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Abstract : 

Testimony #1 was produced to “la Cour administrative d’Appel” in Paris; so the following correspondence 
is no more private but open to anybody and can be used by anybody refereeing to it.  
 

Pacs # : 5.40 ; 45.70 ; 62.20 ; 83.70.Fn 
 

 
Here I report on p.81-82 a letter, dated from July 1997, that I wanted to be published 
by Nature, on the process of peer reviewing. It was rejected. 

I cannot consider normal the fact that Nature refused to discuss and refused to 
publish this letter. 

Bibliography is quite difficult to perform seriously. It is quite possible to miss a 
paper; and referees may or shall help. It is also their responsibility to evaluate the 
bibliography, or the lack of bibliography. 

It is just what I wanted to remark. 
As shown by the next fax on p.79  (on 3/1/2011), Nature does not want to 

discuss the problem ten years after it happens. 
 
How can scientific judge this negation of problem. And how Nature editor can 

defend his behavior! 
 
It is clear that editor attitude is not at the level of the required quality.  
Editors and administration shall provide proof of the correct partnership they 
proclaim to have with scientists.   
 
Anyway this is always the case everywhere, since technical service or industry shall 
produced correct tools or parts. The manufactory have some real obligation. This is 
not the case for managers, administrations… editions… justice… 
 
But can we accept such ambiguities, because science has many applications in the 
real word and its rules cannot be treated as approximations in many important cases 
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(nuclear plants, …). I believe the management shall improve its technique, this is 
now a priority of our new world. 
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It is not the only problem encountered with Nature, and with other editoirs: 
Authors may quote good papers in a way such that nobody understand these 
bibliographic papers have solved most of the problem already, so that the new 
author just apply the early work… 
 
This is perverse since science works because scientific edition shall transfer 
information to most people who are able to understand. 
  
 
 

 


