IN CONVERSATION

Interview with Martin Blume, Editor-in-chief, American

Physical Society

In 1996, Martin Blume, a condensed
matter physicist at Brookhaven National
Laboratory in the US took over as the
editor-in-chief of the American Physical
Society (APS). Since then Blume has
brought about impressive changes in the
publishing enterprise of the APS by suc-
cessfully leading its efforts in electronic
publishing. As of 1 July 1997, al of the
Physical Review (PR) and Physical Review
Letters (PRL) became available electro-
nically, and many few features, such as
searching and linking, became possible
on-line. He was instrumental in building
up the APS on-line archive consisting of
all the Society’s published journals going
back to 1893 when PR began at Cornell.
The task was completed about three
years ago. In the context of the ongoing
debate on open electronic access to sci-
entific journals, Blume's experience with
the APS has enabled him to have a defi-
nite perspective on the issue.

Blume was in Indiain November 2003
asavisitor to S. N. Bose National Centre
for Basic Sciences, Kolkata, the Tata Insti-
tute of Fundamental Research, Mumbai,
and the Indian Academy of Sciences,
Bangalore. The following is the wide-rang-
ing interview with him.

What have been the challenges of elec-
tronic publishing in the internet era to a
scientific publishing organization like the
APS?

First of al, we are not-for-profit publi-
shers. On the other hand, as | am fond
of saying, we are aso not for loss. We
try to keep our costs low. In fact, on a
per page basis, we are about as low as
any of the publishers around. A number
of challenges have occurred. First, we had
to get everything available on-line. This
(effort) goes back six or seven years.
That itself was a lot of effort, because it
meant we needed additional expertise in
our offices to make it possible. We did
that by hiring people and we brought our
publications on-line. That was at the very
beginning. Then, of course, going on-line
with just the print version is not enough.
You have to provide a lot of ancillary
tools. For example, you want to be able
to link references so that you simply click
on the reference and go to the article.
And there are a lot of things like that,
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which had to be done. Secondly, we wan-
ted to put all of our contents on-line right
back to the beginning in 1893. That too
was done. In fact, we have had all our
back contents on-line for about three
years now.

Well, many other publishers said that
no one is going to read these. It's turned
out to be so popular that most other pub-
lishers are doing the same thing now.
Altogether it was fairly costly and a lot
of the work was actually done in India. |
think it was a US corporation called
Apex, which has its offices in India. In
fact, we spent about $ 15,000 just shipp-
ing the contents to India. Altogether, bet-
ween our own costs and what we paid
ran us about $ 2 million. Interestingly, by
actual measurement in the Cornell Uni-
versity Library, where Physical Review
started back in 1893, it turned out to be

Martin Blume

about 400 ft of shelf space. For institu-
tions that have to provide shelf space for
journals, this is quite clearly a saving.
But all of these were challenges that had
to be met and, | think, that perhapsis just
the beginning.

What special strategies and innovative
ideas did you have to evolve to continue
to be viable as a print medium in the sci-
entific publishing enterprise? What chan-
ges have you brought about in PR and
PRL, in particular?

There were changes of two sorts. One is
the change as far as the presentation of
the material. The other is the change as
far as what we would accept ten years
ago. Most papers were submitted to us
then with paper copies. Now perhaps 95%

of the articles submitted to us come in
electronically. We had to be prepared to
accept different formats. Now we also
accept Microsoft Word and a few other
formats. This required retooling in our
offices. On the other hand, one thing that
remains a constant is the peer review. One
other thing that | might mention hereis a
special strategy. Now, when an article is
ready, it is immediately posted on-line.
And it is given a publication date. The
date of the journal, the print copy, is no
longer relevant. That saves time in get-
ting it on-line.

You have spoken of changing the entire
paradigm of publishing itself. Instead of
according primacy to the print version,
you want the electronic version to be the
primary one and to form the basis for the
print version.

That was actually the second point of my
answer to the previous question. By pub-
lishing on-line we essentially make the
on-line version the version of record.
And as aresult we also have begun offer-
ing a discount for institutions that will
take on-line only. One of the things we
did when we started the on-line version
as far as the costs are concerned, was
essentially just to say that we will give
this to anyone with print subscription.
Initially we had been charging for our
first on-line version. But, when | became
editor-in-chief, 1 was disturbed by the fact
that there were many problems with our
on-line version. And | regarded it as the
‘beta’ version and | said | would rather not
argue with people who complained about
this because they were paying money for
it. | would rather have the ‘beta’ version
include at no extra cost with the print
version. So we did that. When you com-
pare prices between now and the past, you
have to recognize what additional things
are included. And one of them is the
electronic version. But nhow we are pre-
pared to go over to the electronic version.

Do you see a day when e-journals would
completely replace the print version?

Yes | do see that. On the other hand, |
have seen it perhaps too far in advance.
When | became the editor-in-chief, | pre-
dicted that we would be out of the print
distribution business in five years. | am
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till consistent. | now predict that we will
be out of print distribution in five years.
Though | am completely consistent, un-
fortunately ... (laughter). We are prob-
ably closer to that because more and
more institutions are taking on-line only,
because they get a discount in the price.

So how does the economics work now? Is
the print subscription base shrinking now
if more and more people are opting for
the electronic version only?

It has been shrinking at 3% a year going
back to 1969. However, that seems to
have stopped because we have another
mode of pricing, which is the ‘consor-
tium’, where a group of institutions get
together and, if they agree to maintain
their subscription, for a modest extra sum,
we will provide electronic access either
to the journals that they do not subscribe
to or to many other institutions that have
not subscribed but are part of the consor-
tium. A number of consortia are under
way in India, very large ones from the
universities which will provide them with
relatively low-cost access.

You also have a differential pricing
scheme. How do you distinguish between
universities and research institutions for
this purpose? This seems to be affecting
Indian research institutions, | believe.
Many institutions, | understand, have been
placed in Tier-3 or above, which they feel
is somewhat unfair for the charges they
have to pay. Do you think there is a need
for a separate policy for developing
countries?

Well, this pricing is actually based on the
usage of on-line journals. In fact, | have
alist of all the institutions in India that
subscribe and what tier they are in. There
are a few that look misplaced to me;
some in Tier-3 indeed seem badly mis-
placed — these are listed as government
ingtitutions. We are re-examining that. This
was one result of my discussions (during
this visit). But most of the institutions in
Tier-3 are placed there because of the
high number of downloads and a large
number of articles they submit to us. We
can compare those with the biggest re-
search institutions in the United States.
The largest ones that are in the highest
tier tend to be in Japan and Korea, where
they have a very large number of down-
loads. But here, for example, if | look at
the Bhabha Atomic Research Centre
(BARC), which is a Tier-3 institution,

they downloaded 5400 articles during the
year (2003) which is comparable to an
institution in the US like the University
of Illinois, avery big research institution.
On the other hand, you would expect
BARC to be like that. The Tata Institute
of Fundamental Research (TIFR), where
| was visiting, is in Tier-3 as well. 5329
articles were downloaded. So that is really
the basis for a research extensive insti-
tution.

However, we do, in fact, make special
arrangements with many Third World
countries. India is, for many of its insti-
tutions, not a Third World country. The
research output is high. In fact, Last year
we received from India about 800 arti-
cles for publication. This is to be com-
pared with the number 200 submitted to
(the Indian physics journal) Pramana. |
had a meeting with its Editorial Board.
So there are many more submissions from
India and also many downloads at the lar-
gest institutions. | do look at some that
are listed as government ingtitutions, which
are clearly misplaced. We are going to
re-examine that. For example, the Indian
Institute of Astrophysics (I1A), which is
Tier-3, has only 295 downloads — a small
institution in other words. The Indian
Institute of Science (I1Sc) may be mis-
placed in Tier-4 —that is one of the hig-
hest ones in India because it has 5000
downloads against BARC, which has 5400
and is in Tier-3. We have to re-examine
those.

But, irrespective of the number of down-
oads, the financial resource that is avai-
lable to an Indian institution is limited.
So a comparison with an American insti-
tution may not be a valid one.

| understand that. | believe that BARC is
a specia casein India. It has a larger re-
source given the large applied science
programmes that it has. So that is one
which we will probably not reconsider.
On the other hand, (as regards) the TIFR,
one point was made to me that concerned
me which | am discussing with our
treasurer now — the subscription to our
journal costs about two and a half times
the salary of afull professor there, whereas
in the US it would be one-quarter of the
salary of a full professor. So | have to
look at comparisons like that. There are
other places where we have special con-
siderations for the Third World. But it is
realy true that India is technically a
Third World country, but it is really not
as far as scientific research is concerned.
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And what we are trying to do is to make
consortium agreements in India. So, for
example, the TIFR could be part of a
government consortium and that consor-
tium would provide a lot of additional
access for smaller institutions which would
contribute a small amount that reduces
the cost for the Tata Institute. The con-
sortium seems to be a very good way of
getting access. Essentially what it says is
that the better-off institutions are helping
the poorer ingtitutions by maintaining
their subscriptions. But because of their
agreement to maintain it, we give access
to these smaller ingtitutions. So thisis some-
thing that is important to us. And to ans-
wer your question, we do have a separate
policy for developing countries. Each one
of these consortia is negotiated sepa-
rately. And that is the place where the
separate policy comesin.

What is your reaction to the recently
launched open access journal, PLoS Bio-
logy, of the Public Library of Science and
the basic philosophy of PL0S? Does the
APS subscribe to the idea of free access
to its archived and current issues of jour-
nals?

We would very much like to be able to
provide open access to our journds. Again,
we are not for loss in this. We have to be
able to recover our costs. PLoS — et me
characterize it this way —is open access
for readers, but is toll access for authors.
We are the other way around. We are
open access for authors, but toll access
for readers. Only one of our journals has
page charges or article charges and that
is PRL, and there it is essentially volun-
tary. And in discussions in India, people
said they have never paid any of the page
charges because they cannot really afford
it. But if they had to pay, if we went to
open access for readers, we have to re-
cover the costs in some other way. We
have to charge somebody for it and there
would still be a problem.

But the population of readers is much
larger than the population of authors. In
that sense, when we say open access it add-
resses a much larger population of the
scientific community than what the policy
of charging the readers does.

This may be true in the life sciences. In
physics, it is not a broad general public
that is looking to read our journals. Peo-
ple who need access, who are going to
read these technical papers, have access
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because they subscirbe. This is what it
really amounts to. | don’t see that we are
going to gain a large number of readers.
We would still like to be able to do it.
The question is how do we find a way to
do this and still recover our costs.

Let me mention one experience that
we had ten years ago. Then page charges
were a more significant part of the money
that we brought in than they are now. At
that time there was an experiment where
Physical Review D (High Energy Physics)
had no page charges. And at that time
there was still this anger in the physics
community of the US over the super-col-
lider, and high energy physics and con-
densed matter physics were at odds with
one another. | am a condensed matter
physicist and was a member of the super-
collider Board of Overseers. | was some-
thing of a skunk you see. But the fact is,
there was still this hostility. The con-
densed matter physicists said here are
these guys who are trying to get all of the
money in the scientific budget and you
are not charging them the page charges.
At that time we could not afford to do
this and so we reinstated page charges.
There was a revolution. People did not
want to pay. In fact, the big difference
between physics publishers and those in
life sciences. First of al, the life sciences
had other sources of income besides the
page charges — advertizing, for example.
In physics we have no such sources of
revenue. Not many people are interested
in advertizing.

Now that you have the on-line edition,
are there possibilities of raising revenue
through advertizing on the web?

The amount of money we can make this
way is trivial compared to subscriptions
and compared to our costs. So we have to
look at this (open access issue) pretty
carefully. A few years ago there was a
Nature debate on this. | wrote a section
in this, where | said that we would like to
be able to provide open access and we
could do it immediately provided that
everyone who now subscribed would agree
to continue this contribution as sponsor-
ship instead of a subscription. Then we
would be able to open it to everybody.
But that would mean that we would have
to count on the people who now sub-
scribe not to say ‘Oh boy! It's free. We
don’'t have to contribute any more’. We
could not afford to do that. We are break-
ing even with the money that comes in
now.
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| don't know if you are familiar with
public television in the US. Public tele-
vision is funded by contribution and a
couple of times a year they have what is
caled ‘pledge week’, where they get pled-
ges from people that they will contribute.
It is rather annoying because these re-
place commercials for the entire week.
We would have to do the same thing.
Every time you try to download an arti-
cle, during ‘pledge week’, you would have
to watch for five minutes or so of some-
body telling you why you should con-
tribute before you got the article. This
was facetious, but it highlighted the pro-
blem that we face. If they don’t have to
pay, they are not going to.

I myself have been in this position with
page charges in the past. What happened
with Physical Review D was that people
started boycotting our journal and started
publishing in Nuclear Physics which did
not have page charges, but which costs
about ten times as much on a per page
basis to the institution. If page charges
and article charges have to be paid out of
the authors' grants, as it happens in the US,
then the authors are faced with a dil-
emma. Either they pay the page charges
or they send a postdoc or a graduate stu-
dent to a meeting. The cost would be about
the same. And they generally are faced
with choices like this. It is not going to
be easy to convert to that mode of opera-
tion (which is the basis of open access
journals like PLoS Biology). By the way,
APS does have one journal which is open
access. This is Physical Review Special
Topics: Accelerators and Beams. We are
doing this with money from the large
accelerator laboratories.

How is it doing? The costs of an on-line
edition are probably much lower . . .

It is the peer review and the composition
that cost the most in these things. And
we are looking to reduce those costs. But
it is going to be minimal. One of the
things you have to recognize is that our
costs scale with the number of articles
that are submitted to us. That number of
articles has tripled in the last 20 years.
We receive about 25,000 articles in a
year. This is more than a hundred every
working day. And submissions in 2003
seem to be about 7% above 2002. We find
that if we make our internal processes
more electronic, we can save money.

The PLOS is charging $ 1500 per arti-
cle, which is not far off from what we
would be able to do provided we got this

from every paper. Now, the fact is, only
one-third of the papers come from the
US; a third from Western Europe and a
third from the rest of the world. Papers
from the rest of the world are those where
people will not be able to afford the char-
ges. So for everyone that we lose we will
have to collect it from somebody else.
This is part of the problem and the ques-
tion is whether this is going to be sus-
tainable.

How much does the cost come down by
when you have only the on-line edition?

It comes down about 15 or 20% if we are
not putting out the print. It always surpri-
ses people. But this is a hard number. How-
ever, there are other things that we can do
for open access like making use of Gins-
parg’s e-print archive (at www.arXiv.org).

Has the Ginsparg e-print archive impac-
ted the APSjournalsin any way?

We make use of it. We mirror it as you
know. We were the first mirror in the US.
We use it for submissions, for example.
We link to it so that if people refer to an
article (in the e-print archive), we link to
the article. Furtheromore, we ask every
author to sign a copyright form but we
give back all the rights to authors, as if
they had the copyright except the right to
keep us from doing what we want to do.
For example, authors can post their arti-
cles in the e-print archive in advance of
submission. In fact, we make use of that.
We send the referee to the e-print archive
(for downloading and refereeing). It saves
us money-we save in Federal Express
costs, postage, telephone and all sorts of
things. And that has been reflected in our
costing. In addition, we allow the final
(published version) to be posted on it so
that whatever is published is there. It is a
form of open access. Most of the articles
of high energy physics get into the e-print
archive. Condensed matter theory and
other areas are increasing their use of the
e-print archive. Still this does not stop
people from submitting because they want
the peer review and the peer reviewed
version to be read. So to answer your ques-
tion, Gingparg's archive has not had a nega-
tive impact; rather it provides us with
some benefits.

Given that you allow the papers pub-
lished in the APS journals to be posted
on the e-print archive, like arXiv or any
other, in the APS format — which means
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readers can download papers from there
rather than from the journal website — do
you think that the revenue model base on
the number of downloads makes sense in
the long run and can be sustained?

The sustainability of any economic model,
however based, is in question. For diffe-
rential pricing, we now define the tier in
terms of downloads and submitted arti-
cles, but it can also be done in terms of
size of faculty, research staff and student
body. The same argument can be made
for open access models, which rely on
payment by authors as a substitute of sub-
scription fees. Few scientists in India will
be in a position to pay author access char-
ges, and they will submit to journals that
do not have them. Our approach is to
watch the market carefully and to try to
find a way to achieve our goals of wide-
spread access and affordability, while still
recovering our costs.

But has open access to the e-print archive
impacted your subscription base?

Not that we can see. In point, this is a
consequence of our collection of articles
and a consequence of the fact that the e-
print archive has things going back ten
years, perhaps growing during that time,
but before that it is only the APS archive
containing everything that we published
since 1893.

What in your opinion are the chief rea-
sons for the culture of preprints (now e-
prints) being largely confined to the phy-
sics community, without any apparent
adverse impact on the publishing institu-
tions such as the APS? Are there some
subtle economics working as regards
journalsin other disciplines that this cul-
ture has not caught on?

| don’'t know exactly what to say here. |
am comfortable with it because | grew up
with it. Most institutions had preprint -
braries alongside their physics journal
libraries. There was never a thought that
there was anything wrong with it. In fact,
it was a mode of communication. What
Ginsparg did was to make it electronic.
And that was all the more credit to him.
He is now a member of our publications
overseeing committee. We have a very
close relationship. In fact, one of our princi-
pa people in our electronic programme
was a postdoc with Ginsparg and did much
of the work in putting that together. But
why it has not taken off in other areas |
cannot answer. |t seems crazy to me.

Unlike physics journals, why do others, like
Nature and Science not accept papers once
they are posted on any e-print archive?

| don’t see it does them any good. | be-
lieve Nature no longer has such a policy.
Science still does. We just had a meeting
at the National Academy of Sciences on
electronic journals. | asked the Science
editors whether they still had that policy.
They said that they still did. And Paul
Ginsparg, who was sitting with me, re-
marked that they still had the policy, but
they had the tendency to ignore it when it
was a paper they really wanted to pub-
lish. The chemists persist in this and |
can't explain it. | think it doesn’t make
any sense. It doesn’'t do any harm and, |
think, having it posted there does good.
It just seems to bring more people back
and forth to our side as well.

How do you see the future of electronic
distribution of scientific information, in
particular progress towards open access?

There is one way in which we can bring
our costs way down. | don’'t know if this
is going to happen, but we have to be pre-
pared to think about it. We can become
what we call a ‘virtual journa’ on top of
the e-print archive. That is, authors post
their articles there and, when we do peer
review, essentially all we need to have is
a ‘'Table of Contents' which goes back to
the e-print archive. You just link to it.
But there is a problem in that very likely
we would still have to download the arti-
cles ourselves because we have to have, |
believe, in our possession, a copy of the
article which we have peer reviewed so
that it can't be changed after the fact in
arbitrary ways. We have to have that which
we have peer reviewed so that there is a
public record and we maintain the archive
ourselves. So that puts you back with more
costs and the question is do you do such
things as correcting English which would
also bring the costs up. Also — here | admit
to a romantic view of these things—|I
still remember how proud | was when |
first had an article published in the PR. |
had written the manuscript and equations
by hand and then | got see, it in this for-
mat. | still would like to preserve the look
and feel of an article. Well, thisis aro-
mantic view. If you can’'t sustain it in the
electronic era, you can't sustain it. But for
the moment, people seem to appreciate it.

You mentioned that much of your costs
are in peer reviewing. And there are these
advocates of the self-archiving concept
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who say that publishers should provide
this quality service of peer reviewing and
then let the papers be put on the various
archive servers.

We allow that ourselves.

Right. In terms of the economics actually
working in favour of self-archiving, if what
you say istrue, it is not going to bring the
costs really down.

Peer review is dtill the most expensive
component. But there are costs in distri-
bution and, if people dropped the print
subscription, we pass those savings back
to them. It would actually be a 15% dis-
count. But in addition to that, if you are
overseas, the postage is removed if you
were taking an airmail copy. That gives
you a greater reduction in the costs.
There is one point that | should address
here. People say that ‘well, if we take
print and we stop our subscription in the
future, we still have the print. But if we
have only electronic and we stop our
subscription, we no longer have access to
it'". What we provide is that people can
either download at the end of the year the
entire year’'s issues or we can send them
CDs of the entire year. It will just in-
clude the pdf files and the table of con-
tents that links to them and with this
comes the licence to post this on your
own intranet so that you still will have
the equivalent of what you would in print.

What is your reaction to the recent deve-
lopments in various fora —the Budapest
Open Access Initiative, the Berlin Decla-
ration, the Bethesda Satement, the Princi-
ples and Plan of Action at the World Sum-
mit on Information Society (W3S), the
ICSU documents, the CERN-RS'S Confe-
rence submission to the WSS, etc. —all of
which urge a movement towards an open
access publishing. Do you see any impact
of these on journal access policies of APS,
at least in the medium or the long-term?

All of these statements have to be proven
practical by a long-term, economically sus-
tainable example, which at present does
not exist. One publication, JHEP (Jour-
nal of High Energy Physics) was initially
open access. This proved to be unsus-
tainable, and JHEP has now gone to a
subscription model, managed by the Brit-
ish Institute of Physics (www.iop.org).
We maintain open access, and as | dis-
cussed earlier, at the discretion of the
author, who is permitted to post the final
peer-reviewed version of his/her manu-
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script on the arXiv or on the author’s or
institution’s own web-page.

However, the use of the word ‘princi-
ples in the ‘Principles and Plan of Action
at the WSIS' is improper, in my view.
This is often used by librarians in stating
that information should be free, and they
are making a self-serving economic state-
ment rather than putting forward a prin-
ciple. A principle is a fundamental truth,
and to violate principle is to be ‘un-princi-
pled’. The principles should realy be cal-
led ‘desires’!

On a different note . . . have you had to
face additional controls in publishing
what might be deemed to be sensitive re-
search, particularly the kind that comes
out of Department of Energy labs in the
wake of the changing security environ-
ment and the US government’s increas-
ingly stringent policy with regard to sci-
ence communication and national security?

We have looked at this. This is some-
thing that has hit the life sciences. First
of al, it is very hard to think of things
that are of potential security interests that
are not aready classified in physics.
Things that have to do with weapons and
so forth. | actually asked some officials
in the Department of Energy and the Office
of the Science Adviser if they could think
of anything in physics that is not pre-
sently classified and would be of poten-
tial benefit to a terrorist. And the answer
was no. Beyond that | would have argued
asfollows.

The example that is often given in
these cases is the embargo on publica-
tions having to do with nuclear fission
back around 1940 and 1941. Let’s look
at the situation at that time. First of al,
almost al the articles that were publi-
shed in PR came from the United States.
Secondly, this was a very narrowly
drawn field of physics that was easily
identified. It was not a general thing like
anything that is of use to a terrorist or any
thing that would be of use to the Nazis,
for example. It was this narrow area that
was put down. Thirdly, it was still a vol-
untary boycott and it was looked at that
way. Papers could be submitted but authors
know they would be placed in repository
and it was safe to publish them after the
war. Even then there were objections to
it, but on the whole, most people went along
with it out of fear that the Germans would

get the nuclear weapon and that this would
be harmful. Further PR was about the
principal way of distributing science.
Now let's fast forward to the present.
We are not looking at a narrowly drawn
field of physics. Just this general state-
ment of ‘potential use to aterrorist’. Secon-
dly, by the time we get it, most things are
posted on the e-print archive and already
out in the public. The place to book is the
e-print archive physics articles. Thirdly,
two-thirds of the articles submitted to us
come form outside the United States.
You put al of this together, and there is
really no chance for us to do anything.
But to me these are all practical argu-
ments. | don’t like the idea of an embargo
anyway. But | would prefer to have prac-
tical arguments so that | don’'t have to
argue the case with the state machinery.

Why | asked was because there seem to
be some restrictions with regard to com-
municating data, collaborating with sci-
entists with certain countries and so on.
For example, Indian scientists who were
working at Fermilab on the D-zero experi-
ment were asked to leave because of the
embargoes following the Indian nuclear
tests . .. things like that, which have to
do with research coming out of inter-
national collaborative experiments. | won-
dered if such screening went on to affect
the publication area as well.

Absolutely not. At the moment there is a
big fuss over papers coming out parti-
cularly from Iran. We have in the past
and continue to accept papers based only
on their scientific content. And we expect
to continue this. We have also maintai-
ned close relations with the Iranian Phy-
sical Society and we expect to continue
this as well.

That brings me to ask you about your
episode with the physicist Daniel Amit.

Yes. Let me just first express ... | can
either call it disappointment or exaspera-
tion with people who cannot distinguish
between a plea for scientific cooperation
and support of awar. And the things that
| have just said, were in fact said to Amit
in a letter — that was copied to me — from
an lIranian physicist. He said he might
agree with Amit on the war — and so might
some of us for that matter, although I
don't regard that as something that we
have to do. We have maintained relations

and we publish papers from countries with
whose governance we may have strong
disagreement, to put it mildly. Neverthe-
less, with scientists, if they are doing
good scientific work and want to publish
it, we are not going to make a distinction
based on which country they come from.
Now | should mention that Amit himself
is in danger of falling a victim to boy-
cotts of this sort, because he is an Isragli.
And | would oppose boycotting him at
the same time. | respect his point of view
as a referee who worked for us ...
That's fine. But to make this into the
case that he did, | say, is disturbing and
unwarranted.

You mentioned Iran. Do you regularly
receive papers from Iraq? Was there any
specific problem during the war time?

We have such a list but we do not pub-
lish the individual country data. | men-
tioned 800 from India. But | can tell you
that we have had only a few papers from
Iraq during the last ten years. From Iran
we had about 90, which is not insigni-
ficant. We just consider them on the same
basis as papers from anywhere else.

On a broader note, what is your view on
the question that Amit had posed: whe-
ther organizations such as APS should
take a stand on the use and abuse of sci-
ence by the state. . . .

Well, he didn’t pose the question that way;
his only concern was with the war. But
let's think about whether we should take
a stand on use or misuse of science by
the state. You yourself mentioned the
Indian bomb. | believe we should not have
boycotted people from Indian institu-
tions. | don't think that was right. This
was not done by the APS. It was done by
the American government. To think that
we should say that anyone who works on
nuclear weapons is beyond the pale. Well,
in India, this can be viewed as defence
against Pakistan. In Pakistan, this would
be viewed as defence against India. And
to each, theirs is the noble cause and the
other one is the unethical one. | don't see
that we can manage this ourselves. This
is my personal view. Essentially, we have
not done anything along these lines.
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