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Thirty-six people from 6 countries attended the meeting at their own expense and it

proceeded without the press for about 3 hours. Prof. J. Natowitz, a member of the Chemistry

faculty and a towering figure in nuclear chemistry, attended most of the meeting.

Around mid-day, according to the witnessship of Dr. Thomas Ward, sent by DOE to the

meeting, Prof. F. A. Cotton arrived outside the lecture theater with several colleagues. Dr.

Ward states that Cotton castigated those at the meeting as "Gooks." Ward took offense and

complained in a letter to President Bowen.

Shortly after this, a reporter arrived and asked questions of the delegates. The next day,

-the Eagle had a front page report referring to "the Black eye A&M had earlier received about

Cold Fusion." It quoted Professor Cotton as saying that it was an outrage that such a scientitic

meeting should be held. He called the meeting "a Hoax."

The interference by Prof. Cotton with the development of new knowledge at Texas A&M

on June 19, resulting in sensational headlines had the same tone and misinformation as those put

into the press in 1993 and 1994. Who planted all the defamatory descriptions at that time? Was

Prof. Cotton disciplined for his action of June 19? There he is, caught red handed, interfering

with the academic process, giving unwarranted statements to the press, - in fact, giving A&M

a black eye.

How did President Bowen react to Dr. Ward's complaint? How did Dean Ewing react

to Bockris' letter describing the incident? Did they have a meeting with Cotton and tell him that

such actions are unacceptable in a university?

.- - ---
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Was something done so that FREE INVESTIGATIONS OF NEW PHENOMENA can

take place in the Texas A&M Chemistry Depaliment without the scientists concerned being

defamed because their ideas differ from those of the majority?

ANCILLARY MATERIAL

It is difficult to describe the extraordinary and widespread effects of the long

investigations by the University, lasting from December 1993 to May 1995. The suspicions

voiced by Dean Kemp, and repeated in the audit, upon which judgment was given on January

2, 1994, still cling. A number of happenings are unexplained. Theft of Bockris' 1993 tax files

has occurred from a building in the woods about his house. Recently (September 1995) two

more files have been removed from this building. During 1994, there were signs that this locked

building (which contains many of Bockris' work files) was repeatedly entered. Bockris' oftice

telephone has been used to place bets on horses; and for calls to sex-talk agencies. His telephone

logs have been sequestered by the press and individual calls investigated. His oftice at Texas

A&M has been frequently entered, though locked and numerous files and correspondence stolen.

The Freedom of Information Act (to which there are many defenses for academict) was

allowed to apply for Ty Clavinger, a journalist hoping to obtain fees for an article denigrating

Bockris in the Texas Monthly. Mr. Clavinger spent I'h days examining Bockris' correspondence

in his office.

'Mrs. G. Stubbs withdrew a request to the Attorney General which would have barred the
searching of Bockris' room.

- --- - -- -
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These are sad things to relate when one remembers ·their origin: the reporting of facl~

which do not fit the present paradigm in Chemistry.

SOME NEGATIVE CONSEQUENCES

The first of these, of course, is Bockris' reputation as a scientist. Distinguished

Professors at Texas A&M are world figures in their fields and this is retlected by the tlow of

invitations to international meetings. It is clear that Ms. Sawtelle's statement has had a negative

effect, as have the numerous newspaper reports, worldwide.

Correspondingly, withdrawals from the Consortium of Oil Companies supporting Bockris'

work has been directly related to the university's attacks. His grant income has shrunk from ­

500 K in 1992 to - 200 Know.

Invitations to be a Distinguished Guest Lecturer at other universities have been

withdrawn; and the award of the Lindford Medal has been postponed.

Anyone who has read this document will hardly be surprised to know that the stress and

tension of these 20 months has aged Mrs. Bockris significantly.

SUMMARY OF GRIEVANCE

In a general way the grievance is that, from 1982 to the present, research contributions

seen by Bockris as having particular significance, have been followed by actions, several carried

out "by the university", which had negative consequences for the author. Some of these attacks

have had the effect of suppressing new knowledge. They are strongly counter to academic

freedom of thought, and too the invention and expression of new ideas. There is no trace of any

- - --
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untoward act on Bockris' part which would justify any ofthe-stTesses the university has put upon

him. In terms of publications and monetary input, he had been (for some 14 years) among the

fIrst few leaders in research in the Department.

Some examples of specifIc acts follow.

(1) The highly suspicious, unprecedented, secret calling of 100 reporters to the

campus to whom Bockris was suddenly presented without foreknowledge.

(2) Suppression of the Cold Fusion work of Nigel Packham, forbidden in his thesis.

(3) Nowaming given that ascandalous attack article (known to the Dean of that time,

John Fackler) was being prepared to be published in Science magazine.

(4) Kevin Wolf, of the Cyclotron Institute, had carried out the most convincing work

to date on the existence of Cold Transmutation in 1992. The results were not publicly presented

for three years. All the ridiculous defamations of Bockris could have been silenced if this work

had been revealed when it was done, for Wolf is recognized among the leading nuclear chemists.

(5) Dean Kemp's accusation against such an experienced investigator as Bockris

should have been seen as improbable in the extreme but also insulting and damaging. It should

not have been dignified by an Inquiry.

(6) When the defaming press reports began, - picturing Bockris as a deluded medieval

alchemist, - Bockris was told by his Department Head that he might make no reply; but the

University also made no reply (no press conference. No damage control). An explanation of

the true nature of the investigations, their promise and scope, and their link to earlier (EPRI

support) programs would have made a continuation of the defamation impossible. Like Harvard
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in the much more remarkable case of Professor Mack, Texas A&M could have taken the

opportunity to bring out its devotion to Academic Freedom.

(7) Ms. Nancy Sawtelle, the University spokeswoman, said that Bockris' work

embarrassed the university (though its confirmation - suppressed - was available within the

Cyclotron Institute of the University).

(8) Although Bockris was forbidden to give any statement to the press, Fackler did, -

expressing dissatisfaction with the exoneration.

(9) The Double Jeopardy second inquiry lasted for 10 months, until the Provost's

letter of May 25, and was accompanied by threats voiced against Bockris by Provost Lee and

Associate General Counsel, Stubbs.

(10) The University successively told inquirers from the Electrochemical Society that

Bockris was "again" under investigation. It thus delayed a prestigious medal award to Bockris

by one year.

(II) A threatening letter from Ms. G. Stubbs referred to unreveaJed evidence the

university holds against Bockris. It remains unrevealed.

(12) Stolen documents from Bockris' office and home are made the subject of a third

University audit.

(13) The state audit repeats the accusations of 93 and 94. From where would the false

information come except from the university? No mention of exoneration. No prior checking

for truth with Bockris. No attempt to ask Bockris' colleagues (many employed in College

Station) as to matters of truth.
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(14) Provost Lee sends a chilling message to Bockris: "Tell Bockris he will not be the

only one. "

(15) President Bowen tells Bockris that although after 6 months, Dr. Kennedy tells him

"we can find nothing," he, Bowen, urges Kennedy to dig and dig until he finds something. This

alone is an incident worthy of detailed investigation.

(16) On June 19, Cotton disrupts a meeting on Cold Transmutation at which Wolfs

suppressed confirmation of cold transmutation is finally revealed by his EPRI manager. A report

appears in the Eagle in which Cotton is reported as saying the meeting is a hoax.

What is the university's response to this example of the suppression of Academic

Freedom? None has been reported.


