ot 1-800-766-7000
(800-234-7437 in Canada). In Europe
fax +33 3.88.38.91.95. In Japan call
(03) 5442-9716. In Asia call {852)
2803-9111. For more information call
Technical Service at 800-MILLIPORE.

www.millipore.com/immobilon
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...the next paradigm in cloning,

TrueBlue® Vectors!
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Insertional Inactivation of lacZ«*
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* PCR Cloning
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to tilting and rotation (twisting), was is-
sued on 15 August 1961 to Nils A. Jem-
berg and me.

In 1956, at the Rockefeller Institute,
we had developed the Universal Plate as
the platform for a programmable laborato-
ry shaker capable of sustaining a wide
range of anharmonic (acceleration uncou-
pled from displacement) linear and planar
displacements. All commercially available
shakers deliver only harmonic (accelera-
tion proportional to displacement) motion.
Analysis of the motion imparted to the
platform by its drive mechanism led to the
discovery of an analytical basis for geo-
metrical symmetry, of a previously un-
known Euclidean transformation, and of
previously unknown families of curves.

Anhatmonic motion of a shaker is de-
sirable to overcome the tendency to form
standing waves in cell cultures and in sus-
pensions of particulate matter (paints and
so forth), which can promote the forma-
tion of aggregates and other undesirable
phenomena. In response to our patent ap-
plication, we were informed by the patent
examiner that he and his colleagues were
unable to fathom how the described de-
vice could sustain the claimed displace-
ments, and that before a patent could be

HUMAN
EMBRYONIC AND

FETAL TISSUE

¢ Exclusively for biomedical research
at universities and nonprofit scientific
institutions.

¢ The laboratory has studied normal
and abnormal development and
provided tissue for 35 years.

¢ Most tissues are available for study.

¢ Tissues can be supplied from most
gestational stages and from normal
or abnormal specimens.

¢ Immediate processing includes rapid
fixation, LN2, balanced salt or
medium as requested.

¢ Tissues shipped nationwide by
ovemight air are suitable for molecular
biology, enzymology, receptor study,
electron microscopy, etc.

For further information:

Phone 800-583-0671
FAX  800-583-0668

Please include an abstract of proposed
research, preferably on PHS 398.
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issued, they would need to see a working
model. I took one to Washington, D.C.,
and demonstrated its operation to the head
of the section.

Lee Kavanau
Department of Organismic Biology, Ecology and
Evolution, University of California at Los Angeles,
405 Hilgard Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90095-1606,
USA. E-mail: fkavanau@biology. ucla.edu

Tulane Investigation
Completed

On 7 June 1996 (p. 1489), Science pub-
lished a report entitled “Synergistic acti-
vation of estrogen receptor with combina-
tions of environmental chemicals.” On
Friday, 18 July 1997, the paper’s senior
author, John A. McLachlan, sent Science
a letter formally withdrawing the report.
His letter was published in the issue of 25
July (p. 462).

Concurrent with the withdrawal of the
paper, Tulane University convened a com-
mittee of academicians to investigate pos-
sible scientific misconduct by Steven F.
Arnold, the study’s principal investigator,
and McLachlan, the senior author.

McLachlan is the director of the Cen-
ter for Bioenvironmental Research at Tu-
lane University. Arnold resigned from the
university in 1997.

After a comprehensive review, the com-
mittee determined that McLachlan did not
commit, participate in, or have any knowl-
edge of any scientific misconduct.

With respect to Arnold, the committee
concluded that he provided insufficient
data to support the major conclusions of
the Science paper. Additionally, indepen-
dent review of Arnold’s data does not
support the major conclusions contained
within the Science paper.

The university is making this letter
public and does not intend to make fur-
ther official public comment.

John C. LaRosa

Chancellor, Tulane University Medical Center, New
Orleans, LA 70112-2699, USA

CORRECTIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS

In note 14 (p. 1502) of the Research Article
“The global topography of Mars and Implica-
tions for surface evolution” by D. E. Smith et
al. (28 May, p. 1495), the last line should
have read, “3,396,000 m.”

A graph comparing the number of women
members of the National Academy of Sci-
ences with the available pool of talent by
field (News of the Week, 7 May, p. 891) did
not fully describe that pool. The left-hand
bar depicted the percentage of women sci-
entists employed in Research | and Il institu-
tions who earned their Ph.D. before 1969.





