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Abstract

Science is not always free today.  Parts of universities are paid by industry.  Industry expects friendly results which do not trouble their economic ambitions.  Scientists who disagree, who are not “obedient”, lose support, may suddenly have problems or even lose their jobs.  As an example, the case of the Medical University in Vienna (Austria) is presented.  Two studies proving damage to genetic material were denounced as falsifications.  A powerful lobby attacked the results as “inconvenient”.  The reputation of the study leader was damaged publicly.  It finally came out that there was no falsification but a big intrigue.  Nevertheless 90 percent of the media did not pursue the truth.  The complex problems of our planet need scientists who carefully handle the delicate interaction between nature and the electrical, physiological and magnetic processes of life.  

Part I 

The falsified falsification – how a powerful lobby does its utmost to dispose of inconvenient research results. 

At the Vienna Medical University (called MedUni), two studies proving damage to genetic material were labelled as falsifications – a scandal that has now assumed international proportions. Six months of investigation involving 30 persons proved that there was no falsification. 

The studies are 

· the GSM - REFLEX-study (Global System for Mobile Communications)

· the UMTS study (Universal Mobile Telecommunication System)

RF- EMF = Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields 

Mentors: 

Prof. Franz Adlkofer, Foundation for Behaviour and Environment (VERUM), Munich

Prof. emeritus Hugo Rüdiger, Head of Occupational Medicine at the MedUni until Autumn 2007

Lab Assistant K., Lab assistant of Occupational Health Clinics

et al.

GSM – REFLEX – Study 

Because of time constraints, I only present the falsified falsification of the UMTS- study. The GSM study deals with research into the harmful biological effects of radio frequency electromagnetic fields on cell metabolism and genetic make-up. Adlkofer explains: “Our starting hypothesis was that we would not be able to find evidence of detrimental effects of EMF on the programme in living cells, even using the most modern of analysis techniques ...... but it did not turn out that way.”  GSM are causing single and double breaks in the DNA helix. This is a precursor to cancer. 

The proponent lobby has thus far refused to acknowledge this. Adlkofer cynically states: “Our quality criteria exclude any doubt about the validity of the data.” [… But] “no-one can be forced to see what he does not wish to see”, [....] 
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“I cannot force those whose interest dictates the direct opposite of what our research results are showing to change their minds.”  

The UMTS study 

The traces of a science thriller emerge under close investigation in fair Vienna on the blue Danube. This is where a team of the Vienna Medical University researched the health risk posed by UMTS technology. They found that genes had suffered damage at exposures far below the exposure limits (e.g. 0,1 W/kg).   Compared with the GSM-radiation UMTS breaks chromosomes ten times more. 

The results of the UMTS study completed in 2007 were publicly labelled as deceptions by the MedUni in April 2008. This time Lab assistant K. was observed while she supposedly falsified data of the UMTS-study.

The case

It sounds rather like intrigues around the bar counter, not like conflict resolution in a scientific establishment: A virtual witch hunt was launched against K. (the name is known to the author), because she was accused of falsifying mobile radio studies. She was said to have fabricated data and to have admitted it. 

A “friendly superior” provided her mobile phone number. Her evening classes school was asked to suspend her. K. developed an ulcer and had to be hospitalised. Her friends say that only her strong personality prevented something worse from happening. 

Without bothering to establish the truth of the accusations, Wolfgang Schütz, Rector of the MedUni, informed the press that they had serious suspicions of deception. 

The laboratory worker K. was accused of decrypting the so-called blinding codes of the random generator for her analyses. These are used by the researchers to remain objective and exclude manipulation. The rumor was spread that she had confessed.

The affair was set in motion by Rüdiger’s successor, Prof. Christian Wolf, who is also acting head of the Wissenschaftlicher Beirat Funk (WBF) [Scientific Advisory Body, Radio]. The science of this organisation limits itself to continuous pronouncements that mobile radio fields are harmless. Wolf drafted a “confession protocol” about the “Vienna causa” and demanded that the accused sign it. The latter refused to sign the allegation. 

The “Ethics” Commission 

Wolf nevertheless submitted his text as K’s “confession” to the MedUni rector, who then delegated the matter to his “ethics commission”. Actually a good decision, but the head of the 3-man commission was Günter Farmer of the Human Resources Personnel Management of Telekom Austria. 

He was a Telekom employee and thus prejudiced. In a 2:1 vote, the commission decided that the authors should retract the two studies. But it was not the lobbyist who had voted negatively, as the rector’s office publicly announced. When this later came to light, the rector was clearly embarrassed. He prohibited any statements to journalists. 

The study leaders, Professors Hugo Rüdiger and Franz Adlkofer, refused to retract the studies. Following their objections, the Telekom commission member Farmer was replaced. 

Did K. have a motive to deceive?

In an interview with the German magazine Spiegel, rector Schütz remarked that crimes of fraud are often committed by “young female staff wishing to favourably impress their boss”. On hearing this, the Spiegel journalist Manfred Dworschak wrote an article on the Vienna “causa” titled: “The Professor’s favourite”, augmenting this with a few lewd remarks aimed at ridiculing Rüdiger and K. and the studies. Rüdiger and his colleagues found the hints “highly laughable”. 

Married to industry

Two letters by Professor Alexander Lerchl of the private Jakobs University in Bremen, addressed to the rector, were another trigger for the “causa”. In these letters he labels the GSM and UMTS studies as deceptions, but does not offer credible arguments or even evidence. Independent experts and the publishers of the UMTS and GSM studies also refused Lerchl’s request to sign his criticism and brushed him off. Lerchl was not deterred by this and wrote a book – which has not been accepted for printing by a reputable publishing company. 

Lerchl has published his opinion aggressively and in detail on the internet, among other places. He intended to publish a paper on the deception in a scientific magazine as soon as possible. When this did not happen as fast as he had wished, he put pressure on the publisher and approached their legal department. Very unusual, since scientific papers generally require at least six months for publication. 

Is Lerchl on the mobile radio industry’s payroll? 

We should ask how truthful this private Jakobs University in Bremen can be if its scientists are obliged to defend the interests of its sponsors. But we also have “acts of conviction”. In 2007, the University received 10 million Euro from the newly constituted Arbeitgeberverband der Norddeutschen Metall- und Elektroindustrie [Employers’ Association for the North German Metal and Electrical Industry]. Students may apply for bursaries with Vodafone.

Lerchl heads the Strahlenschutz-Kommission (SSK) [Radiation Protection Commission] and works together with the Informationszentrum Mobilfunk e.V., IZMF [Information Centre for Mobile Radio], which represents the interests of the mobile radio industry. Marketing of radiation is suspiciously closer to the Radiation Protection Commission’s heart than is the health of the population. Karl Richter, chairman of the Competency Initiative, which scientifically analyses independent research in the fields of GSM, UMTS etc., explains: “The Information Centre for Mobile Radio, on behalf of industry, organises and finances training of medical doctors in various German cities, in which Lerchl has often participated.” 

The industry has high expectations, which Lerchl is undoubtedly meeting, naturally with the high amounts paid. But he explicitly denies being on the mobile communications industry’s payroll. Difficult to understand when he writes on the internet: "My research is funded by the Federal Office for Radiation Protection, Bundesamt für Strahlenschutz and by the Research Association for Radio Applications (FGF) in Bonn." In the latter organisation the whole mobile industry is fully represented. To understand this you have to turn three somersaults in your head. 

Wolf, the former superior of K., was also determined to dispose of the genetic damage. His colleagues remark that he was keenly trying to attach blame. He labelled K. a liar because she refused to sign the fake confession. Wolf is a member of the Wissenschaftlicher Beirat Funk. 

In a paper on the Random Number Generator, which he published in a technical magazine, he merely copied from the manual the part dealing with unblinding, which is open for everybody! But he nevertheless presented this as proof that K. had always been practicing falsification. A rogue is he who thinks evil.

Good scientific practice?

In public, the rector attaches great importance to this. He strives for a global and elite MedUni. This includes transparent resolution of conflict. But how does all this fit with the present conflict? There is a rumor that the rector did not even listen to the counsel of his Ethics Commission, which was not convinced of a deception. In his management there was no scientific truth, no transparency, no effort to enlighten, but to conceal.

Here are some hints:

1.
The UMTS study had been completed in the summer of 2007, checked and then published in February 2008. When K. was confronted with allegations of deception in April 2008, the subject of the matter was neither the GSM nor the UMTS study, but rather a study of oxygen radicals. This was concealed. 

2.
The GSM study had been carried out in Berlin, not in Vienna. K. had participated here only briefly and always had someone looking over her shoulder. “You could not even go to the loo on your own”, she wrote to a colleague at that time. The GSM study had, by the way, already been completed by 2004! How, then, has the rector concluded that K. has been falsifying this study since 2005? 

3.
The cooperation of a colleague would have been required to circumvent the double-blinded study design. But there is no such second person. 

4.
There was also a parallel, so-called Proteomics study, by Prof. Wilhelm Mosgöller which confirmed Rüdiger’s results, using an alternative method. The rector forced Mosgöller not to publish his results! 

5.
Many studies performed since 1954 have found chromosome breaks caused by electromagnetic radiation. Famous studies are those of Henry Lai and Narendra Singh.

6.
In addition the accused results have now – two years later – been reproduced and confirmed internationally by Swiss, Chinese and Italian researchers.

In the meantime, even the renowned Science magazine has revised its report on the apparent forgery and is itself describing DNA helix breaks caused by EMS.

Mismanagement?

The rector later even considered withdrawing all of the eight studies on mobile communication in which Lab assistant K. had participated! This he did not manage to do, however 90% of the media nevertheless published his version of the deception! The fracas involving a helpless assistant was merciless and totally unprofessional. Hardly anyone at the Vienna MedUni is taking a close look at the connections between science and industry.

None are so blind as those who do not want to see. What is happening here is typical, when power-holders in the background push through their interests: Instead of focussing on the subject matter, and discussing this, annoying persons are isolated and punished. This is much simpler than solving problems and thereby possibly arousing the revenge of a powerful lobby. But the fact that the institution is suffering tremendous damage is ignored. Researchers who alert the public to an inconvenient truth should be assured of the University’s fair and rational reaction. 

An institution aspiring to society’s premier acknowledgement of education, development and preparation for the future must also be capable of creating an atmosphere in which internal and external conflicts can be resolved by scientific discourse and the use of qualified mediators.

Part II

Science and Fraud

A number of interested citizens have lately been asking themselves whether science still exists. For example Brian Martinson and his team from the Health Partners Research Foundation  revealed  that one out of three scientists admitted to having either deceived readers or manipulated their results at least once between 2002 and 2005. Thousands of scientists in the USA had been asked: biologists, health professionals, chemists, physicists, engineers and social scientists. 

 

Scientific ploys are not only unethical. They must be considered  criminal, because the findings of large-scale studies –  possibly with budgets running into millions – are deliberately manipulated to ensure a ‘market-friendly’ outcome at the expense of our health or environment. This is particularly relevant in the area of risk technologies, where the profits are enormous.

 

 A good example of a faulty concept is: the attempt to understand 

possible adverse effects of exposure to radiation on humans and the natural environment  as a linear relation between the field and the effect. This means in this connection:  the stronger the field, the stronger  the effect. 

Living systems, however, are sensitised by their vitality and can thus (counter-intuitively) respond strongly to the weakest influence, and vice versa: they are non-linear systems, and any attempt to understand them using a linear mindset is doomed to failure. The reluctance to consider a non-linear reaction is no doubt driven by the fact that it would reveal that certain technologies are not as safe as they would appear from a linear perspective!  Here is fraud at work.

 

The rhythmic cycles of life are very delicate and interdependent, and the interaction of technologically produced electric and magnetic fields with physiological processes in living organisms are most times  non-linear: this makes them highly vulnerable in ways that can be quite unexpected. 

 

Clearly, a new approach is required, which is not only ethically secure, but must, in consequence of the complexity of modern technologies, be scientifically rigorously holistic and also ‘trans-disciplinary’. 

 

The issue, however, is not only deliberately manipulated studies, but also flawed reasoning and the continued use of inappropriate analyses concepts of scientists.  Like any other human who is caught up in a routine and his socialisation, the scientist can find himself caught in a “work-related deformation trap”, but in this presentation we are thinking about fraud and conscious manipulation.

Such an approach needs to incorporate the following theses:  

 

Science is never for sale

Universities must be prohibited from accepting research funding from industry if the continuation of the funding is contingent on the findings of the research being ‘market-friendly’. 

Scientific investigations must be knowledge-oriented: No researcher, provided he has worked conscientiously, should be disadvantaged if his research does not deliver the desired results, as is often the case today.

 

Sponsoring must not be allowed to mutate congresses into disguised marketing events. We need research to serve the well-being of society, not the lobbies of the powerful.  The cooperation between science and industry must be regulated anew.

 

The concept of an “acceptable socio-civic residual risk”, i.e. sacrifices that are considered acceptable from the outset, must be considered unethical. Physical injury remains physical injury. The burden of proof of safety must be reversed, so that it is the manufacturer’s responsibility to deliver proof.

 
Research must be accompanied by critical attention
The new discipline Technopathogenology (TPG), developed by the Argentinian Guillermo Eguiazu and his assistant Alberto Motta, must be introduced into research. TPG endeavours to systematically identify all the factors that may later prove to be a health hazard or pose other dangers to the user, starting from the initial scientific idea on the development of a product or application of a process all the way to the disposal of waste. 

 

Technical terminology 

Scientists often express themselves using highly technical language from their own specialised field. This is necessary within the expert community. However, it often continues to be used to apparently explain risk-research with the intention of ‘blinding the public with science’ or to disguise a particular aspect. The experts hope not to be asked what they mean. 

 

Objectivity 

Scientists claim to be objective. Points of view that should be based on human emotions and ethical considerations are generally discarded. An objective holistic approach requires, however, that social, psychological and ecological relationships be considered as well.  If they are required to act as experts to point out damages to health and ecology or to identify those responsible, scientists often lose their ability for objective judgment in the face of victims of risk technologies.

 

Unexplainable means non-existent?

Phenomena which the exact sciences cannot explain are often claimed to be non-existent. This can be particularly damaging in the medical field. If a patient presents with symptoms that cannot be explained within the framework of current medical knowledge, there is a danger that the patient will be labelled mentally ill. In this way, those affected are often “punished” by the vanity of the doctor, who tends to forget that psychological diseases must be clearly described and somatic causes excluded.

 

Intellectual fraud

Trivialising results of studies, embellishing, falsifying, manipulating by omission, addition or possibly by the internationally popular “averaging” must no longer be hushed up, but must be penalised. Because how do you calculate the “average”? For example, on German highways the average loss of blood is 19 millilitres; therefore no one dies on German highways! 

 

Such methods have nothing to do with the “freedom of sciences”, but must be branded as fraud. They are open to great abuse. Controlling such intrigues should be the responsibility of independent committees at the universities. 

 

Opinion before a court

Expert opinions must not be influenced by the interest of commercial lobbies. Scientists acting as experts before courts of law, for insurers etc. must declare who pays them and for whom they are working. Concealment of dependencies and paid activities must be subject to criminal prosecution. 

 

Cooperation instead of trench battles 

Universities and colleges, as educational institutions, should be role models and create a cosmopolitan communicative climate.  Mediators should be available also in scientific circles. A platform should be created for debating contradictory scientific opinions, including rules for “fair” attitudes. 

Especially subjects dealing with the living system Earth are very important for education. Only scientific research serving nature and humanity should be rewarded. This should also be the most important criterion for the Nobel Prize. 

 

Conclusion

Scientists should not sell their honour and credibility. Universities should not be the servant of industry and profit maximization. Science, the search for cognition, can be an  invaluable good.  Industry should be very proud if universities accept orders for their investigations and studies. The economy will benefit more if it relies on honesty. 

 I don’t hear the cry that should go up from the universities!  They need to come together.

 

Selected Internet Literature on the „Vienna Causa“  and Chromosome Breaks
English: 

http://www.pandora-foundation.eu/downloads/adlkofer_washington-hearing_en.pdf 

http://www.pandora-foundation.eu/projects/mophorad-project/index.html
http://www.pandora-foundation.eu/downloads/ki_2010-08-16_gutachten-zu-lerchl_en.pdf
http://www.pandora-foundation.eu/downloads/pandora_2010_present-state-of-research.pdf 

German:
http://www.profil.at/articles/0847/560/226363/rufunterdrueckung-das-sittenbild-handystudien     (good review)

http://www.kompetenzinitiative.net/gesundheit/strahlenschutz-kommission/berichte/forschung-im-dienst-der-entwarnung.html
http://www.kompetenzinitiative.net/downloads/ki_gutachten-fa-doku_2010-08-16.pdf
http://www.stiftung-pandora.eu/downloads/ki_2010-08-16_gutachten-zu-lerchl_de.pdf.

http://www.diagnose-funk.org/wissenschaft/wien-angebliche-datenfaelschung/index.php
http://www.diagnose-funk.org/wissenschaft/wien-angebliche-datenfaelschung/stand-der-forschung-zu-genotoxischen-wirkungen.php
http://www.diagnose-funk.org/wissenschaft/schwierige-forschung/forschung-im-dienst-der-entwarnung.php
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