To the Editors of Scientific American:

I noticed just recently the remarks about Earth in Upheaval by Immanuel Velikovsky in your March  06 issue.

 Since the editor selected the publication of this book as important enough to mark what happened 50 years ago, yet condescendingly  wrote "it is not necessary to read many pages to find that it is as generously packed with nonsense as were its predecessors. After the publication of the first of these books, Worlds in Collision, in 1950, emotions have run high…But a scientific controversy implies that scientists argue with scientists, not that scientists argue with editorial writers, literary critics and copy-writers for book-jacket blurbs", 

  being a scientist, I hope you will be fair enough to publish my reply. First, I would like to point out that Earth in Upheaval is a scientific book where Velikovsky brought geological and paleonthological evidence to the story of Worlds in Collision. At Princeton University Earth in Upheaval, from its publication and for two decades, was required reading in the paleonthology course of Professor Glenn Jepsen.  Prof. H. H. Hess, who was chairman of the department of geology of Princeton University, president of the American Geological Society and chairman of the Space Science Board of the National Academy of Science, told Velikovsky that he knew Earth in Upheaval by heart. Professor Hess being adversely impressed by the attitude of the scientific community towards Velikovsky, wrote him a letter intended for public record: 
"You have after all predicted that Jupiter would be a source of radio noises, that Venus would have a high surface temperature, that the sun and bodies of the solar system would have large electrical charges and several other predictions. Some of these predictions were said to be impossible when you made them. All of them were predicted long before proof that they were correct came to hand. Conversely I do not know of any specific prediction you made that has since been proven to be false. I suspect that the merit lies in that you have a good basic background in the natural sciences and you are quite uninhibited by the prejudices and probability taboos which confine the thinking of most of us."

Hess finished the letter by saying:

 "Whether you are right or wrong I believe you deserve a fair hearing." 

Being myself a scientist (Physics), I read with interest in your Special Issue "New Light on the Solar System" (2003), the article on Venus, 
 where the authors try to explain Venus' high temperature through "newly appreciated connections between geologic activity and atmospheric change" and write: "A deadly efficient Greenhouse effect prevails…  This depiction of hell has been brought to us by an armada of twenty-two robotic spacecraft that have photographed, scanned, analysed and landed on Venus over the past four decades." 

 Yet they don’t even consider that which has been brought to us by the Pioneer Venus spacecraft: 
A.  In 1979 reports from Pioneer Venus completely contradicted the greenhouse ad-hoc explanation of Venus' high temperature. and supported Velikovsky's advance claim that Venus would be found to be hot because it is a young planet hot from within. In the Science issue (6 July, 1979) which was devoted to Pioneer Venus reports we find that: 

1) The night side of Venus is warmer than the day side
: (And that with a night on Venus more than 50 times longer than a night on earth and thus much more time to cool off). See Velikovsky’s suggested explanation to this paradox below.

2) The Pole is warmer than the equator: "An increase in temperature of 20K [!] from equator to pole observed at 80 km disappears by 100 km." altitude.

3) Venus' Atmosphere lets out heat: "The lower atmosphere... appears to be much less opaque in the infrared than expected."

4) Venus radiates 15% more energy than it receives from the sun.
In a review article in Science, half a year later (Science, 18 Jan. 1980) Richard Kerr wrote:

"When Pioneer Venus' probes looked at the amount of radiant energy passing through the atmosphere, each one found more energy being radiated up from the lower atmosphere than enters it as sunlight."

It is interesting to note here that Kerr, in this review in Science, was quick to apologize that if his attack on the ”much balihooed” (as he called it) Greenhouse effect and the "inability of scientists to find a complete, conventional explanation for the high temperature of Venus' atmosphere, would seem to leave an opening for Velikovsky's supporters”; and if "current reports of an apparent flow of heat up from the surface into the lower atmosphere might soon be used to support such a thesis", be it known that: 

 "Observations from the Pioneer orbiter suggest that the planet as a whole is not acting like a radiator… Although the precision of measurements - plus or minus 15% - is not yet as great as it will be, Frederic Taylor of the Jet Propulsion Laboratory in Pasadena, believes that there is little room left, if any, for a source of heat on Venus.

“More measurements are needed before astronomers accept the result, and most planetary scientists are obviously expecting – and hoping – that the embarrassing extra heat will disappear on further investigation.”

Thus wrote Kerr in Science of Jan. 1980. However, in November of the same year their hope did not materialise - it was reported in the New Scientist : 

    “Venus radiates 15% more energy than it receives… F.W.Taylor, of the Clarendron Laborataory at Oxford,  presented these measurements at a Royal Society meeting last week… Taylor’s suggestion met with scepticism – not to say sheer disbelief – from other planetary scientists.  Taylor himself has no explanation for his result, he simply points out that the discrepancy seemed at first to be simply experimental error – but with more precise measurement it refused to go away.”
 

Apparently Taylor ascertained that the measurements indeed showed that Venus radiates 15% more energy than it receives, and that “the embarrassing extra heat” could not be attributed to inaccuracy of the measurements in a range of “plus or minus 15%”. 

However, despite all these findings, it is still taught by astronomers that the high temperature of Venus is due to a greenhouse effect! 

See for instance the article mentioned above “Global Climate Change on Venus”, by Mark A. Bullock and David H. Greenspoon in the Special Issue "New Light on the Solar System" of Scientific American 2003,
 where the authors explain why a “runaway greenhouse” effect should be substituted by a ”moist greenhouse” effect explanation.

 Yet they don’t even consider that which has been brought to us by the Pioneer Venus spacecraft.

Velikovsky's explanation to the strange fact that the night side of Venus is hotter than the day side was also indicated by the Pioneer Venus findings:

On January 1979, Pioneer Venus probes found "a glow of 'mysterious chemical fires'" on the night side of Venus. "Scientists called the glow mysterious and unexpected."
 

In April, after analyzing the data from Pioneer Venus probes, John Hoffman 

"found indications in his data that the lower atmosphere of Venus may be rich in methane [hydrocarbons], Dr. Hoffman and Dr. Thomas Donahue were asked: 'Could methane, either burning or reacting with other organic compounds, be the source of that strange glow?'  'Of course,' said Donahue...'but we're sceptical about the methane reading,' he added, 'it could be and artifact (a residue from earth) or it could be an important finding.'"

Apparently Hoffman and Donahue verified that it was not an artifact, for two months later, in the Science issue of July 1979, which was devoted to Pioneer Venus findings, they reported it without any such reservations: "...there are significant peaks in the mass spectrum indicating the presence of... methane."
  

In Worlds in Collision (1950), Velikovsky had written: "Venus experienced in quick succession its birth and expulsion under violent conditions... the core of the planet Venus must still be hot. Moreover, if Oxygen is present on Venus, petroleum [hydrocarbons] fires must be burning there." (Chap. 9, section “The Thermal Balance of Venus”).

Already in 1963, when Mariner 2 found the shadowed part of Venus warmer than its illuminated part, Velikovsky wrote in his article "Venus - a Youthful Planet"
: "If the difference is borne out by more probes, it may suggest that chemical processes favour a concentration... of oxygen on the shadowed side of the planet and petroleum fires there."

The fact that the trailing part of Venus’ atmosphere always turns away from the sun might explain the higher concentration of Oxygen and methane on the night side

B. And if this is not enough, excess of Primordial Isotopes found by Pioneer Venus indicate that Venus is a young planet:

In the Science issues that were devoted to the reports from Pioneer Venus, John Hoffman et al wrote:
"the abundances of argon-36, argon-38, and neon-20 in the Venus atmosphere are much higher than those in earth's atmosphere."
   

" there is a large excess of all primordial noble gases on Venus relative to Earth.”

Or as reported in Popular Science:

"John Hoffman stunned his colleagues by reporting that the atmosphere contains 300 to 500 times as much argon-36 as earth. `It means that either Venus was formed from different substances than the rest of the solar system, or the formation process was different', said John Hoffman, 'it sure means that we have to rethink the formation theories of the inner planets of the solar system'".

The younger the planet the more of the primordial isotopes will be found. Therefore, as Thomas Donahue expressed it:

 "The cosmogonic implications on the formation of the solar system are staggering. It's back to the drawing board."

They both seem to have forgotten that seventeen years earlier, in 1962, when Venus was discovered to rotate in the opposite direction to all the other planets of the solar system - it was already declared that "Maybe Venus was created apart from the other planets, perhaps as a secondary solar explosion or perhaps in a collision of planets."

C. In 1990, when results from Magellan of the first 5% of Venus’ surface mapping were reported, Richard Kerr wrote in his column in Science, “Venus is Looking Too Pristine”: 
       "Magellan scientists have been struck by the newly minted appearance of the craters formed by the impact of small asteroids and comets.  Only 1 of the 75 craters, identified on the first 5% of the planet mapped, shows any of the typical signs of aging… 

      "A count of the number of craters on a given surface tells how long it has been exposed. According to this crater-count clock, the Venusian surface appears to be anywhere from several hundred million to a billion years old.

"’All of us are surprised we don't see a spectrum of states of preservation.’, said Magellan team member Sean Solomon of MIT.”

"The planetary geologists who are studying the radar images streaming back from Magellan find that they have an enigma on their hands. When they read the geological clock… they find a planet on the brink of adolescence. But when they look at the surface itself, they see a newborn babe.”

Two years later, when 89% of Venus’ surface was mapped, a large group of planetary geologists  expressed it thus:

 “In striking contrast to the other planets, Venus has a cratering record that is virtually unmodified by subsequent impact, volcanic, tectonic, or eolian processes...

“Magellan images show conclusively that craters on Venus are generally unmodified and that the remainder have been modified in different ways than those on other planets. Fully 62% of craters appear pristine… Only 4% of all craters on Venus have been clearly embayed by lava despite the ubiquity of volcanic features…

 “Not only are the processes of crater modification distinct from those prevalent on other planets, but their effects on the crater distribution are unusual as well”

Apparently Venus experienced a few thousand years ago so many impacts that their count implies millions of years, while their features testify to their catastrophic recentness.
Special Edition of  Scientific American, 2003: "New Light on the Solar System"
We find in the article concerning Venus :
"several striking lineaments resemble water-carved landforms. Up to 7,000 kilometers long, they are similar to meandering rivers and flood plains on earth. Many end in outflow channels that look like river deltas. The extreme dryness of the environment makes it highly unlikely that water carved  these features. So what did? Perhaps calcium carbonate, calcium sulfate and other salts are the culprit. The surface, which is in equilibrium with a hefty carbon dioxide atmosphere laced with sulfur gases, should be replete with these substances. Indeed the Soviet Venera landers found that surface rocks were about 7 to 10 percent calcium minerals (almost certainly carbonates) and 1 to 5 percent sulfates. "

"Lavas laden with these salts melt at temperatures of a few tens to hundreds of degrees higher than Venusian temperatures today."

"Water could not have carved it.; Venus is too hot and dry. Instead it was probably the work of lavas rich in carbonate and sulfate salts - which implies that the average temperature used to be several tens of degrees higher than it is today."

"Second, the mysterious tesserae - the oldest terrain on Venus - also hint at higher temperatures in the past."

"Finally, cracks and folds crisscross the planet. At least some of these patterns, particularly the so-called wrinkle ridges, may be related to temporal variations in climate...the plains preserve global episodes of deformation that may have occurred over short geologic intervals. That is, the entire lithosphere seems to have been stretched or compressed all at the same time. It is hard to imagine a mechanism internal to the solid planet that could do that. But what about global climate change?… stresses induced in the lithosphere by fluctuations in surface temperature of about 100  degrees C would have been as high as 1,000 bars "

"several striking lineaments resemble water-carved landforms. Up to 7,000 kilometers long, they are similar to meandering rivers and flood plains on earth.

"Water could not have carved it.; Venus is too hot and dry. Instead it was probably the work of lavas rich in carbonate and sulfate salts - which implies that the average temperature used to be several tens of degrees higher than it is today."

"Lavas laden with these salts melt at temperatures of a few tens to hundreds of degrees higher than Venusian temperatures today."

"Second, the mysterious tesserae - the oldest terrain on Venus - also hint at higher temperatures in the past."

"Finally, cracks and folds crisscross the planet. At least some of these patterns, particularly the so-called wrinkle ridges, may be related to temporal variations in climate... That is, the entire lithosphere seems to have been stretched or compressed all at the same time. It is hard to imagine a mechanism internal to the solid planet that could do that. But what about global climate change?… "

� The following appeared in the 50 Years Ago section of March 06 issue of Scientific American:


“EARTH IN UPHEAVAL--The third in the series of Immanuel Velikovsky's unconventional reinterpretations of earth history has been published, and it is not necessary to read many pages to find that it is as generously packed with nonsense as were its predecessors. After the publication of the first of these books, Worlds in Collision, in 1950, emotions have run high; the scientists have said that Velikovsky is crazy; the publishers have said that the scientists are intolerant; Velikovsky implies that he is a martyred genius; the public-at-large is confused. But a scientific controversy implies that scientists argue with scientists, not that scientists argue with editorial writers, literary critics and copy-writers for book-jacket blurbs." 





  � See last page below 


�     This had been found already by Mariner 2.  Of the findings in 1979 of Pioneer Venus, Alvin Seiff et al  wrote: "Below 18 km, the atmosphere at the night probe site is shown to be about 2K warmer than it is at the day probe site, a somewhat puzzling finding…"  (Science, July 6, 1979, p. 46).





�   Thomas. Donahue, "Pioneer Venus Results: An Overview", Science, July 6, 1979, p.41; see also Taylor et al, p. 66.


�  V.E. Suomi et al,  Science, July 6, 1979, p. 84, write: "The north probe flux at 13 km. Is several times what the model predicts even with as little as 0.01 % H2O. The north probe flux data thus indicate that  the lower atmosphere has less opacity, is perhaps drier, than expected." 
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