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Subject:  CERN’s LHC Proton Accelerator – the imminent Resumption of Proton-Proton  Collision, but at greater Proton Energies, and with grave Risks and real Possibilities for Catastrophe, and the legal Power and Duty of the Swiss Confederation under the Law of Nations with respect to these urgent Concerns

Preface


The present letter, being a petition to your Government, is the completed form of your petitioner’s February 25th draft, which he delivered to your Ministry on that date, and which was accompanied with a bundle of appendices, and with an additional brief letter which explains the draft letter and lists the parts of the appendices.  The primary concern for the risk of a nuclear catastrophe by the operation of the LHC machine which is expressed in his February 25th draft relates to the experiments that CERN intends to perform with the LHC, and which are now imminent, of colliding ultra-high energy protons at unprecedented energies – the risks of venturing into the unknown.  Your petitioner declared in his February 25th draft that he had not been able to learn the modern theory of high-energy particle physics, nor the astro-physics, in order to perceive and assess fully what real risks there may be of a nuclear catastrophe; but, nevertheless, he has judged that it would be wrong to operate the LHC and carry out the experiments, because the proton-proton collision energies for those experiments would be unprecedented – a venture far into the unknown.  I asserted that the LHC experiments would, in effect, amount to the collision of a hypothetical cosmic ray proton hitting the proton of a hydrogen atom in the Earth’s atmosphere with an energy that is twenty million times the average energy of the cosmic ray protons, hence venturing far into the unknown.


Since February 25th I have investigated the matter further, by reviewing all that I have learned about nuclear physics – the practical theory of nuclear reactions underlying the design of nuclear power reactors, of which I am fairly well knowledgeable – and learning the fundamental idea of the modern high-energy particle physics, called Quantum Field Theory, with the object of determining whether or not there may be any real danger involved in LHC proton-proton collision experiments which the phenomena and well-established theory of classical nuclear physics suggests.  During his investigation your petitioner had conceived of several mechanisms for producing a nuclear catastrophe; but each of them, upon examination and testing, seemed not to be credible in his mind, except one, which he discovered in the last few days.  The discovery was aided, though, by his examination of the discarded ideas.  The exceptional mechanism relates to the enormous energy held in the nucleus of every atoms by virtue of its mass, and the possibility that the thing in an atomic nucleus that supports that mass might be perturbed by a shock of high energy, as by LHC proton-proton collision experiments (or even by a strike of a proton beam into the carbon block of the LHC beam dump system), and cause the nucleus to collapse and explode, somewhat similar to the process of nuclear fission of an uranium nucleus with the release of the energy held in the nucleus, and in addition, to emit a strange radical high-speed particles, like a neutron, but different, which could then fly about and collide with another atomic nucleus and induce that nucleus to collapse, and so on, in a multiplying chain reaction, resulting then in a nuclear catastrophe.  This real danger possibility is treated later in this letter as a sub-section appended to the section titled, “The Risks of World Catastrophe by the LHC Proton-Proton Collisions Experiments.” Your petitioner has proposed this mechanism of atomic nuclei collapse with a theoretical physicist (high-energy particle physics) of the Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory yesterday.  He responded by saying that the proposed mechanism is an “interesting question.”  So, your petitioner has taken the proper precaution of proposing the idea to physicists who are in the center of the research of proton-proton collisions at ultra high energy, for the purpose of examining the idea to determine whether there are any physical principles that preclude its possibility; so as not to assert in his petition to the Swiss Confederation possibilities that are not reasonable or real.

There is another consideration that is just as important as the LHC hazards, and that relates to the consumption by CERN of 230 megawatts of electricity, including 120 megawatts for the operation of the LHC alone.  For there are the actual risks of catastrophic nuclear reactor accidents (reactor eruptions) in any of the nuclear power plants in France and Switzerland that supply CERN with electricity.  Your petitioner refers to the DVD computer discs which are included among the appendices given with is February 25th draft for his assessments of the dangers of nuclear catastrophes by the operation of nuclear power plants in the world.


As for your consideration of this new development of my analysis of the LHC hazards, as well as the rest of my analysis, I know that you must determine the authorities for counsel to whom you ought to consult; though ultimately, you and the others officers who hold the sovereign power of the Swiss Confederation must assess the hazards of the LHC machine, and take measures to ensure the safety of the people of your country, and the people of the rest of the world, not to mention all other life.  In this respect the Constitution of the United States of America, and the Law of Nations, and the Constitution of the Swiss Confederation, are paramount matters involved in your determinations, in the judgment of your petitioner, and therefore, he proceed with this letter-petition in the form of his February 25th draft, which treats of the matters of law ahead of his analysis of the LHC hazards.  He has also revised and improved the section which analyzes the U.S. Constitution, and urges your careful study.  Also, it has not been possible for him, in the limited time available to him (the imminent operation of the LHC), to write a more thorough and comprehensive analysis of the LHC hazards, and therefore, he presents the letter in its present form, and will endeavor to supplement it quickly by means of addenda as best he can.  With this preface, he now proceeds with his letter.


On September 9, 2008, I sent to your office by telefax a letter addressed to you, the letter being a formal Petition addressed to the Swiss Confederation, concerning the LHC high energy particle accelerator of CERN, wherein I asserted my judgment that it would be wrong for CERN to put the LHC particle accelerator into operation, because of two grave concerns for undetermined risks of catastrophe:  (1) an accident with a proton beam that might have a potential for producing an H-bomb like nuclear explosion in the carbon and helium materials of the machine, and (2) the encroachment on whatever safety margin Nature may have provided against dangerous strange particle creations by the planned LHC proton-proton collision experiments, involving as those experiments would, collision energies of nuclear particles that are unprecedented  -- ten million times the average cosmic ray proton energy.  For identification, the subject of my September 9, 2008 Letter/Petition is:

CERN’s LHC Proton Accelerator, and the Support for CERN and the LHC given by the Government of the United States of America, but in Violation of the Constitution of the United States of America.  – a Petition addressed to the Swiss Confederation.

 I attach a copy of that September 9, 2008 Petition and related letters sent you by email messages and their attachments.

On September 5, 2008, a few days previous, I had sent to you by telefax an advanced notice of the petition that I was then endeavoring to compose.  With that notice I included the introductory part of the Petition that was already written – an earlier partial draft of my Petition.  That introductory described my scientific (physics) and nuclear engineering qualifications, and also introduced the matter of the accident hazard of a faulty beam dump in the LHC.  The title of that earlier partial draft Petition is:

An urgent Petition concerning CERN’s LHC Ultra-High-Energy Proton Accelerator -- the Risk of a Nuclear Explosion occurring in a Proton Beam Accident, and also the Risk of an unforeseeable Cataclysmic Nuclear Reaction arising from the High-Energy Particle Collisions planned for the LHC Experiments

I sent you that early partial draft of my petition merely for the purpose of informing you in advance that I would soon be sending you my Petition in its completed, substantive form.  Later, I received from you a letter dated September 22 by which you replied to my September 5 telefaxed early partial draft of the Petition.  However, your letter did not reply to, nor even mentioned, the actual, completed Petition that I sent you by telefax on September 9.    Therefore, it appears from your letter that my September 9, 2008 Petition may not have been given to you.  May I request, therefore, that you read that Petition now.  It is among the appendices of this present urgent letter.


At the time of my September 9, 2008 Petition, the CERN was about to start up the LHC machine.  (I recall that CERN intended to start the LHC on September 10th).  In my September 9, 2008 Letter/Petition I warned that the LHC could suffer an accident immediately when starting up the machine.  I mentioned the fact that the Enrico Fermi plutonium breeder nuclear reactor that was constructed near Detroit, Michigan, suffered a fuel melting accident immediately when that reactor was started up in power.  In that accident the atomic fission chain reaction started to run away (a rapid rise in the rate of the atomic fissioning), and came within a half of a second of initiating a nuclear explosion, before the reactor operator luckily pressed an emergency reactor shutdown button on the reactor control panel.  I cited that fact to impress on you the danger of an accident in the LHC.  Well, when the LHC was first started up, a few days after my September 9, 2008 petition and warning to your Government, that machine suffered an accident.  I have been informed that at least one of the great many LHC magnets exploded.  I have been informed by a Dr. David Harding of the Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory in the United States (Tevatron) that the LHC suffered an accident – a fault -- for which the LHC safety equipment was not designed to control.   I do not know whether the cause of the accident has been discovered.  One of the two concerns that I have had about the LHC machine is the possibility of a fault with the proton beam occurring which could be worse than the proton beam fault that has been assumed by CERN as their basis for the design of the LHC beam dump system – the so-called “design-basis” fault.

The Three Mile Island nuclear accident that occurred in the United States in March 1979 was an accident that was worse than the design-basis accident that had been assumed as the basis for the design of the safety systems of that reactor.  My book The Accident Hazards of Nuclear Power Plants, published by the University of Massachusetts Press in Amherst, Massachusetts, was published in August 1976, about two years before the Three Mile Island nuclear accident, and in that book I warned of the very type of accident that occurred at Three Mile Island.  Also, during the TMI accident your Petitioner informed the Governor of Pennsylvania, and the Pennsylvania Government Health and Environment Ministers of my analysis of the state of the reactor – that the reactor core was destroyed by an internal metal fire from the overheated zirconium fuel rods material, and therefore the reactor was in an extremely dangerous condition with the potential for a reactor explosion of the magnitude of fifty World War II type 1000 pound “Block-Buster” bombs combined.  The Governor’s Science Advisor then consulted me in an emergency telephone call, and then he and the Health Minister carried my advice to the Governor as to the least risky procedure for cooling down the destroyed reactor core.  My advice was followed, after the Governor intervened in the accident management operations.  The DVDs which I offer you with this letter contain the audio recordings of my telephone discussions with the officials of the Pennsylvania Government and the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission that prove my advisory involvement in that nuclear accident.  A full, exact transcript of the recordings is on the one of the two DVD computer discs which accompanied my February 25th letters that I delivered to the reception of your Parliament Building West – the one labeled Compilation, CD No. 1, … . The transcript is in the folder CD No. 1, and the sub-folder Three Mile Island Accident Recordings.

In August 1984 I wrote and sent to the President of the Bundestag of the Federal Republic of Germany a report titled Catastrophic Nuclear Accident Hazards – a Warning for Europe.  Less than two years later the Chernobyl reactor eruption accident occurred, April 1986.  Also, Chapter 12 of my book, The Accident Hazards of Nuclear Power Plants, warned of the very accident mechanism that caused the Chernobyl reactor to erupt – the very mechanism for the Chernobyl-type reactor!  So, I do hope that you will take my warnings and petition seriously.  In August 1988 I visited without any prior announcement nor appointment the office of the Minister of Economy and Technology of the Land North Rhine-Westphalia, and requested an urgent conference concerning the imminent startup of the SNR-300 fast neutron plutonium breeder reactor at Kalkar, west Germany (Schneller Bruter Reaktor), and my discovery of atomic bomb size nuclear explosion accident potentials of that reactor – a reactor that is similar in design as the before mentioned Enrico Fermi fast breeder reactor near Detroit.  Chapter Ten of my book treats the nuclear explosion hazards of the so-called “fast breeder reactors.”  (My Ph.D. dissertation treated the nuclear explosion potentials of such reactors.)  The Minister promptly ordered the Chief of Nuclear Licensing of his Ministry to meet with me.  The conference lasted four hours.  About one week later, the Government of North Rhine Westphalia announced publicly that the Kalkar reactor owners will not be given a license to operate that reactor.  That reactor has never been operated! 

I have investigated the LHC for the concerns for what hazards it involves, as I have declared in my September 9, 2008 Petition, and have since then investigated the LHC hazards in more depth, and now I visit Bern to seek an emergency conference with you, or your appointed deputy, to hear and learn my points and the facts about the LHC hazards, and to discuss them.  My object is to call on the Swiss Confederation to exercise its sovereign power over the CERN LHC activities in your Land, and to fulfill the Duties of the Swiss Confederation under the Law of Nations not to impair whatsoever the rights of the other peoples of the world to enjoy the Gift of Nature without any hazard, diminution, hurt, or spoil, and accordingly, to prevent the imminent reactivation the LHC, and require the LHC to remain in the status quo, pending a full report to you from me of the hazards and my demonstrations of those hazards.  I refer to Chapter I, Book III, The Law of Nature and Nations, by Samuel Pufendorf, 1729 London edition, translated to the English language from the Latin original, De jure natur et gentium, specially Section 1, 2, and 3. The entire treatise is given as a pdf type documents on one of the two DVD computer discs which accompanied my February 25th letters that I delivered to the reception of your Parliament Building West – the one labeled CERN Files, CD No. 2, Webb Credentials.  The treatise is in the folder CD No. 2, and the sub-folder THE Books used to form and write US Constitution.

In my September 9, 2008 petition to the Swiss Confederation I asserted that the United States Government has violated the Constitution of the United States of America by giving to CERN $550 million for completing the construction of the LHC, and by supplying through the U.S. Government’s Fermilab (an unconstitutional agency of the U.S. Government) the final-focus Quadrupole Magnets for the LHC particle collision experiments, and that the association entered into between CERN and the U.S. Government’s Department of Energy was made by officers of the U.S. Government in violation of the Constitution of the United States, since the  Government of the United States is not vested by the Constitution of the United States with any power to enter into any league with foreign States or foreign Confederations, such as CERN; for no such power is expressed in the Constitution of the United States.  Therefore, as I have asserted, the LHC activities of the CERN are being carried on unlawfully – supported by unconstitutional money subsidies and equipment aids conferred to CERN by the U.S. Government, and an unconstitutional cooperation agreement (league) with CERN which the U.S. Department of Energy has made.   Also, as asserted in my September 9, 2008 Petition, the CERN Council has violated the CERN Charter article that prohibits CERN from having anything to do with nuclear weapons, by entering into a League of Cooperation with the U.S. Government (Department of Energy); for the U.S. Government is primarily concerned with nuclear weapons, and the Department of Energy is the agency of the U.S. Government which manages and develops the nuclear weapons of the U.S. military and naval Forces (though in violation of the Constitution of the United States).  Thus, CERN is associated with and cooperates with the agency of the U.S. Government that develops nuclear weapons, and, therefore, the CERN Council and the CERN managers stand in violation of the CERN Charter prohibition of any concern with nuclear weapons.  

In this regard it is important to mention that Dr. Rolf Landua
 of CERN, a leading physicist of CERN, was appointed by the CERN Director-General to debate your Petitioner on the subject of the LHC beam dump accident hazards.  The Debate was held at Frei University in Berlin on January 21, 2009, by a society of professors of that university.  (The moderator was Dr. Joachim Wernicke of Berlin.)  In his lecture preceding the debate, Dr. Landua stated (alleged) that CERN knows why the first atomic bomb test was under-predicted by a factor of three to four – a fact of that atomic test which I asserted in my lecture that preceded my debate with Dr. Landua, and a fact which was made known to me by Edward Teller, who was the founder of the Lawrence Livermore (Nuclear Weapons) Laboratory in California, and who is reputed as the father of the H-Bomb, and who was one of the original physicist that invented the first atomic bomb at Los Alamos laboratory in New Mexico, 1942-1945.  If the CERN knows about the workings and efficiencies of atomic bombs, well then they have been occupied some in the study of nuclear weapons, and therefore, have violated the CERN Charter prohibition respecting nuclear  weapons.

As stated in my September 9, 2008 Petition, though I am a citizen of the United States of America, there is not available to me any practical way of applying to the existing Government of the United States with a petition or demand that the U.S. Government act to prevent the reactivation of the LHC machine of CERN; neither by way of the Courts of the United States, nor the Congress of the United States, nor the executive Department of the Government of the United States.

Firstly, and as I have asserted in my earlier petition, practically everything which the United States Government is doing, and has done, is and has been in violation of the Constitution of the United States, by doing things which the Constitution does not express a grant of powers to do; such as (1) the promotion and licensing of nuclear power plants; (2) the making of wars for the object of the so-called “national security,” whereas the constitutional objects governing the exercise of the powers of the Government are limited to the common defence and general welfare of the United States  (Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution),  hence, the U.S. Government is not empowered to make wars for the object “national security,” such as the United States  Government did  when it made war against Vietnam, and later, Iraq , nor is the U.S. Government empowered to engage in wars for the defence of other countries, as the U.S. Government did when it made war against Germany in 1914-1919, and again in 1939-1945, first by aiding the belligerents against Germany in the wars that erupted in Europe in 1914, then later in 1939, and then later by direct involvement with forces; (3) the making of alliances and leagues with foreign states; (4) the conferring of subsidies to Universities, such as research grants and contracts; (5) the establishment of “national” scientific laboratories, such as the Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory, and many others; (6) the sending of rockets and men into outer space (NASA agency); the support for DNA technology development; (8) the establishment of Banks, and issuing paper bills and checking accounts for passing as money (whereas the Constitution of the United States directs that nothing but gold and silver coin shall be tender in payment of debts); (9) the building of roads (super highways everywhere, and their noise and air pollutions); (10) the promotion of air travel; (11) the giving aid to foreign nations, including military aid; (12) the maintaining (keeping up) of an Army – the so-called United States Army and United States Air Force; (13) the  compulsory conscription of men into the unconstitutional United States Army; and so on ad infinitum of unconstitutional activities and agencies of the existing United States Government.  That the Government of the United States has not the constitutional powers to do the several things enumerated above is readily seen by examining the Constitution of the United States, and particular Article I, Section 8, which grants the Congress of the United States several powers.  That section of the Constitution expresses no powers to do any of the things enumerated above.  A copy of the Constitution of the United States of America is included in the bundle of appendices that accompanied my February 25th letters that I gave to you in the care of the reception of your Parliament Building West; but because the eighth section is critically important for this petition, it is quoted in full as follows.  I ask that you carefully examine it now.  I preface it with Article I, Section 1 of the Constitution, which establishes the Congress:

“Section 1.  All legislative Powers herein granted shall be vested in a Congress of the United States, which shall consist of a Senate and House of Representatives.

… 

“Section 8.   The Congress shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the Debts and provide for the common Defence and general Welfare of the United States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uniform throughout the United States;

To borrow Money on the credit of the United States;

To regulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and among the several States, and with the Indian Tribes;

To establish an uniform Rule of Naturalization, and uniform Laws on the subject of Bankruptcies throughout the United States;

To coin Money, regulate the Value thereof, and of foreign Coin, and fix the Standard of Weights and Measures;

To provide for the Punishment of counterfeiting the Securities and current Coin of the United States;

To establish Post Offices and post Roads;

To promote the Progress of Science and useful Arts, by securing for limited Times to Authors and Inventors the exclusive Right to their respective Writings and Discoveries;

To constitute Tribunals inferior to the supreme court;

To define and punish Piracies and Felonies committed on the high Seas, and Offenses against the Law of Nations;

To declare War, grant Letters of Marque and Reprisal, and make Rules concerning Captures on Land and Water;

To raise and support Armies, but no Appropriation of Money to that Use shall be for a longer Term than two Years;

To provide and maintain a Navy;

To make Rules for the Government and Regulation of the land and naval Forces;

To provide for calling forth the Militia to execute the Laws of the Union, suppress Insurrections and repel Invasions;

To provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining, the Militia, and for governing such Part of them as may be employed in the Service of the United States, reserving to the States respectively, the Appointment of the Officers, and the Authority of training the Militia according to the discipline prescribed by Congress;

To exercise exclusive Legislation in all Cases whatsoever, over such District (not exceeding ten Miles square) as may, by Cession of particular states, and the Acceptance of congress, become the Seat of the Government of the United States, and to exercise like Authority over all Places purchased by the Consent of the Legislature of the State in which the Same shall be, for the Erection of Forts, Magazines, Arsenals, dock-Yards, and other needful Buildings;  —  And

To make all Laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying into Execution the foregoing Powers, and all other Powers vested by this Constitution in the Government of the United States, or in any Department or Officer thereof.
Before proceeding, it is important to settle on the definition of that all-important word Power, which appears at the head of Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution, being that which the Congress shall have.  The treatise by Pufendorf before mentioned, The Law of Nature and Nations, laid down the classic definition of power, and all the other terms of the art of government that are used in the Constitution.  Your Petitioner finds that Pufendorf’s treatise is the primary treatise on moral science that was used in the federal Convention in Philadelphia in the year 1787 that formed and wrote the Constitution of the United States of America.  This fact is evident by comparing the treatise with the Constitution.  The delegates of that federal convention did not invent government, but naturally followed the leading treatise on the rights of nations, and its companion The Rights of War and Peace by Hugo Grotius, in their forming the federal Government of the United States.  For Book I of Pufendorf’s treatise laid down the definition of the moral entities upon which governments are founded; such as the terms State, Power, Representatives, Rights, Law, the Prince (being the principle person of the civil state, otherwise called the sovereign), &c.  Book VII and VIII expounded on the general as well as the particular powers and duties of the sovereign of a civil state, and also such things as leagues of civil states, corporations, &c. – all  from which the federal Convention selected for forming the United States, and establishing a federal government for them, and vesting it with certain powers.  So, from Pufendorf is the definition of power:

“Power is that by which a Man is enabled to do a thing lawfully and with a  moral Effect: which Effect is, That the Person exercising this Power, shall lay an Obligation on others to perform some certain Business, which he requires, or to admit some Action of his as valid, or not to stop and hinder it, or that he shall confer on others a License of doing or possessing some-thing, which License they did not before enjoy; …

So, by granting the Congress of the United States a power, there is by definition the necessity to define the certain thing which the Congress shall be enabled to do lawfully and with a moral effect.  Thus, when vested with particular powers, as the powers referred to by Article I, Section 1, as “All legislative Powers herein granted,” the Congress is not given the natural human power, nor the constitutional power, to do anything they may judge expedient or facilitating for doing that which they have a grant of particular moral, constitutional power to do.  That is, a power is not an ability to do a thing, as if a transcendent and absolute force of acting in any and all ways to do the thing, but simply, that which enables a man to do a thing lawfully.  I emphasize the words a and lawfully.  Therefore, each of the powers granted the Congress by the Constitution is defined by the thing – the particular action ‑ which is connected to the word power in Article I, Section 8, so that only that particular action can the Congress do lawfully and with a moral effect.  I proceed now to examine Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitution for the powers of the Congress of the United States with the object of judging the legality or illegality of the $550 million subsidy which U.S. Government conferred upon CERN for finishing the construction of the LHC and the compact between the U.S. Government and CERN for collaboration respecting the LHC.

Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitution grants the Congress of the United States certain powers, such as the powers to lay and collect taxes, to regulate commerce with foreign nations, to coin money and regulate the value thereof, to provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining the Militia of the several States in the Union, to provide for calling forth the Militia to execute the laws of the Union, suppress insurrections and repel invasions, to provide and maintain a Navy, to establish post offices, and to fix the standard of weights and measures.

At this point your Petitioner asks you to consider now the significance of the word Power which the Congress shall have to do the several things specified in Article I, Section 8.  The power to lay and collect taxes is sufficient for consideration.  By the definition of power as laid down by Pufendorf, the Congress is enabled by the Constitution to impose taxes and collect them lawfully.  If the Congress were not granted the power to lay and collect taxes, then by laying and collect taxes, that is, taking money from others, they would be committing a criminal act of robbery.  However, because the Congress by the Constitution is granted the power to lay and collect taxes, then they can do so lawfully, and also with the moral effect of laying an obligation on the persons taxed to pay the tax imposed.  So, we can perceive the power granted:  it is a power to lay and collect taxes, not a power to facilitate the raising of revenue, as by establishing banks and issuing bills to pass current like money, and accepting the bills in payment of taxes.  The thing which Congress is enabled to do lawfully is to lay and collect taxes, not also to establish banks and give power to the banks to issue bank notes for passing like money.

The Constitution, Article IV, Section 4, imposes on the United States the duty to protect each State in the Union against invasion and domestic violence; hence the granted powers respecting the Militia.
  It is true that the Constitution of the United States also grants Congress the powers to declare war, and to raise and support Armies.  As to the latter power, it is significant that the clause of Article I, Section 8 granting power to raise Armies confers no power to maintain an Army.  This is plain by comparing the granted powers concerning armies and a navy, to wit:  

Article I, Section 8,  “The Congress shall have Power …. 

To raise and support Armies, but no Appropriation of Money to that Use shall be for a longer Term than two Years;

To provide and maintain a Navy; …”

But the Government of the United States has disregarded their limited power to have an army, by maintaining an Army (and an air force addition), and have formed and kept up an absolutely enormous army and air force, and employed it to make wars for “national security” and for the defence of other nations --  all in violation of the Constitution.   By the Constitution, the Militia is to be the standing force of the United States, not an army!  (The contemporary dictionary of the English Language at the time of the writing of the Constitution,  Samuel Johnson’s A Dictionary of the English Language, published in the years 1755-1756, defines Militia as “the standing force of a nation.”  And by the Constitution of the United States, the Militia cannot be sent out of the country, since its use with respect to foreign nations is limited to that of repelling invasions.

Moreover, the exercise of those grave powers to declare war  and to raise armies, as well as the exercise of every other power vested in the Government by the Constitution, is limited by the qualification affixed to the granted power to raise revenue: by the first clause of Article I, Section 8.  I quote again the first few clauses of that all-important section of the Constitution: 

“The Congress shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the Debts and provide for the common Defence and general Welfare of the United States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uniform throughout the United States;

To borrow Money on the Credit of the United States;

To regulate Commerce with foreign Nations, …

Thus, as directed by the leading clause, the U.S. Congress is not empowered to lay and collect Taxes for any purpose they please, such as to raise an army and send it to Europe for the defence of other nations (as the U.S. Government did in 1917,  by “entering” the war in Europe), but is required by the common Defence and general Welfare rule to confine their exercise of the powers granted them by the Constitution to the constitutional objects of providing for the common defence and general welfare of the United States,  hence not for the defence of other nations, nor for the object national security; for defence is the term in the Constitution, not national security.  I refer to my essay An Analysis of  the Making of War between the United States and Germany in 1914-1917.  (This essay and others are appended to this letter.)

Pufendorf , and the companion treatise by Grotius, The Rights of War and Peace, explained the difference between national defence and national security.  By those authors, defence is fending off, or repelling, an attack, or forestalling a threatened attack.  But in pursuance of national security, according to Pufendorf and Grotius, a sovereign might make war against a foreign nation who had not attacked, nor designed to attack, his country, nor otherwise hurt his nation, but only because that troublesome foreign nation is considered to pose some danger; and so a sovereign attacks that “dangerous” nation, in order to reduce its power, and thereby provide for the future security of his nation.  However, the Constitution of the United States of America does not empower the Government of the United States to declare war for the object of national security, since that object is not included in the Constitution among the constitutional objects that are expressed in the leading clause of Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution.  See also the Preamble of the Constitution.


After war in Europe broke out on August 1, 1914, the United States President, Woodrow Wilson, immediately aided Britain, France and Russia with massive military supplies; for instance, 500,000 rifles were quickly delivered to the British Armory in London, and 40,000 horses.  Thereafter followed tens of millions of artillery shells, millions of rifles, bombs, ammunition, &c.  If the U.S. Government had not aided those belligerent nations,  the war that began in Europe in August 1914 would have ended in about a month.  That is sure.  (For instance, one million artillery shells were fired against the German army in France in one day of a battle – artillery shells made in the United States, by means of unconstitutional U.S. Bank “money” (Federal Reserve Banks), and other unlawful, unconstitutional means.  As a consequence of those unconstitutional acts of the U.S. Government that war was extremely intensified and prolonged, and resulted in about 22 million men killed, according to historical statistics.  The same tragedy was repeated in 1939, by U.S. President Roosevelt and Congress:  first by providing aid to Britain soon after Britain declared war against Germany, and then later, by sending U.S. forces to Europe, to wage war.  Roosevelt compounded his violations of the Constitution by making war against Japan, starting in 1937, by aiding the enemy of Japan in the Sino-Japanese War, and ending in the U.S. dropping two atomic bombs on Japan.  For that I refer to my companion essay The Encirclement of Japan by United States Forces prior to the Japanese air Attack on Pear Harbor in December 7, 1941, with a postscript on Roosevelt’s acts against Germany in 1939-1945.  (I have not had time to write an essay about the U.S. war-making in Europe in 1939-1945, since the LHC has required my attention and research.)


Thus, the United States Government established the nuclear laboratories in the United States originally for the making of atomic bombs, but did so in violation of the Constitution of the United States; for the atomic bombs were made for waging an unconstitutional war against Japan.  Physicist Robert Wilson, who founded the Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory in Illinois and the Fermilab’s Tevatron proton accelerator, which is the forerunner of the LHC, managed the cyclotron at the Los Alamos “scientific” laboratory in 1942-1945, which was used for the experiments for obtaining physics data for designing the first atomic bombs.)

As asserted in my essays, the Constitution of the United States does not grant the Congress of the United States a general power to promote the progress of science, as by building and operating high energy particle accelerators.  The Constitution does grant Congress a qualified power to promote the progress of science, but that power is limited to that of granting copyrights and patents.  The section of the Constitution which grants the Congress its several powers is repeated as follows, but now with the clause conferring a qualified power to promote the progress of science bolded, and also two other clauses of Article I, Section 8 underlined that are important for the question of the powers of the Government of the United States in relation to CERN and the LHC.  These other clauses will also be examined in this letter-petition.  This repeat of Article I, Section also emphasizes the respect for the Law of Nations as shown by the grant of power “To define and punish Offenses against the Law of Nation.”

“Section 8.   The Congress shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the Debts and provide for the common Defence and general Welfare of the United States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uniform throughout the United States;

To borrow Money on the credit of the United States;

To regulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and among the several States, and with the Indian Tribes;

To establish an uniform Rule of Naturalization, and uniform Laws on the subject of Bankruptcies throughout the United States;

To coin Money, regulate the Value thereof, and of foreign Coin, and fix the Standard of Weights and Measures;

To provide for the Punishment of counterfeiting the Securities and current Coin of the United States;

To establish Post Offices and post Roads;

To promote the Progress of Science and useful Arts, by securing for limited Times to Authors and Inventors the exclusive Right to their respective Writings and Discoveries;

To constitute Tribunals inferior to the supreme court;

To define and punish Piracies and Felonies committed on the high Seas, and Offenses against the Law of Nations;

To declare War, grant Letters of Marque and Reprisal, and make Rules concerning Captures on Land and Water;

To raise and support Armies, but no Appropriation of Money to that Use shall be for a longer Term than two Years;

To provide and maintain a Navy;

To make Rules for the Government and Regulation of the land and naval Forces;

To provide for calling forth the Militia to execute the Laws of the Union, suppress Insurrections and repel Invasions;

To provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining, the Militia, and for governing such Part of them as may be employed in the Service of the United States, reserving to the States respectively, the Appointment of the Officers, and the Authority of training the Militia according to the discipline prescribed by Congress;

To exercise exclusive Legislation in all Cases whatsoever, over such District (not exceeding ten Miles square) as may, by Cession of particular states, and the Acceptance of congress, become the Seat of the Government of the United States, and to exercise like Authority over all Places purchased by the Consent of the Legislature of the State in which the Same shall be, for the Erection of Forts, Magazines, Arsenals, dock-Yards, and other needful Buildings; — And

To make all Laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying into Execution the foregoing Powers, and all other Powers vested by this Constitution in the Government of the United States, or in any Department or Officer thereof.

I repeat, the power granted to the U.S. Congress respecting scientific research is not a general power to promote scientific research, but a very limited power, to wit:

To promote the Progress of Science and useful Arts, by securing for limited Times to Authors and Inventors the exclusive Right to their respective Writings and Discoveries;

The preposition by is the word used in the English language for expressing the manner of doing a thing; and therefore, the Congress of the United States is granted a power to promote the progress of science and useful arts; but the manner by which they can do so is limited to that of granting copyrights and patents, and that is all.  Hence, Congress is not vested by the Constitution with powers to establish scientific research laboratories, such as the Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory,  nor give subsidies to Universities for doing scientific research, nor provide aid to CERN to make their LHC, for instance – the $550 million given to CERN by the U.S. Government for finishing the construction of the LHC, and the final-focus quadrupole magnets!


In view of the fact the existing government of the United States is wholly outside the Constitution of the United States of America, it would be futile to try to prevent the reactivation of the LHC by any application to the existing U.S. Government. Moreover, your Petitioner submitted in the year 1972 a suit against the U.S. Government’s Atomic Energy Commission, by which I petitioned for an injunction against the licensing and building of nuclear power plants in America – at a time when the now existing reactors (over one hundred reactors) had not been built.  In my suit I charged that the Atomic Energy Act of the Congress is unconstitutional – that Congress is not vested with a general, indefinite power to provide for the general welfare  that they have assumed as their alleged constitutional power for promoting and licensing nuclear power plants – and that the operation of nuclear power plants would endanger me and my family, by the possibilities for catastrophic nuclear reactor eruptions and releases of radioactive materials into the atmosphere, which would thereby expose me and my family to nuclear radiation, and do harm to us.  However, the United States Courts “dismissed” my suit – that is, they refused to admit my suit in the court and hold a trial of my cause wherein the matters of constitutional law and facts of the nuclear dangers could be debated.  And the judges did so in violation of Article III, Section 2 of the Constitution, which directs that “The judicial power [of the United States] shall extend to all Cases, in Law and Equity, arising under this Constitution, ...”


Because the Science and useful Arts clause of Article I, Section 8 is plainly limited to the power of granting copyrights and patents, the Congress has founded their assumption of power to establish scientific research laboratories and subsidize scientific research at universities on the terms of the first clause of that section – the clause which grants Congress the power to lay and collect Taxes, and particular the part, called an adjunct clause, “to pay the Debts and provide for the common Defence and general Welfare of the United States;” pretending that that part confers to Congress an indefinite, general power to provide for the general welfare, including power to spend money from the U.S Treasury to promote the general welfare.  Thus, the power assumed by the Congress to spend money for the general welfare is the U.S. Government’s assumption of power to give CERN $550 million for the construction of the LHC.  Therefore, that general welfare clause is critically important for your Petitioner’s appeal to the Swiss Confederation.

As asserted and demonstrated in my 1972 petition to the U.S. Courts in my suit Webb  v. Atomic Energy Commission, that general welfare clause of Article I, Section 8 confers no power to spend money from the Treasury of the United States for the object of providing for the general welfare of the United States, nor a broader power to provide for the general welfare.  Your Petition refers to the DVDs  given with this letter for a copy of his 1972 suit and the Government’s memorandum opposing my suit, and my memorandum refuting the Government’s memorandum.  Also, your Petition refers to chapter 13 of his book, The Accident Hazards of Nuclear Power Plants, for a condensed form of his proof.  That chapter is titled, “Who should decide?”  The entire book is given in the DVD disc containing the folder “Compilation,” which contains a compilation of your Petitioner’s reports and essays on various subjects.

The sense of the welfare clause is correctly perceived by applying the rules of English grammar, well known and well established at the time of the writing of the Constitution, and laid down by Lindley Murray’s English Grammar, published in the year 1795.  Firstly, the clause “to pay the Debts and provide for the common Defence and general Welfare of the United States” in the first part of Article I, Section 8, is not connected with the word “Power” .  Again, the entire clause is:

“The Congress shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the Debts and provide for the common Defence and general Welfare of the United States;  but all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uniform throughout the United States;”

The word To after the word Power is a preposition.  A preposition connects two words and shows their relation.  (Murray’s English Grammar.)  Thus, the word “To” in the clause connects the word “Power” with the action verbs “lay and collect”; so that the power granted is the power to lay and collect Taxes, not a power to spend the money raised by taxation.  For to spend is a different action than to collect money; that is plain!  As for the clause “to pay the Debts and provide for the common Defence and general Welfare of the United States,” the action verbs pay  and provide  are not connected to the word Power, since the preposition to for those verbs are not connected with any other word, because of the comma preceding it, and therefore, that preposition to before the phrase “pay the Debts” expresses merely the infinitive form of the verbs pay  and provide so as to direct the objects for which Taxes can be laid and collected.  Also, it would be a nonsense to express a power to pay the Debts of the United States; for the U.S. would have the duty to pay its debts.  It is the grant of taxation power that enables the Congress to pay the debts of the United States.  

So, that welfare clause is an extraneous clause, and is characterized by Murray in his English Grammar as an adjunct clause, the function of which is to express an end, or a purpose.  Therefore, the welfare clause, being an adjunct clause, expresses a purpose, hence a qualification, hence a restriction, for which the granted power to lay and collect taxes can be exercised.  That qualification effectively restricts the exercise of all of the other particular powers vested by the Constitution in the Government of the United States.  For instance, a proper particular action of the object action to raise Armies, which is an action which the Congress of the United States is empowered to do, since Congress is granted power To raise and support Armies, but no Appropriation of Money to that Use shall be for a Longer Term than two Years, is to expend money from the Treasury for paying bounties for raising an army.  Plainly, therefore, the power to spend money from the Treasury of the United States is an integral part of the law-making power given the Congress by the last clause of Article I, Section 8; for spending money is a proper particular action of any of the expressed actions of the several granted powers, such as to raise Armies, to provide and maintain a Navy, &c.  This sense is confirmed by Article I, Section 9 of the Constitution, which commands that:

Section 9. ...   No Money shall be drawn from the Treasury, but in consequence of Appropriations made by Law; and a regular Statement and Account of the Receipts and Expenditures of all public Money shall be published from time to time.

But in exercising their power to raise and support armies, by spending money to pay and supply the soldiers, Congress is limited in their employment of an army to that of providing for the common defence of the United states, and, therefore, they have not the power to raise and employ an army for waging wars for the object of national security.  Thus, the common defence and general welfare qualification of the taxation power effectually constrains the Congress in making wars; for armies cannot be raised and supported without money, and the money cannot be raised but by taxes; so that the limited purposes affixed to the power of laying taxes effectually limits the exercise of all the constitutional powers of the U.S. Government.

Also, if the welfare clause were to be a grant of power to provide for the general welfare, the Constitution would have had to have been written with the word and inserted after the words “Imposts and Excises,” so as to express an additional power – a power in addition to the power to lay and collect taxes, as illustrated by the follow form by which such an additional, and general power, could be expressed:

The Congress shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, and to pay the Debts and provide for the common Defence and general Welfare of the United States;

For the word and, by the rules of English grammar, is the peculiar word in the English language for expressing an addition.  It is of the kind of word called a conjunction.  Therefore, if the Congress were to be vested with the power to provide for the general welfare besides the power to lay and collect taxes, or if they were to be vested with the power to spend money to provide for the general welfare, which would effectively be the same as the power to provide for the general welfare, such a general power, by either form, would be a power to do practically any thing; and therefore, such a general power would surely have to be expressed in terms that would make plain that it is an additional grant of power besides the power to lay and collect Taxes.   The peculiar term in the English language for expressing an addition is the copulative conjunction and (as shown above), to signify that which follows the power to lay and collect Taxes are additional powers – among them, a power to provide for the general welfare.  However, the actual clause has not the conjunction and inserted before the phrase “to pay the Debts and provide for the common Defence ...”  So, the phrase “to pay the Debts and provide for the common Defence and general Welfare of the United States” must have a different sense.
The use of the conjunction and appears in many clauses of Article I, Section 8, to signify additional powers.  It is important to quote them again, and point out the use of the conjunction and that signifies additional powers, as follows:

The Congress shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, …

To regulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and among the several States, and with the Indian Tribes;
To coin Money,  regulate the Value thereof, and of foreign Coin, and fix the Standard of Weights and Measures; …

To declare War, grant Letters of Marque and Reprisal, and make Rules concerning Captures on Land and Water;

To raise and support Armies, but no Appropriation of Money to that Use shall be for a longer Term than two Years;

To provide and maintain a Navy;

To make Rules for the Government and Regulation of the land and naval Forces;

To provide for calling forth the Militia to execute the Laws of the Union, suppress Insurrections and repel Invasions; …

To exercise exclusive Legislation in all Cases whatsoever, over such District (not exceeding ten Miles square) as may, by Cession of particular states, and the Acceptance of congress, become the Seat of the Government of the United States, and to exercise like Authority over all Places purchased by the Consent of the Legislature of the State in which the Same shall be, for the Erection of Forts, Magazines, Arsenals, dock-Yards, and other needful Buildings; — And
To make all Laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying into Execution the foregoing Powers, and all other Powers vested by this Constitution in the Government of the United States, or in any Department or Officer thereof.
Thus, it is evident that the Constitution of the United States strictly complies with the rule of English grammar in expressing the several powers granted the Congress by Article I, Section 8, by using the conjunction and, and properly so, to express an additional power, after declaring one power at the head of each particular clause.


There remains, however, one more point about the construction of the leading clause of Article I, Section 8.  If one were to try to evade the plain sense of the clause, and claim for the U.S. Government the power to provide for the general welfare, he might contend that the conjunction and does indeed appear in the clause so as to express an additional power – a power to provide for the general welfare – by its place between the words “Debts” and “provide, shown as follows:

The Congress shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the Debts and provide for the common Defence and general Welfare of the United States;
The supposition would be that the clause gives three powers:  (1) power to lay and collect Taxes, (2) power to pay the Debts, and (3) power to provide for the common defence and general welfare of the United States.  However, such a contention, or construction, would ignore the preposition to that appears right before the phrase “pay the Debts;” and one is not permitted to ignore the words and punctuations, as those are used for expressing the sentiments of those who ordained and established the Constitution.  The preposition to in conjunction with an active verb, as “pay” and “provide,” signifies the verb in its infinitive mood, that is, it expresses an action in the general and unlimited manner without distinction as to the person or persons performing the action.  And being a preposition, it would have to connect the words Power and pay, if the Congress were to be vested with the power to pay the Debts.  Thus, the phase to lay and collect Taxes uses the active verbs lay and collect in the infinitive mood, and thus expresses a certain action but without declaring who does it, or shall do it, and when it is done, or shall be done, nor how the action is carried out.  The phrase could be used in the Constitution for the State of Virginia, as well as in the Constitution of the United States.  Connect the word Power to it, as “Power to lay and collect Taxes,” then the phrase so modified expresses a certain power to do a thing – that which enables an entity which has the power to lay and taxes to do so lawfully – but again, without declare who has that power.  Returning to the clause in question, the preposition to that appears right before the verb pay, is not connected to the object word Power; for the “To” (with its capital T) between Power and lay is the connector preposition for expressing the certain actions which the Congress shall be empowered to do.  Therefore, the phrase “to pay the Debts and provide for the common Defence and general  Welfare of the United States” stand apart, and so it does not express actions which the Congress is empowered to do.  It would, however, if the conjunction and had been inserted right before the phrase, to signify an additional power or powers, as before discussed.  Yet, the phrase contributes to the sense of the whole clause; and that sense is perceived by recognizing that such a phrase is an adjunct, since it is preceded by a comma (,) and expresses verbs in the infinitive mood.  As Murray’s English Grammar explains, an adjunct is that which accompanies a sentence.  A sentence is that which, by standing alone, expresses a complete sense, and has a subject, an attribute, and an object – the  attribute being the thing or action attributed to the subject, affirmed or denied of it, and the object being the thing affected by such action.  So, when an adjunct accompanies a sentence, it is a phrase inserted in a sentence.

Thus, the phrase “The Congress shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes” is a sentence: The Congress is the subject, shall have is the attribute, and Power To lay and collect Taxes is the object – the thing which the Congress shall have.  The adjunct is that which accompanies a sentence so as to express an end, purpose, object, or circumstance of time, place or manner, and is set apart from the simple sentence by a comma (,), which is the mark that divides parts of a whole sentence.  (Lindley Murray’s English Grammar, the section on Punctuation.)

Thus, Congress can lay and collect Taxes, as they have the power to do that action, to lay and collect taxes; but that power is qualified by the adjunct phrase that accompanies the sentence.  By the adjunct they cannot lay and collect taxes for any purpose they please, but only for the purposes expressed in the adjunct phrase.  Also, by the Congress imposing taxes and collecting taxes, they obviously do not, by those actions alone, defend the United States against an invasion nor promote the general welfare; but by raising money (Taxes) for the use in organizing, arming and training the Militia, and in calling forth the Militia to repel invasions, and for establishing post Offices, for examples, those uses would provide for the common defence and general welfare of the United States, since the employment of the Militia to repel invasions would be an action for the defence of the United States – an action which the Congress is empowered to do ​– and likewise, as to Post Offices – offices which provide for the general welfare of the United States.

Similarly, the action “to pay the Debts” is performed by enacting a law appropriating money from the Treasury for paying a debt incurred by the exercise of the power To borrow money on the Credit of the United States, for such a law is plainly necessary and proper for carrying into execution the power to borrow money, referring to the last clause of Article I, Section 8.

So, the actions “to pay the Debts and provide for the common Defence and general  Welfare of the United States” are to be accomplished by the exercise of the several granted powers, as the powers to lay and collect taxes, to regulate commerce with foreign nations, to coin money, &c..


If the federal Convention had intended that the Congress be empowered to provide for the general welfare of the United States by the phrase in question, then either the conjunction and would have had to be inserted before the phrase, to signify an additional power; or the phrase pay the Debts and provide for the common Defence and general Welfare of the United States would have had to have been added to the leading sentence giving power to lay and collect taxes, so as to form a compound sentence that expresses additional powers that the Congress shall have besides the taxation power, but without a preposition to placed before “pay the Debts,” for that would confuse the actions that are, by the supposition, to be connected to the object word Power .  So, if the federal Convention had intended that the Congress be vested with power to provide for the general welfare, by the phrases which actually appear in the Constitution, then the sentence conferring the power would have to have been written as:

The Congress shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, pay the Debts, and provide for the common Defence and general Welfare of the United States;

 Thus without the preposition to before the word pay that would confuse.  In this proper form, the To is connected to provide, by the conjunction and.  I have inserted a comma (,) after Debts,  in compliance with the perspicuity rules laid down by Murray English Grammar, since Debts is a substantive, and provide is a verb, unlike “Imposts and Excise”, a phrase without an intervening comma.

Therefore, the Congress of the United States is not vested by the Constitution of the United States with a general, indefinite power to provide for the general welfare; for such a grant of power is not expressed in plain sentences in accordance with the rules of English grammar that were established at the time of the writing of the Constitution.


The sense of the welfare clause is also perceived with the view of the Preamble of the Constitution, which declares the purposes of the Constitution, or the end for which it was established, to wit:

“We the People of the United States, in Order to form a more perfect Union, establish Justice, insure domestic Tranquility, provide for the common defence, promote the general Welfare, and secure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity, do ordain and establish this Constitution for the United States of America.”

However, the preamble alone does not confer nor define the powers of the Congress; for the articles of the Constitution that follow the preamble are what comprise the Constitution of the United States of America, and declare the powers and duties of the United States.  Therefore, in writing the Constitution there was the necessity to define the powers of the Congress in such a way that would confine the Congress, when exercising any one of their several powers, to do so by enacting only such measures that will accomplish the objects for which the Constitution was established, mainly, to provide for the common defence, and to promote the general welfare – object which are declared in the preamble.  The adjunct welfare clause effectually serves that function: for it qualifies the power to tax, by defining, and thereby limiting, the purposes for which taxes can be laid and collected – those purposes being, to pay the Debts and provide for the common defence and general welfare of the United States.  And since taxes would have to be laid and collected in order for the Government to obtain the money that would be needed to do any of the actions which the Congress is empowered to do, such as, to provide a navy, to provide for arming the militia, &c., the common Defence and general Welfare qualification adjoined to the granted power to lay and collect Taxes restrains the Congress in their exercise of all of the other powers granted them by the Constitution so as to accomplish those purposes, and none other, such as raising an army and declaring war for the defence of other nations, or for the object “national security.”  Also, the general welfare qualification of the power to lay and collect taxes prevents the Congress from exercising any of the powers granted them by enacting measures of the several actions which they have power to do, that favor particular States; for they are to exercise their powers only to provide for the common defence and general welfare of the United States.

 
Another consideration is that if the common Defence and general Welfare clause had been intended to express a separate power to provide for the general welfare, as the Congress has assumed by promoting nuclear power plants, and by providing CERN with $550 million for finishing the construction of the LHC, and by providing the LHC’s final-focusing quadrupole magnets, then such an assumption would suppose that a separate power to provide for the common Defence of the United States; but Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution plainly prescribes ample powers for providing for the common defence.  Those ample powers are the Powers:

To raise and support Armies, but no Appropriation of Money to that Use shall be for a longer Term than two Years;

To provide and maintain a Navy;

To make Rules for the Government and Regulation of the land and naval Forces;

To provide for calling forth the Militia to execute the Laws of the Union, suppress Insurrections and repel Invasions;

To provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining, the Militia, and for governing such Part of them as may be employed in the Service of the United States, reserving to the States respectively, the Appointment of the Officers, and the Authority of training the Militia according to the discipline prescribed by Congress; … [and]

To exercise exclusive Legislation in all Cases whatsoever, over ... all Places purchased by the Consent of the Legislature of the State in which the Same shall be, for the Erection of Forts, Magazines, Arsenals, dock-Yards, and other needful Buildings;

All these powers, besides the power to lay and collect taxes, enable the Congress to provide for the common defence of the United States.  Thus, there is no other power that Congress would need for providing for the common defence than those already expressed and granted by the particular powers quoted above.  The Congress is even granted the power to borrow money on the credit of the United States, which is a ready way to obtain money in the event of an invasion.  So, it is untenable to suppose that the Congress is vested with a general power to provide for the common defence and general welfare of the United States – a power which has been assumed by the Congress, however, to give CERN $550 million for the construction of the LHC!


As stated earlier, your Petitioner has no course open to him for applying to the Government of the United States to prevent the re-activation of the LHC, nor to effect the shutdown of the Tevatron and the RHIC accelerators in the United States, for the Courts of the United States have always dismissed his several suits; and they have done so in violation of the Constitution, particularly, Article III, Section 2, that directs that “The judicial Power shall be extend to all Cases, in Law and Equity, arising under this Constitution, ...”.  So, the judges have failed to extend the judicial power to my suits that charged that certain acts of the Government are unconstitutional.  Moreover, the judges of the Courts of the United States habitually violate the Constitution by judging suits, and dismissing them, on the basis of past Supreme Court opinions that asserted “interpretations” of the Constitution, as if the Supreme Courts has legislative power, and the power to explain or clarify the Constitution.  Again, I refer to my Critical Commentary on the article by Professor Johnson about the LHC Black Hole Controversy.  And most importantly, the judges have not taken the oath of office as required by the Constitution – an oath solemnly promising to support the Constitution.


As for applying to the Congress of the United States to prevent the LHC operation,  that way is also blocked, due to the fact that none of the members of the Senate and House of Representatives of the U.S. Congress have taken the oath  of office as required by the Constitution, so that every member of the Congress is not now bound by oath or affirmation to support the Constitution of the United States of America.


In addition, the election of the members of the House of Representatives and the Senate of the U.S. Congress have not been held in the manner as required by the Constitution.  The Constitution directs that there shall be an election of the Representatives of each State by the People of each of the several States.  However, the Congress has violated the Constitution by permitting the division of each State into districts, allocating one representative for each district, thereby depriving the people of each State of their constitutional right to chuse all of the Representatives for their respective States in the House of Representatives.  Moreover, the Congress, by another of its violations of the Constitution,  have supported the establishment of a political party system of regulating the candidates, so as to restrict the people’s choice for their representatives to political party nominations.  The method of “election” which they have permitted is a series of  two elections, the first, a primary election to determine the party candidates, and then later followed by a  “general election” for choosing among the party candidates.  The result is a few persons control the elections – the political parties.  However, the Constitution, Article I, directs that the People shall chuse their representatives, and do so in one election, and thereby not be influenced or restricted in their choices by a “political party” system of controlling, and rigging, the elections.


Moreover, the elections for the President of the United States have also been conducted by a procedure that violates the Constitution; for the Constitution provides that a small body of presidential “Electors” for each State are to be appointed by the States, respectively, and that those Electors are then to meet and elect the President of the United States.  However, the political parties that have gained control of the Congress have conspired to regulate the candidates for President of the United States, by means of a series of so-called popular elections held in each State that are so devised as to appoint the presidential electors, whereby a bare majority of voters in each State direct the votes of all of the presidential electors allocated by the Constitution for that State.  The result is a minority of the “popular” vote puts a man in the office of President.  For instance, in the year 1860 the Republican Party candidate for President, Abraham Lincoln, was “elected” President on the basis of only thirty-nine percent of the “popular vote”.  He then as President made war against the southern States that seceded from the Union, and as a consequence about a million men were killed, not to mentioned the number wounded and maimed.


Moreover, the President of the United States is not to be the great power that has been made of that office by the usurpations of past Presidents, most notoriously Abraham Lincoln, Woodrow Wilson, Franklin Roosevelt, Lyndon Johnson, Richard Nixon, George Bush, and George W. Bush, and maintained by the current holder of the office.  For practically all of the past Presidents have assumed the power to make war, and even since the year 1946 to make nuclear war, by one line in the (unconstitutional) Atomic Energy Act that empowers the President of the U.S. to acquire nuclear weapons for his use as he alone deems necessary for the national defence – one man having the power to make nuclear war, but in violation of the Constitution; for the Constitution does not express a presidential power to make war!


There is one more aspect of the unconstitutional Government in America.  Among the acts the Congress of the United States have done in violation of the Constitution has been the acquisition of territory.  However, the Constitution of the United States does not grant Congress power to acquire Territory.   The United States, when the Constitution was established, consisted of thirteen States, whose territory laid along the Atlantic coast.  However, after the Constitution was established, the new Congress together with President George Washington acted to take the land northwest of the Ohio River from the Indians that owned it, and inhabited it.  However, that territory did not belong to the United States.  The Congress of the Confederation that existed before the Constitution was established was also not empowered (by the Articles of that Confederation) to acquire Territory; for such power was not expressed in those Articles. The State of Virginia claimed that northwest Territory as belonging to her; though the Indians inhabited it, and asserted by their entreaties and forces that that land was their land.  Also, Virginia did not occupy that territory.  Their claim of propriety to that land was derived from vague words of an ancient charter from the King of England.  Well, in 1784, the State of Virginia offered to cede to the United States confederation that land northwest of the Ohio River – what is now Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, Wisconsin and Illinois.  The Congress of the United States confederation then resolved to “record” the  “deed” for that territory offered by Virginia, but they did that act of a vague acceptance of the cession of Virginia’s “claim” to that territory in violation of the Articles of Confederation; since those articles expressed no power for the Congress to acquire Territory.  Then four years later, when the Constitution of the United States was established, and under it the Government of the United States, the Congress and President Washington took possession of that land, by “establishing an Army” (no power to establish an army is given the Government by the Constitution) and sending that army into that Indian territory (the land northwest of the Ohio River) to make war against the Indians and take that land away from them.  That land was then rapidly filled with European immigrants with profits for banks and land speculators.  The land has since been developed industrially to the extreme, for the production, directly and indirectly, of weapons for the unconstitutional United States military and naval forces, with tragic consequences of the pollution and despoliation of that land.


Further land acquisitions were made by President Jefferson, by his making a purchasing agreement with France’s Napoleon for the purchase of France’s Louisiana Territory in north America – the land west of the Mississippi River out to the Rocky Mountains, and bounded in the north by Canada.  Again, the Congress of the United States is not vested by the Constitution with the power to acquire Territory.  The Congress then paid for that purchase with “certificates of stock,” which were bills promising to pay money (gold and silver coin), and with interest.
  Napoleon then sold those bills on the money markets of Europe to raise the money he wanted for raising and supporting his army of a half-million men to wage war in Europe.  So, the unconstitutional acts of the early U.S. Congress enabled the making of a great war in Europe, which laid the seeds for later wars.


There were even more acquisitions of territory by the U.S. Government.  For instance, the United States made war against Mexico in 1845 – a war made to defend Texas, a foreign state at the time, but in violation of the Constitution, since the Congress have no power to defend other nations; and moreover, Mexico denied that Texas was independent of Mexico’s jurisdiction. As a result of that unconstitutional war, the United States acquired territory from Mexico, which are now New Mexico, Arizona, and California, as well as Utah and Colorado; but again, Congress has no power to acquire territory.  Nor have they the power to admit foreign States into the Union, as Texas was.  So the admission of Texas was doubly unconstitutional.   Actually, the State of Texas was formed mainly by immigrants from the States of Louisiana, Mississippi, Tennessee, and Alabama, which were States erected on lands acquired by the United States, but again in violation of the Constitution of the United States, since the Congress is not vested by the Constitution with power to acquire Territory; for such power is not expressed in the Constitution!


Thus, the land area over which the United States has assumes jurisdiction has expanded enormously since the Constitution was established, from about 250,000 square miles to over three mile square miles, and the population of the United States has grown from three million, originally, to now over 330 million, and all governed by an unconstitutional government, and system of two political parties.  The individual “citizen” in America, such as your Petitioner, has no power over this system of government in north America.   The life in America as produced by the unconstitutional government in America is a life of war making – a war-weapons industry – a very excited industrial and transportation system with not only tragedies of wars, but of pollution, and dangers of catastrophic nuclear accidents, and the sad accumulation of radioactive “wastes”.   The only way open to your Petitioner is to try to write and publish a treatise on the Constitution of the United States, and to finish and publish his treatise on the harmfulness of nuclear radiation, and work for making a happy way of life in America, and a good system of government that the people of America must some how establish, and peacefully, first by recalling the unconstitutional powers assumed by the U.S. Government to make wars for “national security,” to maintain armies and air forces, to have and deploy nuclear weapons – weapons invented for waging unconstitutional wars, &c.  I think it must be of interest to the Swiss Confederation to know that the original confederation in America, under the Articles of Confederation, was modeled somewhat by the Swiss Confederation.

So, there is no way that your Petitioner could apply to the Government of the United States successfully for an injunction against the operation of the LHC.


Anyway, the CERN has possession of the LHC, and they evidently intend to re-activate the LHC and begin their planned proton-proton collision experiments, and very soon – in the next day or two.  Therefore, your Petitioner has surveyed the predicament of mankind in relation to the hazards of the LHC, and perceives that only the Swiss Confederation has the power to prevent the renewed operation of the LHC, since CERN is seated in Switzerland, and that the Swiss Confederation has the duty under the Law of Nations to do so; for your Government ought not to cooperate and support the CERN, and the U.S. Government, by permitting the renewed operations of the LHC, in view of the evident unconstitutional subsidy for the LHC construction and operation conferred to CERN by the U.S. Government, and the risks of the unknown by the operation of the LHC at unprecedented energies. 


Now to the technical matters of the risks of the LHC relative to concerns for catastrophe.

The Risks of Catastrophe by the Operation of the LHC.


As stated at the outset of this letter/petition, your Petitioner concludes that there are two kinds of grave questions of risks of a nuclear catastrophe involved in the reactivation of the LHC:  (1) the question whether in the worst possible proton beam fault (accident)  in the LHC operation the beam in striking carbon or helium materials might initiate a nuclear fusion chain reaction and thereby produce a H-bomb like nuclear explosion; and (2) the question whether the proton-proton collision experiments, to be made at unprecedented ultra-high particle energies, might produce unforeseen nuclear matter that would multiply and destroy the Earth or otherwise be catastrophic for humanity and life on Earth.  The more urgent matter is that of the second concern; but I shall first treat of the first concern – the “beam dump” accident risk, because CERN, by their representative, Dr. Rolf Landua, in a debate with me at Frei University in Berlin, January 21, 2009, has declared publicly their assessment of the beam-dump hazard in response to my assertions of that risk, but which assessment is faulty, and therefore, is further ground for the Swiss Confederation not to rely on the CERN for its safety assurances about the concern for dangers of their planned proton-proton collision experiments – the second risks before mentioned.

The LHC Beam Dump Accident Hazard


Since my September 9, 2008 petition to the Swiss Confederation, addressed to you, but to which you have not replied, I made further research of the proton beam strike hazard, and found by calculations that it might be that there is no danger of a nuclear fusion chain reaction (an H-bomb like nuclear explosion) in a beam dump fault, but that I still cannot exclude the possibility of such a danger.
  The concern for such a danger originally arose in my mind after making a very conservative calculation of a proton beam fault in the LHC.  In that very conservative calculation I assumed that a proton beam could hit the graphite of the LHC beam dump system in an emergency beam discharge from the rings of the machine with a very narrow diameter (of the size assumed for the LHC experiments), and calculated that nuclear fusion reaction temperatures could be achieved – but again, that calculation was made on the basis of a very conservative assumption. (I assumed that each carbon nucleus of the graphite of the beam dump material would absorb all of the proton beam energy that the nucleus would intercept geometrically.)   The results of the calculation  required an careful investigation, including making more refined, but less conservative calculations. Such was the basis for my September 9, 2008 petition.


Subsequently, I made what is called a materials dynamic calculation, to predict the explosive motion of the impacted graphite material as it is heated to high temperatures during a strike of a faulty, focused (concentrated) proton beam.  The manager of a nuclear fusion energy development project at the Lawrence Berkeley Nuclear Laboratory in California, Grant Logan, estimated that for the focused LHC proton beam assumed in my hazards analysis, the maximum temperature that would be produced would be no more than 10,000 degrees Kelvin Temperature, which is about 100,000 times less than the 15 billion degrees K that I have estimated would be required for achieving a nuclear fusion reaction in the graphite of the LHC beam dump system.  However, the Berkeley manager did not supply any calculations for proving his estimate.  Whereupon, I made my own materials dynamic calculation, and calculated with my assumptions of the beam size (10 micron diameter focused beam), that the maximum temperature that could be achieved is about 45 million degrees Kelvin.  That is a very high temperature, and approaches the temperature of the uranium core of the Hiroshima atomic bomb, which was about 500 million degrees K; but still very far from the nuclear fusion reaction temperature for carbon – about 15 billion degrees Kelvin, by my calculation.  I have determined that the Berkeley laboratory fusion energy project manager did not take into account the inertia of the graphite material when it is heated to explosive temperatures; for it takes time for any material to accelerate, when heated rapidly to explosive pressures by the energy of the proton beam strike, and that time lag causes the graphite to suffer more energy absorption from the beam before it finally develops such high pressure to explode itself away from the path of the beam energy, and thereby limit the temperature to which it suffers to be heated.  The result is that a hole would be formed in the graphite, where the graphite carbon material had been before it exploded.  The continuing beam energy flow would then pass through that hole to heat up more graphite further into the graphite material.  The accumulated result of this process is that the beam strike would simply bore a hole through the block of graphite that comprises the beam dump energy absorber; though the temperatures could still be enormous and unprecedented, and, therefore, still worrisome.


The status of my investigation of the LHC beam strike accident potentialities is that I have no calculations that prove that there is a possibility of a H-bomb like nuclear explosion occurring in a LHC beam fault, but I myself cannot exclude the possibility.  There are other factors that tend to dismiss the concern, but there are other possibilities that sustain the concern.  For a summary of these I refer to my lecture on the LHC beam dump hazard that I gave at Free University in Berlin on January 21, 2009 (see the transcript given with this letter), and my debate with CERN’s Dr. Landua that followed my lecture (see also the transcript of that debate).  The DVDs given with this letter-petition contains the audio recording of the debate.  I also  refer to my original petition and supplements that I sent you in September 2008.


As your Petitioner declared in his lecture, there are three basic physical factors involved in an LHC beam dump accident that, in theory, determine the potential for any possible nuclear fusion chain reaction (H-bomb like nuclear explosion) in such an accident:

1.  The faults in the beam shaping magnets that defines an accident, and determines the width (size) of the beam when it hits a mass of graphite (or liquid helium), and the total energy in a “bunch” of protons that hits the material.  The potential for heating the graphite is greater, when the beam diameter is smaller, due to the greater concentration of the beam energy in the graphite material; but how much so depends on the factor discussed next.

2.  The lateral spread of the beam energy as the protons collide with the nuclei of the graphite (or liquid helium) and produce a number of collision products (swift secondary nuclear particles).  Those secondary particles, like a shower of particles, share the original energy of the incident protons, and consequently have much reduced energy, but still a high energy. They then in turn collide with more nuclei and produce additional showers of more nuclear particles, and these tertiary particles, though having much less energy than the secondary particles, go to collide with more nuclei in the graphite (or liquid helium) medium,  to produce more showers, and so on.  Conceivably, the swift collision product particles would fly off at some angles relative to the proton beam axis line, resulting in the lateral spreading of the beam energy, and consequently a dilution of the beam energy that is ultimately deposited in the graphite (or helium) medium.  The problem is to calculate reliably this dilution of the beam energy by the lateral spreading of the collision product particles, and to determine whether experiments have been made that could detect whether much of the beam energy is not diluted by a lateral spreading of the collision products.  There is some evidence of “cloud-chamber” photographs of cosmic ray interactions with materials that most of the energy of collisions is not deflected, but continues to concentrate as a narrow beam of energy flow – the photograph is given in your Petitioner’s graphics presentation for his debate with CERN’s Dr. Rolf Landua.

3.  The explosion of the small cylindrical volume of graphite (or liquid helium) that would be heated by the energy of the proton-carbon collision product particles within the carbon material – those collision product particles forming a kind of shower of energy within the graphite.  By the heated carbon material exploding during the heating process, it would, presumably, remove itself from the path of the energy flow of those collision product particles, and thereby the temperature attained by the heating of the carbon would be limited.   The result of the explosion would be a hole formed in the graphite along the axis of the beam energy flow, and through that hole, the beam energy would penetrate further into the medium (graphite or liquid helium), to heat more graphite, and so on, to “drill” a hole through the carbon material, until the energy is dissipated; though the question is, the magnitude of the maximum temperature attained in the process.

Your Petitioner has made calculations to explore the potential for heating the graphite by a postulated focused proton beam impacting the graphite.  Those calculations relate to the third factor before mentioned, and take into account the material dynamics (explosion) of the tiny cylindrical volume of carbon material (graphite) that is assumed to be heated by the collision products of the proton beam, but without any lateral spreading of the beam energy, as a conservative assumption (suppressing factor 2).  For those calculations a diameter of ten microns, or 0.001 cm was assumed, in order to represent a possibility for a focused beam (factor 1 above).  The normal size of the beam diameter in the LHC beam tubes is about one millimeter, or 0.1 cm.   As for the Factor 2 before mentioned, namely, the realistic expectation of a lateral spreading of the incident proton beam energy in the graphite, I have assumed as a conservative assumption for my calculations that there is no lateral spreading of the beam energy, so that the diameter of the cylinder of carbon this is heated is the same as the assumed focused beam diameter, 0.001 cm.  The assumption is necessary for my analysis, since I have not been able to learn in the time available for my investigation the theory of particle productions and interactions with the carbon nuclei at such ultra high energies – the so-called high energy physics, otherwise called quantum electrodynamics, quantum field theory, and the theory of quarks – and what experimental basis there may be for those theories.  In this regard, I would never rely on mere theoretical calculations of the lateral spreading of the energy, as Landua and CERN have done by their reliance on the FLUKA calculations.  A proper hazards analysis must be grounded on experimentally proven formulae and confirmatory beam strike experiments; but the problem arises as to how confirmatory experiments could be performed without incurring the risks of a nuclear fusion chain reaction, the possibility for which the experiments would be intended to disprove. With respect to the question of the experimental basis for the theory, CERN’s Dr. Alfredo Ferrari, the leading author of the computer model of the theory, called FLUKA, used by CERN for calculating (predicting) the lateral spreading of the beam energy in the graphite material, has stated that most of the formula used in that computer model are theoretical, and not confirmed by experiments.
  Therefore, I have assumed no lateral spreading of the beam energy for my material dynamics calculations.


However, as before mentioned, my material dynamics calculations, despite the conservative assumptions made for them, give a maximum temperature which is well below the estimated fusion reaction ignition temperature for carbon, by two or three orders of magnitude.  Still, your Petitioner is reluctant to rely on his calculations, since they are but theoretical calculations – and therefore, a speculation.


In the before mentioned debate in Berlin on the question of the LHC beam dump hazards, Dr. Landua declared the results of calculations that he made of an hypothetical LHC proton beam strike into carbon material – calculations which, he said, were made specifically for his lecture.  I refer to the transcript of his lecture, and his graphics Presentation, both of which are appended to this letter-petition, and included in the DVDs as well – the folder named CERN.   The LHC beam dump system is designed to sweep (or swirl) a discharged proton beam so that it would hit a single spot on the graphite block, and thereby minimize the concentration of energy in the graphite block.  For his calculations, however, Landua assumed that the beam dump sweeping magnets fail to function, in order to be conservative in his calculations.  For his calculations Landua used the FLUKA computer model of a beam strike into carbon material.  As displayed in his graphics, the maximum temperature which he calculated using the FLUKA program is 290,000 degrees Kelvin, which is far below his estimated nuclear fusion reaction ignition temperature for carbon of 100 billion degrees Kelvin.  On that basis Dr. Landua concluded for CERN that there is no risk of a nuclear fusion chain reaction occurring in the LHC in a faulty beam dump. 


However, Dr. Landua did not assume a focused beam for the beam strike, contrary to my assumption.  He assumed for his calculation a beam diameter size of one millimeter (0.1 cm) for the beam hitting a block of graphite, compared to my assumption of 0.001 cm.  That size is the normal size of the beam that circulates in the LHC beam tubes.  The intensity of the proton beam varies inversely as the square of the beam diameter; so that by a conservative extrapolation from Landua’s result of 290,000 degrees K, a beam diameter of 0.001 cm, as I have asserted may be possible, would give put the temperature at 2.9 billion degrees K, which approaches the fusion ignition temperature for carbon.  So, the question of the beam size might be critically important.  However, a CERN memorandum dated July 15, 2008, but not disclosed to your Petitioner until after the debate, states that even if the proton beam hits the graphite with zero beam diameter, the beam energy within the graphite will spread, due to collision of the protons and carbon nuclei, so that the heating potential would not be much different than if the beam diameter were 0.05 cm.

 (0.5 millimeter).  In the appendix of this letter-petition, that CERN memorandum is critically review.


With respect to the question of the beam size in a faulty beam strike into the carbon block, it appears from the transcript of the debate that Dr. Landua asserted a contradiction.  In his lecture he said that certain magnets in the LHC machine, called quadrupoles, are necessary for maintaining the beam diameter of one millimeter in the beam tubes, and that without those magnets, the protons of the beam would spread laterally due to the “electric repulsion” force which the protons in the beam exerts on each other.  He mentioned in relation to his remark that there are no quadrupole magnets in the 900 meter free flight channel between the position in the LHC beam ring where the protons are ejected and the graphite block that received the discharged beam. Thus Landua implied that the proton beam would spread during its flight to the graphite block, because they would not be constrained by any quadrupole magnets during their flight to the graphite.
  On the basis of his assertion of the electric repulsion forces between the protons, Landua stated, in answer to a question put to him by the debate moderator, Dr. Wernicke, that it is not possible to focus the LHC beam of protons onto the graphite block in a faulty beam dump at a diameter less than one millimeter.  Thus, Landua denied my statement that it should be possible to focus a proton beam to a beam diameter of 0.001 cm at the point of the proton hitting the graphite material in a beam fault.  The contradiction in Dr. Landua’s statements which your Petitioner perceives is that Landua for his calculations assumed that the protons, after traveling 900 meters to the graphite beam dump absorber block, enter the block at the same beam diameter as the normal proton beam diameter in the LHC ring (about one millimeter); yet he stated that the protons would spread due to the electric repulsion force between the protons, if there were no quadrupole magnets enclosing the beam to keep the protons from spreading, and he admitted that there are no quadrupole magnets in the flight channel to the graphite block.


In asserting the electric repulsion force, Landua in his lecture spoke in the German language, and consequently I did not know that he asserted in his lecture that the “electric repulsion” force would cause the protons of a beam to spread laterally, if there were no quadrupole magnets to keep the beam from spreading, as is the case for their 900 meters flight to the graphite.
  Had I known that he stated so, I would have replied that I had made a calculation (some months before the debate) to evaluate the effect of the electric repulsion forces, and discovered by that calculation that the protons produce by their rapid motion an additional force, known as the magnetic force, which counteracts the electric repulsion force, and that the net effect is very little lateral spreading of the beam during its 900 meter beam dump flight.  The counteracting magnetic force is due to the high speed of the protons, being virtually the speed of light.  At the speed of light, by the Electromagnetic Theory the magnetic force completely cancels the electric repulsion force.  The protons to be accelerated in the LHC machine would move virtually at the speed of light!


After the debate, and reading the transcripts of Landua’s lecture, and learning of his “electric repulsion” remark, I checked my calculation of the proton beam spreading by the electric repulsion forces, and also did the calculation in a different way, and both calculations have confirmed that the electric repulsion force is counteracted by the magnetic forces – only a little net repulsion force.  Also, Dr. David Harding of the Fermilab, and a physicist associated with the Tevatron proton collider machine there, confirmed that the protons of the LHC would suffer little lateral spreading by the electric repulsion forces, because of the counteracting magnetic force of the protons due to their ultra-high speed motion – virtually the speed of light!


Therefore, Dr. Landua misstated the physics of the LHC machine with respect to the beam dump hazard in denying my assertion that on the basis of my beam focus calculations a beam diameter of 0.001 cm ought to be assume for a beam strike accident.  The misstatement gives further ground for not relying on the CERN for their safety assurances about the LHC!


In my debate with Dr. Landua, I asserted that his graphics presentations of his FLUKA calculations of a hypothetical faulty beam is the first time CERN has given information on what could happen in any accident involving a fault or faults in the beam dump system.  Landua then interrupted me, and stated that CERN in fact addressed this question in “LHC safety report.” I then requested Dr. Landua to send me a copy of that report.  After the debate Landua sent me the report – a CERN memorandum titled, “Interaction of the CERN Large Hadron Collider (LHC) Beam with the Beam Dump Block,” dated July 15, 2008, CERN/DR-2008-196-O, by R. Assmann, A. Ferrari, B. Goddard, R. Schmidt (CERN), and N.A. Tahir (GSI).   By its date, the memorandum was written about six months before the debate.  Yet CERN had not informed me about that memorandum; though I had pressed CERN several times since April 2008  to address the worst possible beam dump accident possibilities.


That memorandum by Assmann, and others, is important; but it does not address the accident condition that I have proposed and defined in my graphics presentation in the debate.  In my graphics presentation I displayed a diagram of the system of quadrupole magnets that are involved in the LHC beam dump system before the protons are sent to the graphite block, to show my calculation of the potential for focusing the beam onto the graphite at a very small diameter, such as my assumed 0.001 cm beam diameter.  There are about 400 “main” quadrupole magnets located all around the LHC 8.5 kilometer diameter ring.  Among these are a pair of quadrupole magnets installed in the beam-dump system section of the ring through which the protons would pass before being kicked out of the ring and sent to the graphite block in a beam dump event. The critical assumption of my calculations, as declared in my diagram, is that the electric current in this pair of quadrupole magnets could fall to about 20 percent of normal operating current, due to some additional, though hypothetical, fault in the system that would contribute to the postulated accident; so that instead of the quadrupoles focusing the beam at a focal point located inside the LHC beam tube (about one hundred meters), the focal point would be 900 meters from those quadrupoles.  Thus, in such a fault, the proton beam might focus on the graphite block and thereby enter the graphite at a very small diameter, and hence a highly concentrated beam, which is the conceivably dangerous condition with respect to my concern for heating the graphite to nuclear fusion temperatures!  That LHC “safety report” which Dr. Landua asserted in his denial that the beam could be focused on the graphite, does not address the possibility that the electric current of the two quadrupoles might be less than normal in a beam dump accident.  For accidents are events in which things occur differently than expected or as designed!


Furthermore, in the debate I re-displayed the diagram of the beam travel lines in relation to the quadrupoles of the beam-dump system at the start of the proton flight to the graphite; and that diagram declares my assumption of a reduced electric current in those quadrupoles – the assumed condition that would result in the beam focusing on the graphite, hence my assumption of a focused beam.  Therefore, the secret CERN memorandum which Dr. Landua disclosed and asserted in the debate for refuting my analysis and assessment of the LHC beam dump accident hazards does not address the LHC beam dump accident possibility that I have assumed, and which I described in my lecture before Landua asserted that “LHC safety report.”


By the theory of the quadrupole magnets a beam of swift protons passing through a pair of such a magnet, if properly sized and spaced apart, and if all of the protons run parallel to the beam travel line, would, by the peculiar magnetic forces of the quadrupoles exerted on the protons, converge to a “focal point” some distance from the exit of such pair of magnets.  This suggests that the beam diameter in principle could be very narrow at the focal point.  Your Petitioner has learned from the Siemen’s company recently that the diameter of the electron beam in an electron microscope is 0.001 micron, or 0.0000001 cm, much smaller than the 0.001 cm proton beam diameter that I have assumed for my beam dump hazards analysis.  This fact heightens my concern for what possibility there may be for a very small diameter focused proton beam hitting the graphite or other materials in the LHC system in a beam fault accident.  The beam dump accident postulated by my diagram assumes a beam of parallel-running protons passes through the pair of quadrupoles in the beam dump system (the Q4 and Q5 quadrupoles) before they are diverted to the graphite block.  Also, the postulated accident assumed that by a hypothetical fault the electric current of those magnets is assumed to fall to 20 percent of their normal current.  By my calculations, based on the theory of quadrupoles for focusing a proton beam in the LHC, the focal length would extend to about 900meters, if the electric current call fall to 20 or 25 percent; so that a faulty beam might focus on the graphite block.  The question is then, could not the beam at the focal point be extremely small in diameter?

The critical assumption of this analysis, therefore, is that the protons could enter the Q4-A5 quadrupoles all running perfectly parallel to the beam axis.  However, the authoritative book, The Physics of High Energy Particle Accelerators, by Syphers and Edwards, asserts that as a practical fact, the protons have not exactly the same energy as another – that there is some small variation in energy, hence momentum, among the protons.  This variation in the proton momenta must cause the protons, if they were running all parallel, to suffer deflections from the beam axis, when passing through any one of the many dipole magnets in the LHC system, whose functions is to force the protons to move in a circular arc within such magnets, so as to form the 8.5 kilometer diameter circle of the LHC ring.  The radius of curvature of the proton travel arc within a dipole magnet depends on the momentum of the protons.  Therefore, if the protons have not exactly the same momentum, then the variable of the momentum among them must cause the protons to exist a dipole magnet running no longer perfectly parallel, if they had enter the dipole perfectly parallel.  Consequently, because of the protons are said to run not perfectly parallel, due, it is said, to the imperfect method of injecting the protons into the accelerator, and the imperfect method of accelerating the protons, a pair of quadrupoles cannot actually focus a beam of protons to a point.

So, our Petitioner has known qualitatively that the protons of the LHC will not run perfectly parallel in the beam tubes.  The critical question, however, is that of the magnitude of the deviation from the perfect parallel, and whether the actually deviation would have the effect of spreading the protons in their flight to the graphite block so as to preclude a narrow beam hitting the graphite, say ten microns or less.  The magnitude of the deviation from the parallel must depends on the actual design and performance of the LHC.  Therefore, your Petitioner has requested CERN to provide me and the public with a full analysis of the LHC for its proton beam accident hazards, describing the worst accident possibilities and evaluating the maximum temperature of the heated carbon (and helium) for such cases, and include with such an analysis the full details of the calculations.  As I wrote to the CERN requesting such a hazards analysis, the analysis must include all possibilities for faulty construction and installation of components and extraneous devices, as well as faulty operation of the machine, and provide conservatism in the calculations to allow for the scientific uncertainties.  However, CERN has never issued such an accident hazards analysis.

The brief internal CERN memorandum given to me after the debate does not purport to treat the worst possible accident; except that it does state that even if proton beam hit the graphite with a zero beam diameter, the interaction of the protons with the carbon nuclei would produce a shower of collision products that would spread the beam energy within the carbon with the effect that there would be little difference in the maximum carbon temperature between a zero diameter beam and one with 0.5 millimeter (large) diameter.  THAT statement in the CERN memorandum is the critical point of the CERN safety claim respect the beam dump accident concern.  And so, your Petitioner addresses it in the appendix of this letter-petition.  By way of preview, the statement is evidently grounded on FLUKA theoretical calculations; but however the theory may be sound in the minds of the CERN theoreticians, your Petitioner cannot review the theory to judge its reliability without many years of learning the so-called high-energy physics theory on which the FLUKA is based, and checking the FLUKA  program, and studying all of the experiments and cosmic ray detections which are important for judging the theory.  And so he must consider what phenomena there are that he knows of, such as the fact of nuclear fusion chain reactions, nuclear fission, the surprises of physics experiments in the progress of physics, atomic bombs, hydrogen bombs, and decline to accept the safety assurances of the CERN, since the LHC was constructed on the basis of unlawful subsidies and aids given by the U.S. Government – subsidies and aid, and cooperative agreements between CERN and the U.S. Government, made in violation of the Constitution of the United States of America!

Returning to the question of the beam size in a faulty beam dump, it is conceivable in the mind of your Petitioner, that the smart electrical engineers of the LHC-CERN organization could in the future invent ways to make the protons of their beams practically parallel, so as to achieve much smaller beam diameters for CERN’s proton-proton collision experiments, but which inventions would aggravate the accident hazards.  It is also conceivable that unforeseen effects in the running of the LHC machine might occur, more so in an accident, which might produce a practically parallel proton flow by the interaction of the electro-magnetic energy of the magnets and the protons, and the interaction between the protons themselves.   The LHC is truly an unprecedented machine – much more energetic than the Tevatron, and designed to run much more protons in the beam.  Also, an accident could involve more protons in the beam than designed, which might promote dangerous unforeseen effects.


As for Dr. Landua’s use and reliance of the FLUKA computer model, I assert that Landua’s report of his calculations using that FLUKA program is not a sound basis for relying on CERN’s safety assurances.  For that program consists of over 100,000 program statements, and I must assume that Landua has not checked that program in detail for its theory, completeness and accuracy (defects in program statements).  He evidently merely used a computer program, and relies on it, but without checking the program completing.  To the user of the FLUCKA program it is a what engineers like to call a “black box.”


Also, one of the author’s of that secret “LHC Safety Report” to which Landua asserted, but which was not sent to me until after the debate, is N.A. Tahir.  But in the debate I mentioned a CERN calculation by N. A. Tahir of a beam dump fault that is similar to what Landua declared in his lecture, as Tahir also assumed a one millimeter beam diameter for a postulated beam strike into graphite.  (For his calculation Tahir treated an accidental beam strike onto a graphite “collimator” contained in the LHC beam tube.  Thus, there are other blocks of graphic in the LHC, besides the beam dump absorber block.)  Tahir reported a maximum temperature of 7000 degrees Kelvin for the carbon heating by strike of one “bunch” of protons in the beam.  (The beam consists of 3808 circulating bunches of protons spaced regularly around the 27 kilometers of the LHC beam ring.)  However, I declared in the debate that I had checked Tapir’s calculations by measuring from one of his graphs the amount of energy deposited in the graphite by his calculation, and discovered that 90% of the energy of the “bunch” of protons that hit the graphite by his accident assumption is not accounted for in those graphs.  I further stated in the debate that I contacted Dr. Tahir by telephone and proposed to discuss and resolve the discrepancy, but that he refused to a discussion and then terminated the telephone connection abruptly.  However, Dr. Landua, who represented CERN in the debate, did not offer to investigate that alleged discrepancy in Tahir’s graphs.  Thus, CERN again disregards a scientist who has asserted findings that are contrary to CERN’s LHC safety assurances.  That disregard ought to be considered by the Swiss Confederation in judging whether CERN is to be trusted for protecting the humanity and all other life on Earth.


Also, when I elaborated on the mechanism that I have conceived for causing a proton beam to be focused onto the graphite block in a beam fault accident, by my displaying my diagram of the beam dump system of quadrupoles and ejection magnets, Dr. Landua merely asserted that it is not possible for the beam to be focused, and then alleged another feature of the LHC, which he did not mentioned before, to dismiss my analysis and calculation.  He said that the original injection of the protons into the LHC creates a certain “intrinsic lateral motion” of the protons that prevents the beam from being focused in a beam fault, contrary to what I have determined by my calculations.  (Dr. Landua seems to have forgotten his electric repulsion contention of his lecture, when we got into the details of my beam dump accident calculations.)  I then replied by requesting CERN to provide a full demonstration of that feature of the LHC that he has now alleged as preventing a focused beam in a beam dump accident, instead of his earlier electric repulsion contention.  However, Dr. Landua, who  represented CERN in the debate, refused to commit CERN to provide that demonstration – to provide me with the proof of his later contention about “intrinsic lateral motion.”  And, CERN has not done so since the time of that debate.


As a final point about the debate with CERN’s Dr. Landua, I asserted in my lecture that my own calculations are also only theoretical, and therefore, I have to be concerned about the possibility that a beam dump accident could be worse, and far worse, than the temperature potentials that I have calculated so far, by assuming a simple beam strike geometry – a beam hitting a single spot on the graphite block.  I have not been able to explore the more complicated geometry of the beam swirling around when hitting the block.  Such a process conceivably might produce an implosion of some of the heated carbon material, which could heat the carbon to much higher temperature, perhaps.  Such more complex and more realistic geometries are far more difficult to try to calculate, and might not be amenable to theoretical calculations without the use of the most modern and expensive computers that only the nuclear and high-energy physics laboratories have.  (Dr. Tahir stated in my original telephone discussion with him, before mentioned, that he and his CERN associates have not investigated by computer calculations a swirling beam strike for what implosion potential there might be.  He said that they assumed for their calculations a simple beam having a diameter of one millimeter striking the graphite – that is, the beam was assumed to hit a single spot on the surface of a graphite beam collimator, thus no swirling of the beam during its strike into the graphite.)


Again, my own calculations, and those of Drs. Tahir, and Landua’s FLUKA for CERN, are theoretical, and therefore, ought not be relied upon for judging the safety, or the hazards, of the LHC machine. In my lecture which opened the debate with CERN’s Dr. Landua, I mentioned a fact that warns against relying on theory – the fact that the first atomic bomb explosion (a test) was three to four times more energetic than was theoretically predicted by the Los Alamos physicists, among whom were the eminent physicists and mathematicians, Edward Teller, Enrico Fermi, Hans Bethe, Robert Oppenheimer, and John von Neumann, Serber, and others.  I cited a letter from Edward Teller informing me of that fact about the first atomic test. (It was the so-called Trinity test in New Mexico.)  Dr. Landua’s lecture followed my lecture.  In his lecture Landua presented the results of his (theoretical!) FLUKA calculations, and concluded by asserting that there is “no risk of nuclear fusion at LHC.”  After he concluded his lecture, Dr. Landua was questioned by a member of the audience about the first atomic bomb test.  The questioner asked Landua, what was the cause of the factor of four more energy yield than predicted; implying by his question, whether CERN should rely on their theoretical predictions of safety in light of the fact that the first atomic bomb was much more energetic than predicted.  Landua answered by stating that the pre-test predictions of the first atomic bomb test were made in the year 1945; but that since that time the “effective cross sections” are much better known, so that the energy yield of an atomic bomb can now be predicted accurately, “perhaps” within one to two percent, he said.  The nuclear physics term “effective cross sections,” as mentioned by Dr. Landua is the nuclear physics nomenclature for the probability that a swift neutron will interact with the nucleus of an atom, when approaching it.  In the atomic bomb of the first atomic test, the atoms involved were plutonium and uranium.  From the transcript of Dr. Landua’s lecture the following is the question from the audience, and Landua’s answer about the factor-of-four greater energy yield of the first atomic test: 

Auditorium:  

... Faktor vier vergriffen...

Worauf beruht das?"  [translation: “… the factor of four; what accounts for that.”

Dr. LANDUA:

"Das beruht darauf, dass zu diesem Zeitpunkt, diese Wirkungsquerschnitte,

 die wichtig waren, die Explosionskraft zu berechnen, die waren nicht sehr genau bekannt,

das war<<en>> oftmals ne Abschätzung, weil damals existierten die labortechnischen

 Voraussetzungen nicht, um diese ganzen Reaktionen zu studieren.  In den letzten sechzig Jahren ist das alles sehr präzise gemessen worden,und deswegen ist das alles bekannt

und deswegen gibt es keinen Faktor vier mehr, es gibt höchstens vielleicht

 ein bis zwei Prozent Unsicherheit in diesen Rechnungen."

Translation by your Petitioner:


“Dr. LANDUA: That factor of four is due to the fact that at the time of the test, these effective cross-sections, which were important for calculating the explosion power, were not known very accurately, and were often estimated, because the laboratory technology for accurate measurements did not exist at that time, in order to study all of the reactions.  In the last sixty years all of the cross-sections have been very precisely measured, and because of that, all of the effective cross-sections are known; and, therefore, there is no longer a factor of four [the difference between the calculated energy yield of the first atomic explosion and  the measured yield].  There is now at most perhaps one to two percent uncertainty in these [atomic bomb] calculations.”

Thus Dr. Landua for CERN has claimed to know why the energy yield of the first atomic explosion was much greater than predicted –a factor of four greater.  That is a very important statement made by CERN’s representative in public.  For it proves one of two possibilities:

(1) CERN have access to the secrets of atomic bomb theory (secret theoretical models of atomic explosions of atomic bomb devices made by the U.S. Government nuclear weapons laboratories), or have made their own mathematical theory of atomic explosions and tested their theoretical models with experimental values of the energy yield of the first atomic test.  For CERN’s representative in the Berlin debate, Dr. Landua, has asserted an explanation for the greater-than-predicted energy yield of the first atomic bomb test, and therefore he has implied that he and others at CERN know the current theory of atomic bombs and the experiments that were performed for developing the theory, and that CERN has made calculations, or knows of and has checked such calculations, which allegedly now evaluate the energy yield of the first atomic test “accurately,” “perhaps” to within one to two percent accuracy.  Access to the atomic bomb theory and experimental data of atomic explosion tests would be possible, for instance, by CERN’s cooperation with the United States Department of Energy, which, as before mentioned, is the agency of the United States Government for managing the nuclear weapons of the United States, and the Los Alamos nuclear weapons laboratory more particularly.  (In fact CERN has collaborated with Los Alamos in making the LHC beam dump calculations.)  —  or

(2) The CERN representative in the debate, Dr. Landua, merely asserted for his answer to that important question from the audience a guess, based on a presumption by him that sixty years of measurements of the “effective cross-sections” would surely enable the designers of atomic bombs to calculate the energy yield of the first atomic test very accurately, within 1 to 2 percent accuracy.


If the first possibility is true, then CERN has studied and learned the theory and design of atomic bombs, and has by calculations tested the theory by comparing their calculations with experimental values of the energy yields of nuclear explosions, but has done so in violation of the Articles of the CERN League of European States – the CERN Charter – since their Charter, Article II, prohibits the CERN organization from having any “concern with work for military requirements,” and so CERN is prohibited by the CERN Charter from making any studies and calculations of atomic bombs.  Indeed, Dr. Landua’s statement is declarative; and therefore, it is prima facie evidence that CERN scientists have been concerned with making calculations of atomic bombs, but in violation of the CERN Charter. On the basis of this prima facie evidence alone, CERN ought not to be trusted for safety arguments about their LHC machine.


The second possibility is plausible, because Landua’s explanation for why the energy yield of the first atomic test was much greater than predicted is wrong.  For there is more, and much more, involved in the theory of atomic fission explosions than the “effective cross-sections” which Landua cited as that which were not accurately known in 1945 for enabling an accurate mathematical prediction of the energy yield of the first atomic test.
   For what probably accounts for the greater-than-predicted energy yield of the first atomic test are other parts of atomic bomb theory, such as (a) the factors and equations of the material dynamics during the compression of the plutonium core of the first test device for starting the multiplying fission chain reaction to produce the nuclear explosion, and during the early phase of the explosion of the plutonium core, which also determines the energy yield of the device; and (b) the theory and the methods of the numerical calculations of the reactivity of the plutonium-uranium system — the factor which determines the rate of the multiplying fission chain reactions, calculated by the so-called neutron transport theory.   That theory uses the nuclear interaction “cross-sections”, but also requires the dimensions of the devices and the density of the materials.  If Dr. Landua merely asserted a guess, then CERN’s representative in the public debate in Berlin had answered a serious question about CERN’s reliance on theoretical predictions for their LHC safety assurances on the basis of a guess, which, of course, would alone be sufficient to discredit the CERN, and reject their LHC safety assurances.


However, Landua did not did not characterize his statement as a guess.  And therefore, there is another possibility to consider, and regrettably so; and that is, that his statement was a lie, committed in a hurry, in order to answer the serious question put to him, with a public audience waiting, about the reliability of theoretical predictions – a question which is pertinent to the reliability of the theoretical calculations which CERN, and Landua in particular, have made as the basis for CERN’s safety assurances with respect to the LHC – and to answer it in a way so as to discredit your Petitioner’s lecture, as well as assure the public that the LHC is safe.  If Dr. Landua did not know about the effect of plutonium compression on the energy release of the multiplying nuclear fission chain  reaction that produces an atomic explosion, and the uncertainties of the neutron transport calculations of the reactivity during the chain reaction, he would, if he intended to answer the question with an air of credibility, drawing on the prestige of CERN with the public, naturally mention, as the cause of the four-fold greater energy yield of the first atomic explosion, the nuclear physics particle term “effective cross-sections,” since that term is the primary term in the minds of high-energy physicists in their research at the CERN – the use of the LHC, for instances, to measure particle reaction “cross-sections.”


In an addendum for the present letter-petition, I shall declare the results of my own mathematical calculations for the first atomic test, which prove that any sizable uncertainty in the neutron reaction “cross-sections” which Dr. Landua cited would have a negligible effect of the yield of the first atomic bomb test. In fact, the official report of the development of the atomic bomb, published immediately after the first bomb was dropped on Hiroshima in August 1945, stated in regard to the laboratory measurements of the “cross-sections” for fission reactions in Uranium and Plutonium that were made before the first atomic test, the following:

“On the whole, the value of the cross section for fission as a function of neutron energy from practically zero electron volts to three million electron volts is now fairly well known for these materials.”  stating to dismiss my concerns – hence to give false assurances of LHC safety.”


Also, if CERN knows why the first atomic test was under-predicted, then they are duty bound to disclose their proof; for the CERN charter requires that all of the work of CERN shall be published, or be made available to the public!

The Risks of World Catastrophe by the LHC Proton-Proton Collisions Experiments


The primary and immediate concern for the risks of catastrophe by the operation of the LHC which your Petitioner presses upon the Swiss Confederation so urgently is the question of whether the LHC proton-proton collision experiments could create dangerous nuclear particles that would multiple in a chain reaction, or otherwise grow uncontrolled, and destroy the Earth, or produce such a world catastrophe that destroys life on Earth, or a part of it.  The grounds for this fear is the unprecedented proton-proton collision energy planned by CERN for the LHC experiments, which is 14,000 billion electron-volts (eV) – twice the energy of the 7,000 billion eV of each proton of the pair of protons that collide.  That amount of collision energy is equivalent to the collision energy of a hypothetical cosmic ray proton having 100,000,000 billion electron-volts (eV) of energy hitting the proton nucleus of a hydrogen atom in the Earth’s atmosphere (the hydrogen of a water vapor molecule).
  This value of the equivalent cosmic ray proton energy compares with the average energy of the actual cosmic ray protons hitting the Earth of 5 billion eV.  Thus, accelerated protons for the proton-proton collision experiments of the LHC would produce, in their nuclear reaction effects, be twenty million times more energetic than the average cosmic ray proton energy.


CERN in their LHC safety report claims that among the cosmic ray protons which hit the Earth are protons having such extremely high energies – even much greater than the LHC-equivalent cosmic ray proton energy of 100,000,000 billion eV.  However, your petitioner has reviewed this claim, and finds the references upon which it is based do not demonstrate the fact alleged.  This point is discussed next.

The classic measurement of the energies of cosmic ray protons was made by measuring the naturally occurring ionization (electrification) of the air in the Earth’s atmosphere at varying altitudes, and at various latitudes of the globe, and then applying the theory of the Earth’s magnetic field.  A spectrum, or range, of the energies of the cosmic protons was deduced from those ionization measurements, as described briefly as follows:  The ionization measurements determine the incidence of energy from the cosmic rays.  To deduce the energy of the individual protons of the cosmic rays, the theory of a electrically charged particle moving through a magnetic force field is used. The magnetic field forces the particle to move in a circular arc.  The radius of the arc is proportional to the momentum of the particle, which is related to the kinetic energy of the particle – that is, the energy attributed to its motion.  By this principle the kinetic energy of a swift charged atomic particle, such as a proton or electron, has been measured, by use of a magnet and detecting the radius of curvature of the particle moving between the poles of the magnet.  Well, the Earth’s magnetic field provides the magnetic field for measuring the energy of the cosmic ray protons that approach the Earth and enter the Earth’s atmosphere.  The classical measurements are well described and demonstrated in the classic book Introduction to Modern Physics, by Richtmyer and Kennard, year 1955.  A copy of the chapter on cosmic rays given in that treatise is included in the bundle of appendices that accompanied the February 25th draft of the present letter..  As shown in that chapter, Fig. 218, page 572, which is copied below, the energy of the cosmic ray protons diminishes rapidly with increasing energy beyond the average energy value of 5 billion eV, such that above 20 billion eV, there is no measurement value for the cosmic ray proton energy, by the Earth-magnet method described by those authors; so that there is no proof by that convincing and reliable method that cosmic ray protons have energies much greater than 20 billion eV.
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Therefore, the CERN managers and scientists would be venturing into the unknown, and greatly so, by their planned proton-proton collision experiments with the LHC.  It might be argued that the proton collision experiments of the Tevatron accelerator in the United States tend to give credence to the CERN’s LHC safety assurances, since that machine has produced protons having 1 TeV energy, which might seem not very much less than the LHC’s design value of 7 TeV.   However, the proper comparison between the LHC and the Tevatron, is by comparing the values of the equivalent energy of a hypothetical cosmic ray proton hitting a proton at rest in the atmosphere (as the nucleus of a hydrogen atom of a water vapor molecule).  For the Tevatron the equivalent energy is 
[image: image2.wmf]15

210 eV

´

, compared to 
[image: image3.wmf]17

1.0410 eV

´

for the LHC; so that the LHC experiments would be 49 times more energetic.  Moreover, the Tevatron experiments collided 1 TeV protons with the artificially produced particle anti-proton –  also at 1 TeV energy each, but moving in the opposite direction.  The anti-proton is said to be a particle having the same mass as a proton, when at rest, but an electric charge of an electron; whereas the protons of our nature have, according to atomic theory, the same magnitude of electric charge as an electron, but a positive charge (opposite sign). So, the experiments of the LHC would not be the same as that of the Tevatron, but in quality, and energy magnitude.

Thus, the LHC experiments would be venturing into the unknown much further than the risks of the unknown which were imposed on humanity by the operation of the Tevatron, and RHIC, collider machines in the United States.  Two graphs showing the cosmic ray proton energy spectrum as derived from the classic method described above, and in relation to the LHC-equivalent proton energy of an hypothetical cosmic ray proton of 100,000,000 billion eV are included in the bundle of appendices with my February 25th draft letter.


The average cosmic ray proton energy, 5 billion eV, compares with the maximum energy of a nuclear particle emission from the most energetic naturally occurring radioactive atom of about 4.5 million eV (alpha rays from Radium); so the average cosmic ray proton energy of 5 billion eV is truly ultra-high energy.  Yet, the LHC would produce a proton-proton collision energy equivalent to 20 million times greater energy – 20 millions times the average energy of cosmic ray protons!!  Therefore, there is truly a danger of venturing into the unknown by the operation of the LHC.


Your petitioner contends that no one can know all what could happened by colliding artificially produced ultra-high energy particles, at greater and greater energies.  There are many instances in the progress of the physical sciences that are well known where surprises have occurred, and phenomena wherein a threshold effect occurs – that is, no effect is observed until the energy of a probing particle is increased beyond a critical level, called a threshold.  Roentgen ventured into the unknown by increasing the electric voltage of his electrical discharge tubes, and observed a strange radiation, which he named “x-rays.”  He suffered cancer as a consequence, and death by the cancer disease.  The electron energy of his devices was only about 10,000 eV.  The Uranium isotope U-238, which is the abundant form of Uranium, undergoes no atomic fission reaction, until the energy of an incident neutron is raised beyond about 1 million eV; thus exhibiting a threshold feature.  So, your Petitioner asserts that it ought to be assumed that there could be a threshold level of energy for artificial proton-proton collisions at which strange particles might be created that might be catastrophic!  Just consider nuclear fission chain reactions and the atomic bomb.  Nuclear fission was not discovered until 1939.


Your Petitioner, as he has declared in his original early partial draft Petition of September 5, 2008, has been mainly preoccupied with the danger of catastrophic nuclear accidents in nuclear power plants; and so he has never had the time to learn and study the modern physics of the cosmic (astrophysics), nor the so-called high-energy physics (theory of the structure of protons, as the quark theory, which theory appears to be the reason for the Tevatron and LHC accelerators.  The high-energy physics theory appears to be founded somewhat on Dirac’s Relativistic Quantum Theory, and the later theories of Quantum Electrodynamics, Quantum Field Theory.  However, your Petitioner has much experience with nuclear technology, and knows that no theory ought to be relied on for assessing the public safety without experimental confirmation.  Judging the LHC hazards uncertainties by this experimental philosophy, your Petitioner asserts that there can be no existing experimental proof for the modern higher energy particle theory upon which the CERN scientists and mangers have founded their safety argument, or claim of acceptable risks, with respect to the concerns for whatever might be created that may be unforeseen and detrimental to life on Earth.  For the LHC collision energy, if the machine were permitted to operate at its design energy level, or any level more energetic than the Tevatron energies, would be unprecedented.  Again, there are many instances in engineering where surprise explosion and disasters have occurred – unpredicted explosions.


Books on the cosmos report observations of such events as Super Novae where stars collapse and explode.  Your Petitioner asserts that it cannot be fully known the causes of the stellar events that have been observed by means of telescopes.  He further asserts that one nuclear particle, a single neutron, can produce by means of a man-made device such a nuclear explosion that could destroy the Earth.  Such a device would consist of a super-critical mass of highly enriched Uranium-235 with a core of tritium gas (both substances of which are readily produced by the U.S. Government’s Uranium enrichment plants and tritium production reactors), surrounded by a series of H-bomb elements, each of which is a core of Urandium-235 enclosed in a mass of lithium and deuterium.  Then a single nuclear particle, a single neutron, wandering into the U-235 mass from the Sun, would then initiation a nuclear fission chain reaction in the U-235 of the primary fission device, which then would ignite a nuclear fusion chain reaction of the tritium gas in the core of that uranium mass.  That fusion reaction would produce such a shower of neutrons that would fission all of the remaining U-235 atoms that were not split by the primary multiplying fission chain reaction.  The result would be a large nuclear explosion – about 100 kilotons TNT equivalent, which compares to 12.5 kilotons TNT of the Hiroshima explosion.  That explosion would then compress an H-bomb element located next to that exploding U-235 charge, to produce a 20 Megaton TNT nuclear explosion.  That secondary nuclear explosion could then compress the next H-bomb element in the series, to double the explosion, and so in a chain of explosion equal to the number of such elements in the series, which in principle can be unlimited.  The final result can be a nuclear explosion that would destroyed the Earth, in principle.  Thus, a single nuclear particle can by means of a man-made device produce a chain reaction of nuclear reactions that can destroy the Earth.
  Prior to the year 1930 or about the neutron was not known.  So it is prudent to assume that the LHC proton-proton collisions, if continued at higher and higher energies, could produce dangerous sub-nuclear particles not now known.

Therefore, your Petitioner requests the Swiss Confederation to consider the risks of CERN’s plan of venturing into the unknown by their intended operation of the LHC, and take action to prevent the reactivation of that machine; as the Swiss Confederation has the power to prevent such risk-taking, and also has the duty under the Law of Nations to exercise its power to that end, and thereby protect all humanity and life on Earth against any possible danger that could be involved in the operation of the LHC machine.


CERN has published two papers that declare CERN’s main basis for their claim that there would be no danger by the operation of the LHC.  The first is the report Review of the Safety of LHC Collisions, written by the LHC Safety Assessment Group, LSAG.  It was issued in May 2008.  The second is the latest CERN paper given on their website, The Safety of the LHC.  A copy of each of these CERN papers is given with the present petition.  The second paper states:

Cosmic rays

The LHC, like other particle accelerators, recreates the natural phenomena of cosmic rays under controlled laboratory conditions, enabling them to be studied in more detail. Cosmic rays are particles produced in outer space, some of which are accelerated to energies far exceeding those of the LHC. The energy and the rate at which they reach the Earth’s atmosphere have been measured in experiments for some 70 years. Over the past billions of years, Nature has already generated on Earth as many collisions as about a million LHC experiments – and the planet still exists. Astronomers observe an enormous number of larger astronomical bodies throughout the Universe, all of which are also struck by cosmic rays. The Universe as a whole conducts more than 10 million million LHC-like experiments per second. The possibility of any dangerous consequences contradicts what astronomers see - stars and galaxies still exist.

Your Petitioner draws attention to CERN’s statement that “The LHC ... recreates the natural phenomena of cosmic rays ...”  That statement is of fundamental importance; for it proves that CERN is not sufficiently knowledgeable of the natural science, and therefore, that the Swiss Confederation ought not rely on the LHC safety assessments of the CERN.  For it is self-evident that the LHC is an artificial device, hence, not a thing for observing natural phenomena.  Whatever is the thing or things produced by the LHC machine – the beam of accelerated, high-energy protons, produced by over 9000 electromagnets, each carrying about 12,000 amperes of electricity, with powerful RF generators for accelerating the protons that are injected in the machine, and consuming about 150 Megawatts of electricity from a near by nuclear power plan –  the resultant beam of whatever it truly is, said to be a beam of bunches of accelerated protons, would be produced in an extremely compressed space and time, as compared with the vastness of space and time, and galactic masses, involved in the production of the cosmic ray protons.  Therefore, it is a fraudulent statement on the part of the CERN managers and scientists to assert that their LHC machine “recreates the natural phenomena.”   One cannot know what differences there may be between the physical makeup, states, and properties of the cosmic ray particles that hit their Earth and the make-up, states, and properties of the particles produced by the LHC, and the mode of colliding them together. That ought to be plain.

Moreover, the center of mass of the pair of protons which are to be collided in the LHC tubes would, in principle, if each protons has the same energy, as is intended by design, not move, but would stay around the Earth; whereas the center of mass of the system of two particles involved in a cosmic ray proton colliding with an Earth proton (hydrogen nucleus) will continue to move, and near the speed of light.  So, for the case of an hypothetical ultra-high energy cosmic proton hitting an Earth proton, any dangerous nuclear particles that might be created could continue and pass through the Earth before it has any chance of interacting and multiplying among Earth atoms.  Such is conceivable.

So, CERN’s statement that “The LHC recreates natural phenomena” is an exaggeration, and evidences their bias in favor of running their machine for whatever interest they have, at the expense of imposing risks on humanity and all other life on Earth.


The second CERN report, by CERN’s LHC Safety Assessment Group, John Ellis, et al., claims on the basis of a few scientific journal articles, that cosmic ray protons hit the Earth all the time with energies in excess of the equivalent hypothetical cosmic ray energy of 100,000,000 billion eV for producing the same LHC proton-proton collision energy, and concludes, that there is no risk of the LHC proton-proton collision experiments. I quote below the section of the LSAG report that asserts this argument:

2 – The LHC compared with Cosmic-Ray Collisions

The LHC is designed to collide two counter-rotating beams of protons or

heavy ions. Proton-proton collisions are foreseen at an energy of 7 TeV per

beam. An equivalent energy in the center of mass would be obtained in the

collision of a cosmic-ray proton with a fixed target such as the Earth or some

other astronomical body if its energy reaches or exceeds 108 GeV, i.e., 10^17 eV

[4]. When the LHC attains its design collision rate, it will produce about a

billion proton-proton collisions per second in each of the major detectors

ATLAS and CMS. The effective amount of time each year that the LHC will

produce collisions at this average luminosity is about ten million seconds.

Hence, each of the two major detectors is expecting to obtain about 10^17

proton-proton collisions over the planned duration of the experiments.

As seen in Fig. 1, the highest-energy cosmic rays observed attain energies of

around 1020 eV, and the total flux of cosmic rays with energies of 10^17 eV or

more that hit each square centimeter of the Earth’s surface is measured to be

about 5x10^–14 per second [5]. The area of the Earth’s surface is about 5x10^18

square centimeters, and the age of the Earth is about 4.5 billion years.

Therefore, over 3x1022 cosmic rays with energies of 10^17 eV or more, equal to

or greater than the LHC energy, have struck the Earth’s surface since its

formation. This means [6] that Nature has already conducted the equivalent

of about a hundred thousand LHC experimental programmes on Earth

already – and the planet still exists.

Other astronomical bodies are even larger. For example, the radius of Jupiter

is about ten times that of the Earth, and the radius of the Sun is a factor of ten

larger still. The surface area of the Sun is therefore 10,000 times that of the

Earth, and Nature has therefore already conducted the LHC experimental

programme about one billion times [6] via the collisions of cosmic rays with

the Sun – and the Sun still exists.

Moreover, our Milky Way galaxy contains about 10^11 stars with sizes similar

to our Sun, and there are about 10^11 similar galaxies in the visible Universe.

Cosmic rays have been hitting all these stars at rates similar to collisions with

our own Sun. This means that Nature has already completed about 1031 LHC

experimental programmes since the beginning of the Universe. Moreover,

each second, the Universe is continuing to repeat about 3x10^13 complete LHC

experiments. There is no indication that any of these previous “LHC

experiments” has ever had any large-scale consequences. The stars in our

galaxy and others still exist, and conventional astrophysics can explain all the

astrophysical black holes detected.

Thus, the continued existence of the Earth and other astronomical bodies can be used

 to constrain or exclude speculations about possible new particles that

might be produced by the LHC.

The references given by CERN’s LSAG report are as follows :

Pierre Auger Collaboration (A.A. Watson et al.), Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A588,

221 (2008); HiRes Collaboration (R. Abbasi et al.), Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 101101 (2008); R.U. Abbasi et al. arXiv:0804.0382 [astro-ph]; D.R. Bergman and J.W. Belz, J.Phys., G34, R359 (2007).
Your Petitioner found from these references that the CERN LHC Safety Assessment Group relies essentially on the alleged measurements of cosmic ray proton energy by the so-called Fly’s Eye Detectors system that was installed and operated in the State of Utah in America.  Your Petitioner has obtained and studied the basic set of the published scientific journal articles that reported on the Fly’s Eye cosmic ray proton energy measurements, and found that those articles do not demonstrate (prove) that cosmic ray protons hit the Earth at energies greater than the critically important LHC-equivalent value of 100,000,000 billion eV.  I append to the present petition a copy of the two fundamental articles on the Fly’s Eye measurements and detection system:

(1) The Utah Fly’s Eye Detector, by Baltrusaitis, et al, 1985, Nuclear Instrumentation and Methods in Physics Research journal; and 

(2) The Cosmic-Ray Energy Spectrum observed by the Fly’s Eye, by D. J. Bird, et al., The Astrophysical Journal, year 1994.

The  appended copies of these articles contains the critical notes written in the margin by your Petitioner in his review of the articles.


Your Petitioner finds that these articles are unintelligible.  But at least the article that describes the alleged detection method, The Utah Fly’s Eye Detector, reveals that that method involves numerous manipulations of the signals of the photo multipliers that detect light flashes in the sky from the strike of a cosmic particle, and manipulation of the data inferred from the signals, with manual interventions  (keyboard and otherwise), as well in the taking and management of the measurements over a period of years, and numerous “adjustments” and “subtractions” of the data, in order to extract or infer  by means of unintelligible theory of how a cosmic ray proton produces light flashes in the air of the Earth’s atmosphere, to deduce from the residual data the amount of energy carried by the particle that hit the atmosphere to produce light flashes in the sky.  Again, your Petitioner emphasizes that the LHC equivalent hypothetical cosmic ray proton would be 20 million times the energy of the average cosmic ray proton, as before mention.  Therefore, your Petitioner concludes that the scientific articles cited in the CERN LSAG report are not a basis for relying on CERN’s safety assessment – that the safety of humanity and all other life on Earth ought not to be assumed on the basis of those few scientific articles.

In this regard it ought to be considered that it is a fact of human experience that some persons exaggerate and even manipulate scientific data in pursuance of institutional or personal interests.  For instance, two research scientists formerly associated with the Rockefeller University in New York City were charged by a laboratory assistant (a witness) with falsifying the data of their molecular cell biology experiments – falsified data that was intended, evidently, to impress the officers of the United States Government agency who supported their research, in order to obtain continued awards of money grants from the U.S. Government.  One of the scientist involved was at that time the president of Rockefeller University.  He then resigned, or was required to resign.

Also, the U.S. Government agency that funded the Fly’s Eye observatory has refused to provide your Petitioner of whatever scientific and technical reports that have been submitted to the Government by the scientists of that project that describe the system that was allegedly operated for meaning cosmic ray proton energies, the procedures which were taken for recording of data, and the theory and calculations for inferring the proton energies from the signals of the detectors.  And most importantly, the U.S. Government agency that funded the Fly’s Eye has an interest to obtain from those Fly’s Eye scientists journal articles that report high values of proton energies that would support safety claims of the LHC, since the U.S. Government is involved in the LHC project, by its $550 million subsidy to CERN for constructing the LHC, and by its providing the LHC final-focus quadrupole magnets to CERN.  Your Petitioner would never rely on the reports of scientific research that was supported by the U.S. Government; for those financial supports, and the research laboratories for performing such research, have been given and established in violation of the Constitution of the United States, as before demonstrated – the Congress of the United States not being vested by the Constitution with power to promote the progress of science, nor the mechanical arts  or other technology.


Another consideration is that the conceivable creation of cataclysmic nuclear particles by the LHC proton-proton collision experiments could happen when the LHC proton energy reaches a critical danger threshold value during its ascent up the energy scale, as the energy is gradually increased over the months of the planned LHC reactivation.  And even when the LHC is operated and making proton-proton collisions, a catastrophe might not occur immediately, but happen months later by the occurrence of a rare collision interaction, among the frequent ones, that could produce the dreaded catastrophic particle.  Such possibilities are conceivable on the basis of the experience in the research of nuclear physics.

(continue next page)

Outline of your Petitioner’s Proposed Mechanism of a Nuclear Catastrophe

occurring by the operation of the LHC. [Draft section, being improved.]

All matter has a mass.  For example, a cubic centimeter of water has a mass of one gram. By virtue of its mass an object resists acceleration, when a force is applied to it.  By that force, as the weight of a massive object, the mass is measured, relative to a standard material object, by means of a weighing balance.    All matter consists of atoms; and by well-established theory and classic experiments, the atom consists of a core, called the nucleus, wherein most of the mass of an atom resides, surrounded by a number of orbiting electrons.  The radius of the orbits determine the size of an atom; though the radius of the nucleus is very much smaller – extremely so.  The nucleus of an atom contains a number of particles, namely, protons and neutrons, except the abundant isotope of hydrogen, which contains one proton in its nucleus, and no neutrons.  Each proton and electron has an electrical charge.  The proton’s charge is equal in magnitude as the electron, but a positive charge as distinguish from the negative charge of the electron, such that the two suffer a mutual attraction force that binds the electrons of an atom to the nucleus of the atom.  The Uranium atom contains, according to theory and experiment, 92 protons and 143 neutrons; the light atoms, as Carbon, for instance, contain the same number of neutrons as protons in their nuclei, or nearly so.  Carbon has 6 protons and 6 neutrons.


Some materials are naturally radioactivity, that is, they emit radiation.  The nucleus of a radium atom emits alpha rays, which are high speed, highly energetic particles consisting of the nuclei of helium atoms: helium having two protons and two neutrons in its nucleus.  In units of energy called the electron volt, abbreviated eV, the alpha particles emitted by radium have 4.5 million eV.  The symbol for a million eV is one MeV.  When mixing the element Beryllium with Radium, the alpha rays from the radium react with the nuclei of the Beryllium and produce as reaction products carbon nuclei and neutrons – the neutrons appearing as a radiation emanating from the mixture, and are highly energetic (about 2.5 MeV), and highly penetrating through matter, since they carry no electric charge that would otherwise inhibit their travel through a medium of positive charges (protons of the nucleus) and negative electrical charges (the electrons of the atoms).  It was discovered in the year 1939 that when irradiating Uranium by the neutrons of a radium-beryllium source, that is, by exposing the uranium to the neutron radiation from the radium-beryllium source, the neutrons react with the nuclei of the uranium atoms (upon their collision with the uranium nuclei) to cause some of the uranium nuclei to disintegrate (explode) with a release of enormous energy.  The process is called nuclear fission.  That fission reaction products consists of two atomic nuclei having roughly half of the mass of the uranium atom and a number of neutrons (about 2.5 neutrons), which, like the reaction of alpha rays with beryllium, are also highly energetic, having an average energy of 2 MeV, and of course, highly penetrating in materials.  The energy released by the uranium fission is about 200 MeV.  The total number of protons and neutrons is conserved, however, in the fission reaction, that is, the total number of protons and neutrons of the fission products equals that of the Uranium nucleus plus the neutron that hit the caused the fission reaction.  For a comparison, the burning of hydrogen gas in air (hydrogen reacting with the oxygen in the air) releases about 2.5 eV energy, hence, about one hundred million times less than the energy release from nuclear fission.  So, one can understand the power of atomic bombs, and the energy potential of nuclear fuel in a nuclear power reactor.


The emission of a number of neutrons from the uranium nucleus in a fission reaction with an incident neutron gives rise to the phenomenon of a atomic fission chain reaction, whereby the released neutrons, in principle, can react with other uranium nuclei in a mass of uranium to produce additional fission reactions, which in turn emit more neutrons, and hence by them still more fission reactions – a chain of reactions.  To illustrate, one initial neutron from a neutron source, by inducing a fission reaction with a uranium nucleus, produces say 3 neutrons (actually about 2.5 on the average). Those three neutrons can then induce three fission reactions, to produce 9 neutrons (3 for each of the three fission reactions), and those 9 neutrons in turn can produce 9 fission reactions, resulting in the third generate 27 neutrons; thus, a multiplying fission chain reaction.  The average distance a fast neutron travels through a mass of solid uranium before colliding with a uranium nucleus is about 2.9 centimeters; which mean free path length is due to the size of the uranium nucleus, though small, there are a great many uranium atom in a cubic centimeter volume of the materials.  The velocity of the neutrons emitted by the nuclear fission is about 
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cm/sec, which is about 6.5% of the speed of light – very fast.  Thus, the time between the emission of a neutron by fission and its collision, hence reaction, with a uranium nucleus in the vicinity, is the quotient of the mean free path length divided by the velocity, which figures to be 
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, or 0.0015 millionths of a second – which is extremely fast.  Thus, a multiplying fission chain reaction in a mass of uranium can be extremely rapid, which explains an atomic bomb explosion; as the neutrons can multiply extremely rapidly and produce such an enormous quantity of neutrons, and consequently, an enormous number of nuclear fission reactions, with their releases of nuclear energy.  The Hiroshima atomic explosion released about 13,00 tons of TNT (dynamite) equivalent energy.  Also, only about 1.5% of the uranium atoms underwent nuclear fission.  This is because not all of the neutrons released by a fission reaction induce a fission reaction, since a large fraction escape the uranium mass of the bomb device, mostly those near the periphery of the mass.  During the early phase of an atomic explosion the uranium (of the Hiroshima bomb) explodes apart, thereby promoting the “leakage” of neutrons, so as to reduce the fraction of neutrons that can react with the uranium below the value required for sustaining the multiplying chain reaction, with the result that the explosion terminate the chain reaction before much of the uranium is consumed by fission reactions.


Actually, Uranium consists of two kinds: U-235 and U-238.  The 238 type has three more neutrons in its nucleus.  It happens that the U-235 “isotope” of Uranium has a much greater propensity for undergoing a fission reaction with neutrons than the U-238.  The U-238 can suffer a fission reaction, but the neutron which induces the reactor must have about 1 MeV energy or more for the reaction to occur.  The U-235 isotope has not that limitation.  Since a large fraction of the neutrons emitted in a nuclear fission reaction have energy less than the 1 MeV threshold for U-238 fission, the U-238 alone cannot sustain a fission chain reaction.  So, the Hiroshima bomb, for instance, contained a highly enriched U-235 form of Uranium, produced by elaborate systems for separating the UJ-235 from the U-238.  The threshold phenomenon for a fission chain reaction by U-238 is important for the present analysis of a possible mechanism for a catastrophic nuclear reaction associated with the LHC proton-proton collision experiments.


Of critical importance for the present analysis is the fact the sum of the masses of the fission reaction products of U-235 is less than the sum of the mass of the U-235 atom and the neutron that induced its fission.  The difference is about 0.0009 times the mass of the U-235 atom.  Thus, by the fission reaction, a quantity of mass of matter vanishes.  It is explained by the amount of energy released, according to the Einstein’s theory of relativity, 
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, which asserts that associated or inherent in a quantity of mass, m, is a corresponding amount of energy, E, and that indeed, mass is energy, by that theory. Thus by the release of energy, a quantity of mass was released – the mass being the energy.

To illustrate, the mass of a proton is 
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 gram, and that of the neutron nearly the same.  So, since the U-235 nucleus has approximately the mass of 235 protons, then the energy of the 0.0009 fraction of the U-235 mass converts by Einstein’s equation to:
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(This calculation uses the conversion factor of 
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.)  This explains the approximately 200 MeV of energy released by the fission reaction.  Thus the mass held in the nucleus of any atom is a store of potential energy.


Now consider that the LHC machine accelerates protons.  The source of the protons is a bottle of hydrogen gas.  The nuclei of the hydrogen provides the protons, since the nucleus of each hydrogen atom consists of a single proton.  (A small fraction of ordinary hydrogen consists of the isotope known as deuterium, which consists of one proton and one neutron in its nucleus; but, of course, it is removed from the ordinary hydrogen in the LHC operation, by a suitable preparation.) So, the mass of each proton that is used in the LHC, but before they are accelerated, is
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 gram.  CERN has declared that the “nominal” energy of the protons after they are accelerated will be, if operated as designed, 7 TeV, that is, 
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. By Einstein’s theory of Relativity, this means that the protons at the LHC operating energy will be about 7460 times the normal mass of a proton!  The normal mass being the mass of the protons of the hydrogen in a glass of water, for instance).  This fact is due to another equation of the theory of relativity -- one which relates the energy of a particle of mass with its momentum, p, as follows:
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where the momentum, p, is defined as 
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, where m is the mass of the particle in its state of motion, v is the velocity of its motion, and m0 is the mass of the particle when it is as rest, hence, 
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gram, which is practically the same as the mass of the protons for the LHC before they are accelerated.
  CERN gives the “nominal” energy of the accelerated protons as 7.0 TeV, or in units of eV,  
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As is seen, the rest mass energy is greatly less than E, the stated nominal proton energy, thus we write 
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, that is, E is much, much greater than the rest mass energy.  The square of the energy is even more so, by the square of the ratio.  Therefore virtually all of the energy is given by the product 
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.  The mass may be divided out of the equation, as well as one of the c factors, leaving 
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practically.  Therefore, protons will be traveling virtually at the speed of light.  The mass then is 
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Now the question is to be asked, and the question put to the theoretical physicists of the Fermi Laboratory yesterday, is from whence does the accelerated proton obtain its additional mass.  The 7460-fold greater mass than the original rest mass of the proton, must be assumed to be real; for that mass is explains the radius of the LHC rings, of about 8.5 km.  The dipole magnets of the LHC machine “bend” the travel line of the protons to follow a circular arc through each of those magnets, and the radius of curvature of the circular is proportional to the momentum of each proton, according to the electromagnetic theory of the effect of the magnet.  By that theory the magnetic force acting of an electrically charged particle moving in a magnetic field of intensity B, is:
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where q is the electric charge in emu units, 
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, and v is the particle velocity.  The force required to constrain the particle, as a proton, to move in a circular arc of radius of curvature R , called the centripetal force, is:
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Equating the two forces, since the magnetic force supplies the required force, and canceling one of the velocity v factors, we obtain,



[image: image27.wmf]BqRmvp

==


Now, CERN gives the value of the magnetic field intensity for the dipole magnets as “8.33 T”, where the “T” denotes the Tesla unit, which is 104 gauss units, which are necessary for expressing the momentum in terms of gram times the velocity in cm/sec units, and R in centimeter units, but q in emu units of electrical charge.  CERN also gives the “bending radius” effected by the dipoles, at 2804 meters.  (Table 7.5 of Chapter 17 of the LHC Design Report.)  By this equation the momentum can be inferred, and from the equation E=pc, the energy can be deduced.  The calculation is as follows:
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To get the energy the momentum is to be multiplied by the velocity of light, as before shown, 
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; so
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This is precisely the nominal energy for the LHC protons, according to the CERN declarations.  Thus, the mass of the proton is really 7460 times the rest mass.

Therefore, the question arises, and the question which was put to two theoretical physicists of the Fermi Laboratory yesterday, is from whence does the accelerated proton obtain its additional mass.

I asked, does the protons received particles of mass during the acceleration process, as by a series of kicks from the RF (radio frequency generators) fields of the accelerator fields?  Are those particles the strange particles called mesons said to be observed among the cosmic rays, and according to quantum field theory are quanta of energy, or particles, that hold the protons and neutrons together in an atomic nucleus, or electromagnetic photons?  And on what structures or entities in the proton receive and carry those particles or that great additional mass added to the proton during its acceleration, according to the theory of high energy physics?  Evidently, by the operation of the LHC so-far, and by the Tevatron, one the protons are accelerated in those machines, the protons remain stable, despite possessing an amount of mass that is 7460 times the rest mass for the LHC, or about 1000 times for the Tevatron; for it is stated by CERN and the Fermi Laboratory that the protons circulate in the machine indefinitely, though the LHC, the circulation period is about 85 microseconds; but the protons circulate indefinitely.  The modern quantum field theory of the “high energy physics” holds that the proton has a structure, consisting in part of smaller particles quarks. However, it is not necessary to learn that theory in order to assess the hazards of the LHC experiments.  For it may be fairly assumed that there are entities in the protons that hold the mass together, and the same assumption for the nucleus of any atom, whether it be hydrogen, carbon, iron, radium, beryllium, or Uranium-235.  To be sure, there must be large forces that bind the protons and neutrons together, since the electrical repulsion forces of the positive electrical charges of the protons would otherwise force the particles apart and disperse them.  So, the nuclear forces must be inward, more or less toward the center of the nucleus.  It is well-established theory of atomic physics that the energy of the electrons of an atom in their orbits about the nucleus of the atom can be raised by their absorbing a quantum (a unit) of electromagnetic energy, hence a mass of a photon, so that their radius of orbit is greater – further from the nucleus.  The atomic theory has it that the electrons in such an “excited” energy state can “fall” back down closer to the nucleus, to a more stable level, and emit in the process photo of energy.  So, it must assumed that a similar process occurs in a fission reaction of a Uranium nucleus:  that when it is hit by a neutron, it is thrown into an excited state, where then it is unstable – the internal supports for the mass of the nucleus in that state, with now an extra neutron, perhaps, having been disturbed, or pushed aside; so the uranium nucleus collapses, and the mass then, being energy, propels itself out of the original confines of the nucleus – that is, the uranium nucleus breaks up into fragments, as actually occurs, according to well-established basic nuclear physics principles and a great amount of confirmatory experiments.


Also, there are numerous nuclear reactions which are induced by irradiating materials with energetic neutrons.  Many such reactions require a certain minimum neutron energy to induce an atomic nucleus to disintegrate and form other species of atomic nuclei.  Such a minimum energy is called the threshold for the reaction.   These nuclear reactions usually result in the emission of one or more neutrons, protons, or alpha particles.


This takes us now to consider the rest mass of an atomic nucleus – the mass that ordinarily is held in the nuclei of the atoms of our Earthly materials that are all around us. We ought not assume that the Earthly atoms are perfectly stable.  We now know that they are not.  The alpha rays from radium when incident on beryllium induces the beryllium nuclei and alpha particle (helium nucleus) to collapse together (combine) but not without releasing a neutron and about 5.7 million eV of energy. The uranium nuclei exposed to neutrons disintegrate.   Before the 1930s, the neutron was not known by the physicists of that time.  But by experimenting with the alpha rays, as by mixing radium and beryllium, neutrons were discovered – that is, by the physicists doing things which they did not do before, that is, by experimenting (venturing) in the unknown.  The neutron, a very strange particle at the time, was subsequently observed to induce nuclear fission reactions with uranium, and later with other heavy atoms, even Bismuth.


So, the possibility suggests itself that by CERN experimenting with the unknown, might produce by the investment of an enormous quantity of extraneous mass, however actually constructed into the protons, and then colliding those particles, might produce some strange energetic radical particles, analogous to the neutrons, that would fly off and interact with the nuclei of atoms in the materials around the collision zone of the machine, and disturb the structure that supports the rest mass of those nuclei, and thereby induce the collapse of those atomic nuclei.  Such radical particles might originate from a part of the normal atomic nuclei, but be transformed by a high energy shock, to make them dangerous to other atomic nuclei.  The collapse of the nuclei, involving a great potential energy normally bound up as the rest mass, could emit more such radical particles, so as to start a multiplying chain reaction.  For such as been observed with man-made devices – the atomic bomb explosions, for instance.  Chain reactions are rather common in nature.  For example, the explosion of a flammable gas.  I have read in treatises on physical chemistry that the explosion of a mixture of hydrogen and oxygen gases proceeds by a radical chain reaction.  The formation of polymers occurs by radical chain reactions.  The growth of a human body, starting with its first cell, is a chain reaction.  The infection of a living cells and organism by a virus is a chain reaction, whereby the virus induces the nucleus of a living cell to produce copies of the virus, which are then sent them out to infect other cells, &c.  We can consider ourselves fortunate that U-235 is not so abundant in nature.  If it were, like veins of gold, and formed in a blocks, two blocks suddenly thrown together would produce a Hiroshima size nuclear explosion, initiated by a single stray neutron from the sun.  I worry that such a device could ignite the Earth’s atmosphere in a nuclear fusion chain reaction, as before mentioned.


According to the theory of the emission of beta rays from radioactive substances, which are reported to be highly energetic electrons emitted by an unstable atomic nucleus, the emission is accompanied by the emission of very “tiny” particles called the neutrino, which like the neutron, hold no electric charge, but is much smaller than the neutron, and somehow has the property of very rarely interacting with other atomic nuclei in the medium through which they pass.  Well, could such tiny particles be associated with the things within the atomic nucleus that hold the mass of the nucleus, whether the nucleus is in motion or at rest?

There is an enormous amount of energy that comprises the “rest” mass of the atomic nuclei of the material all around us – the material of the Earth.  The carbon nucleus holds a potential energy by virtue of its rest mass that is 56.3 times the energy release of U-235 fission, Aluminum, 27 times.

Therefore, there is a real danger of a catastrophe involved in the operation of the LHC, but venturing into the unknown by running up the collision energy of the machine.  Radical particles could, for all we know, be produced and initiate a multiplying chain reaction of collapsing atomic nuclear in the machine and the surrounding Earth’s materials.  The same danger is involved in a LHC proton beam dump into carbon.  Could the reactions produce the dread radical particles as before postulated? The energy of the protons is 7,000 billion electron volts, which is about a thousand times more energetic that the average cosmic ray proton energy of 5 billion eV.  In this respect it must be considered, as discussed earlier in this letter, that the accelerated protons of the LHC cannot be assumed to be the same cosmic ray particles that enter the Earth, for the LHC protons will be accelerated differently, that is for sure.  So, the structure of the protons of the LHC will not be known, and cannot be assumed to be that of cosmic ray protons, even if there are cosmic protons having energies of 7,000 billion eV.

Finally, the phenomenon of the threshold must be considered.  The following graph, taken from the book Nuclear Physics, by Kaplan, shows a prime and very important example.  The graph exhibits the propensity of a fission reaction with U-238, and other isotopes of Uranium, in terms of a quantity called the “fission cross-section.”  Essentially, the rate of fission reactions in a nuclear reactor is proportional to the “fission cross-section.  (I refer elsewhere in this letter for the explanation of the term.)  Natural Uranium consists of 99.3% U-238, and the rest, 0.7% of U-235.  The other isotopes are produced in nuclear reactors.  The horizontal graph is the energy of the neutron in the experiments for measuring the fission cross-sections.  The graphs show that for U-238 there is no fission reaction for neutron energies below the threshold of about 0.5 million eV (MeV).  The average energy of the neutrons released by fission reactions is about 2.0 MeV.  Also noteworthy is the fact that the width of the threshold is about 1.0 MeV; thus, a an increase in the energy by one MeV can make the fission reaction in the U-238 in full effect; so that if a neutron energy of, say, 1.5 MeV would not support a fission chain reaction, a 2.0 MeV neutrons might, if other properties of the U-238 would favor a chain reaction potentiality.
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This fact, and there are many other facts of thresholds of nuclear reactions, is important for considering that the proton-antiproton collision experiments of the Tevatron might have come close to producing the postulated dreaded radical particles, but due to a threshold for a production of such particles, such were not produced, to our good fortune.  This principle can also be applied to the case of the LHC.  For if the LHC proton-proton collisions are in fact carried out at the 3.5 TeV proton energy, as CERN has been announced to be their intention, and without any sign of a dangerous reaction, or worse, then such a result would not guarantee the impossibility of the dreaded catastrophic when running up the proton energy to 7.0 TeV, which is the purpose of the LHC, due to the threshold possibility.  Indeed, if the width of the threshold were only 1MeV, like the U-238, then there would be no sign whatsoever of any dangerous particle production, until it is too late.

I conclude by mentioned that one of the theoretical high-energy particle physicist at the Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory with whom I conferred responded to the proposed mechanism for a catastrophic nuclear chain reaction by saying that it is “an interesting question.”  I ought to mention that fact.  He also admitted, after a discussion of the mechanism, that there is some element of the unknown in the experiments of the LHC, because of the unprecedented proton energy at which it is to be operated; and so, he said, he has relied on the reported measurements of the cosmic ray proton energies, and assumes therefore, that cosmic ray protons hit the Earth regularly at energies greater than the equivalent LHC cosmic proton hypothetical of 1017 eV.  He admitted, though, upon my questioning of that reliance, that he himself did not make the measurements which have been reported as inferences of the cosmic ray proton energies.   The other physicist broke off the discussion that I sought to have, after I asked about the physicists’ understanding of how the protons acquire mass in the progress of their acceleration in either the Tevatron or the LHC, and so before I could propose to him the subject mechanism for a nuclear catastrophe.  So, there is a reluctance among some of the high energy physicists to discuss these questions. I mention these discussion not for the purpose of embarrassing the physicists who received my phone calls, but because the facts are important, since it is virtually impossible to obtain a scientific and government investigation of the nuclear hazards.  I hope with this letter, the Swiss Confederation Government will do so.  I add that I participated in a British Court of Inquiry in 1988-1989 that was held to inquire into the safety and hazards of building additional nuclear power reactors in Britain of the pressurized water reactor type.  It was very commendable court investigation, consisting of several judges representing very disciplines, biology, economics, mechanical engineering, and the chief judge, a Queens Counsel, Mr. Michael Barns.  I recommend the model to your Government.

Final Points


The Swiss Confederation ought to know and consider that the leading high-energy physicists of the United States who have led the way in the development or devising of the high-energy physics theory of quarks and other exotic nuclear particle, and related experimental work with particle accelerators, have had interests in promoting the wars of the United States Government.

For instance, Victor Weisskopf was a physicist employed at Los Alamos in the period 1942-1945 to invent atomic bombs, and then later became the Director-General of CERN!  (His work at Los Alamos was in part to predict by theoretical calculation the explosion energy of the atomic bombs that were dropped on Japan.)  Also, Weisskopf was a “co-founder” of a company called the “Union of Concerned Scientist,” which was led by the high-energy physicist Henry Kendall of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.  In the early 1970s Kendall, together with other researchers, performed high energy electron collision experiments using the Stanford Linear Accelerator.  By those experiments they claimed to have revealed the existence of quarks particles inside a proton.  Kendall and his coworkers Taylor and Friedmann, were awarded the Nobel Prize for their experiments at the Stanford.  Well, the Union of Concerned Scientist, in a U.S. Atomic Energy Commission nuclear reactor licensing hearing in 1972, prevented your Petitioner from questioning the manager of the U.S. Government’s reactor development laboratory in Idaho about whether that laboratory made any analysis and calculation of the potential for runaway nuclear fission chain reaction accidents in the large nuclear power reactors which the U.S. Government was beginning to license for construction.

It was two years later, in 1974, when your Petitioner, by his own persistent investigations and inquiries, obtained from the Idaho laboratory a secret report made by that laboratory, dated 1964, that analyzed the potentials for nuclear runaway accidents of large nuclear power reactors that were then being planned, and reactors of the very designs that are now operating in the United States, France, Germany, and Sweden, and elsewhere in the world, except the British gas cooled reactors, and the Chernobyl type reactors of Russia and her former confederate States.  That secret report informed the U.S. Government that there are potentials for “catastrophic” nuclear runaway accidents (reactor explosion potentialities) in the large reactors then being planned, and now existing.  That report is treated in Chapter 9 of your Petitioner’s book The Accident Hazards of Nuclear Power Plants – the chapter titled “The Secret Hazards Research Recommendations of 1964 – a Critical Juncture.
  (The Chernobyl reactor eruption was caused by a runaway nuclear fission chain reaction.)  Also, the report was co-authored by the nuclear engineer whom I was to question in that 1972 hearing, when the Weiskopf and Kendall’s Union of Concerned Scientists intervened in that hearing and prevented me from questioning him.  And that nuclear engineer was the manager of that Government nuclear development laboratory.

So, the company Union of Concerned Scientist, which was co-founded by the former CERN Director-General, blocked your Petitioner’s efforts to learn about a secret report by the U.S. Government’s reactor development laboratories that reported catastrophic reactor accident potentials by the mechanism of a runaway atomic fission chain reaction.  That wrongful act of the Union of  Concerned Scientist group was committed at the very time the UCS was founded; and one of the co-founders of that company was the former CERN Director-General, Victor Weisskopf.
  I add again that the Chernobyl reactor eruption was caused by a runaway atomic fission chain reaction!


In addition, Henry Kendal, Murray Gell-Mann, Sidney Drell, and Harold Lewis, the high-energy physicists before mentioned, were the leading members of a secret committee of scientists, employed by the U.S. Government’s “Defense Department,” who invented and oversaw the development, deployment and use of a system of  electronic warfare in Vietnam, Cambodia, and Thailand during the U.S. war against Vietnam in 1968.  Those scientists devised a scheme of dropping from U.S. warplanes thousands of electronic noise sensors with radio transmitters for detecting movements of North Vietnam and Viet Cong troops and their army vehicles, and then sending signals to U.S. bomber aircraft to attack the locations of such movements.  So, those high-energy physicists used their skills developed for detecting the products of their high energy particle collision experiments, using the high-energy particle accelerators provided them by unconstitutional U.S. Government subsidies and laboratories, to make electronic warfare, to support the U.S. War against Vietnam, and thereby participated in the killing of about one million Vietnamese in that war – and the very system of electronic warfare that has been further developed, and used for attacking Iraq in 1991, Yugoslavia in 1995, and Iraq again, in 2003, and subsequently.


Also, your Petitioner purchased a copy of the book, and the only book, published by Murray Gell-Mann, the inventor of the quark theory, which the CERN is interested in exploring by their proton-proton collision experiments.  Your Petitioner purchased Gell-Mann’s book, titled, Quark and the Jaguar (an eccentric title), assuming that the book describes and derives his mathematical theory of high energy physics.  However, the book is not a treatise on physics, but a combined “popular science” book with  an autobiography of sorts, and a series of opinions on a large variety of ideas and topics.  Importantly, however, the Gell-Mann mentions in his book that he joined the contractor RAND Corporation – a contractor for the U.S. Defense Department – the military agency of the U.S. Government -- because he needed money to pay for “some bills” – presumably, for the purchase of a house.   And so it may be presumed that the want of money was also his motive for his employment in that secret Pentagon committee for developing electronic warfare for waging war against the Vietnamese people, and killing and bombing them. 


Also, Robert Wilson, who headed the making of the Tevatron accelerator, and who “founded” the Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory, was part of the Los Alamos group of physicists who made the first atomic bombs, led by Robert Oppenheimer, and joined by Weiskopf and other physicists.  The Los Alamos site for that atomic bomb laboratory was originally a happy school for boys – the Los Alamos Ranch School for Boys.  However, the U.S. Army, who conducted the atomic bomb project, confiscated the buildings and the other property of that happy school for the use of the physicists, and as well as for a site for the  construction of their atomic laboratories, and evicted the school teachers and students.  Oppenheimer specifically selected the school for confiscation, according to the official records of the project.  He knew of the school from his vacation excursions in New Mexico, and evidently wanted the buildings and facilities for his house, and personal comforts and enjoyment, as well as the same for his colleagues.   The Los Alamos physicists used the properties and facilities of the school for their recreation and parties, including the horses that had belonged to the school, and the dining hall.

Later,  Robert Wilson, when founding the Fermi National Acceleratory Laboratory, cooperated with the U.S. Government and evicted hundreds of farmers from their land and homes, in order to construct that laboratory with its Tevatron machine.  The U.S. Government did all that in violation of the Constitution; as the U.S. Government is not given the power by the Constitution of the United States to promote the progress of science and technology, except only the power to grant copyrights and patents to authors and inventors.

It is unfortunate that I was unable to persuade you or your deputy to grant my request for a conference during my February visit to Bern.  The next best thing is to send to you by telefax, and a copy by the post, this finished form of the letter that I gave your office on February 24 and 25.  However, the present letter will be supplemented with an appendix that I shall write over the weekend.  That appendix will present the results of an investigation and calculations I have made related to the first atomic bomb test, which are important in relation to the statement made by CERN’s Dr. Landua in his debate with me in Berlin concerning the cause for the fact that the energy yield of the first atomic bomb was four times greater than predicted. 

Moreover, I have several additional points to assert as concluding points, and these will be sent to you in the form of addenda. I regret having to present to you my letters as a series of a developing letter, but the urgency of the LHC matter has necessitated that procedure.

Respectfully submitted,

Richard E. Webb

Copy to the Honorable Moritz Leunberger,

Environment Minister

Swiss Confederation

Bern


� This letter was not delivered to the Swiss minister, because suddenly on March 29 I had to write an additional section, as discussed in the Preface, but could not finish it before CERN began colliding protons in their LHC machine on March 30 on about 1300 hours.  The new section is inserted at page 41 of this letter, and is titled, “Outline of your Petitioner’s Proposed Mechanism of a Nuclear Catastrophe occurring by the operation of the LHC.” Because the LHC has been shut down, I have decided that it is better that I incorporate in the letter additional points that must be asserted and demonstrated, instead of sending the letter in its present form and then later send a series of addenda.  Also the new section before mention needs to be improved for perspicuity and also to include additional physics analyses and documents that further prove the possibility of the proposed mechanism for a nuclear catastrophe that is described in the section.  For these reasons, the letter has not yet been sent.


� Landua is employed in the Physics Division of CERN, and is associated with CERN experiments on anti-matter – the creation of particles by exposing materials to beams of high energy particles, such as protons.  Landua manages CERN’s Education department, meaning educating the public, evidently.


� Section 4.   The United States shall guarantee to every State in this Union a Republican Form of Government, and shall protect each of them against Invasion; and on Application of the Legislature, or of the Executive (when the Legislature cannot be convened) against domestic Violence.





� For the sense of this last clause conferring the power to make Laws, I refer to my essay,


Critical Commentary on the [Tennessee Law Review] Article “The Black Hole Case: The Injunction against the End of the World,” by Eric E. Johnson. 


This last clause of Article I, Section 8,  confers no grant of “implied powers”.  It is the power to make laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying into execution the foregoing powers – those “foregoing powers” are those particular powers that precede the dash that separate them from the last clause.  By this law-making power, Congress is enabled to command with compulsion the doing of a measure of a particular action which they are empowered to do, such as to lay and collect Taxes, and  to provide and maintain a Navy. For a measure of an action is that which is proper for the action – that is, an act which exclusively belongs to the action.  Hence, by this clause, Congress can erect a Treasury building for the purpose of laying up the money collected by taxation, and paying the salaries of the tax collectors; for such particular actions are proper for executing the granted power to lay and collect Taxes.  However, to establish a Bank is not an act that is peculiar of the actions of laying and collecting taxes; for to establish a bank is plainly a different action than those of laying and collecting taxes.   Yet, the U.S. Supreme Court has issued an opinion in the case McCulloch v. Maryland that Congress has a “vast mass” of “implied powers” by this law-making power clause of Article I, Section 8.  However, the Supreme Court has not the power to issue opinions and clarify the Constitution; for the judges are to be bound by oath or affirmation to support the Constitution, not to remake the Constitution.  Moreover, the Supreme Court in its opinion misrepresented the Constitution, by substituting the word “proper” with the word “appropriate” in their “interpretation” of that clause.  Again, I refer to my Critical Commentary essay cited above.


Furthermore, the judges of the courts of the United States have not, and have never, taken the oath promising solemnly to support the Constitution of the United States of America.  I refer to my Critical Commentary, and to my essay on the Three Mile Island nuclear accident, Section VIII, given in the Webb Home Page of the CD No. 2 part of the two DVDs which accompany this letter.


� Of course, the Congress can also raise money by exercising its power to borrow Money on the Credit of the United States; and with the money so raised, they can spend it for the object of raising an army.  However, the debt incurred cannot be paid but by exercising the power to lay and collect taxes, duties, imposts and excises, which power is qualified and limited to that of providing for the common defence and general welfare of the United States.  So, the Congress may not raise an army for the defence of a European nation, for instance, by borrowing money and paying the soldiers with that borrowed money.


� I refer to my article Critical Commentary on the [Tennessee Law Review] Article “The Black Hole Case: The Injunction against the End of the World,” by Eric E. Johnson.


� The purchase price for the Louisiana Purchase was $11 million, but after the interest payments, the total payment was $42 million – a great amount of money then, being more than the legitimate expenses of the Government of the United States for 42 years, had the Congress and President of the United States obeyed the Constitution, and done only such things as they are empowered to do by the Constitution.  Moreover, the Congress is not empowered to pay for anything by issuing “certificates of stock” – a nice phrase for bills of credit.  They are to pay for things by drawing money from the Treasury; and they can raise money by laying and collecting Taxes, and by borrowing money on the credit of the United States.


� There is the serious possibility of a criminal act by a deranged physicist or conspiracy of placing ahead of the graphite beam absorber block of the beam dump system a block of materials known to have a greater propensity for a nuclear fusion chain reaction, such as the active material of a hydrogen bomb, assumed to be Lithium-Deuterium, and perhaps mixed with uranium to produce both nuclear fission (uranium fission by the proton beam) and fusion reactions (by the heating of the beam particles and the fission energy), so as to promote a fusion chain reaction in the graphite.  Such criminality could be driven by a deranged mind to have a little to have fun to find out what would happen, or worse, to try to destroy much of Europe.  They could tamper with the LHC controls so as to make a focused proton beam hit such a block of material.  Far fetched idea?  As your Petitioner mentioned in his debate with CERN’s physicist, Rolf Landua, the Three Mile Island nuclear accident was probably caused by such an act.  Any nuclear power reactor can erupt by such a criminal act – changing valve positions and controls so as to produce a runaway nuclear fission chain reaction, far worse than that which caused the Chernobyl reactor eruption. 


Consider also the fact of the destruction of the two towers of the World Trade Center in New York in September 2001 by means of large passenger jet airplanes.  The entire organization of the aviation industry and the U.S. Government offices which promoted and supervised the development of such aircraft, and regulated their use, evidently did not consider the possibility that a few men could learn how to operate those airplanes outside the government’s licensing controls.


� In a telephone conversation with your Petitioner in June 2008.


� The quadrupole magnets exert magnetic forces on the protons in such a way as to focus a beam; hence, to keep the beam narrow.


� The Moderator of the Debate, Dr. Joachim Wernicke of Berlin, knew that I cannot understand anything spoken in the German language, such as a lecture or radio news broadcast, or private discussion.  Though I reside in Germany, that residence is only temporary, as the Debate Moderator knew.  Prior to the Debate I have had numerous discussions with Dr. Wernicke, which were always carried on in the English language.  Also, your Petitioner was assured that there would be a “simultaneous translation” from English to German, if CERN sent a scientist for the debate who could not speak in German; so I was led to believe that my debate partner would deliver his pre-debate lecture in the English language in respect to my person.  Your Petitioner can read the written German language, though with much work with and help of a Woerterbuch.


� The authors of the FLUKA program are A. Ferrari, P. Sala, A. Fasso, and J. Ranft.  (CERN-2005-010 book, Fluka: a multi-particle transport code.)    In the time period prior to the debate with Dr. Landua in January 2009, your Petitioner conferred with A. Ferrari, to try to obtain the documents which derive the nuclear formula used in the program, and to learn whether those formula have been validated by proton-carbon collision experiments.  Ferrari stated that most of the formula are theoretical without an experimental validation.  But rather than rely on a bare statement, I have requested from Ferrari the documentation of the FLUKA formulae and the scientific proof for them; but Ferrari not supplied me with the requested documentation.  Therefore, I sought to confer with another one of the FLUKA authors, and chose Alberto Fasso, because he is employed at the SLAC particle accelerator at Stanford University in California, and so I felt that I could more rightfully demand the documentation of the formula, since I am citizen of the United States, and Fasso is an employee of a United States Government supported laboratory.   However, when I contacted the SLAC office in California, I was informed that Fasso was on travel, and so I conferred instead with one of his associates, Vollarie, according to my notes.  I was informed by Volarie that Fasso is on leave to CERN, to give a special seminar on how to use the FLUKA code.  (So, I think it is likely that Fasso went to CERN in order to teach Dr. Landua how to run the FLUKA code, so that he, Landua could make the FLUKA calculations that he reported in his lecture and debate with me in Berlin.  For Dr. Landua stated in his lecture, or in his debate with me, that he made those FLUKA calculations recently to prepare for his debate with me!)  I then sought to learn more about the FLUKA program from Fasso’s associate, Vollarie; but he pleaded no knowledge, though he and Fasso use FLUKA regularly at SLAC, he said.  Vollarie said that FLUKA is a “black box.”  Therefore, it is safe to assume that Dr. Landua did not examine the FLUKA code, to determine for himself whether it is reliable or not; for to examine the code would be to examine each and every equation and formula for the nuclear reactions: each and every equations and nuclear methods for making the code’s calculations, and checking character in the 100,000 program statements for exactitude, and testing the program for its calculations, and determining what formulae have not been confirmed by experiments, and to review all of the experiments upon which some of the nuclear formulae are grounded.  Such a review would probably required about two years work, at least.  Your Petitioner asserts that it is not right for a CERN scientist to use black-box computer programs and asserts the results in public as assurances for the public safety.�


�  The expression “effective cross-sections” is the nuclear nomenclature for the numerical probability of certain kinds of interactions between the a neutron and an atomic nucleus, such as the nucleus of a plutonium or uranium atom.  The atomic device that was tested in the first atomic explosion consisted of a solid core of plutonium metal tightly enclosed within a hollow sphere of uranium.  The nuclear explosion was produced by compressing the plutonium core by the detonation of a large charge of dynamite that enclosed the device, while injecting (almost simultaneously) high speed neutrons (nuclear particles) into the core to induce atomic fission reactions (splitting of the plutonium atoms).   A nuclear fission reaction occurs with a certain probability, when by a swift neutron collides with, and is absorbed by, a plutonium nucleus.  The resulting fission reaction releases nuclear energy, and also releases (emits) about three neutrons.  These fission neutrons in turn interact with other plutonium atoms to cause additional atomic fission reactions, and so on in a chain reaction.  In the compressed state of the plutonium core more neutrons are suffered to react with the plutonium nuclei than those that escape the core, with the result that the number of neutrons in the core multiply with each generation of atomic visioning. The time interval between successive fission reactions is very small – about 0.006 millionths of a second, due to the high speed of the neutrons (about 7% of the speed of light), and so the neutrons multiply extremely rapidly.  Consequently, the rate of the atomic fission reactions grows exponentially with the same rapidity, until the amount of nuclear energy released by the fission reactions attains such an enormous magnitude within the plutonium core that the pressure of the heated plutonium atoms (about 50 million degrees Kelvin temperature) explodes the core.  By that explosive “disassembly” of the plutonium core, the leakage of neutrons is made dominant over the fission reactions, and consequently, the reverse of neutron multiplication occurs – the neutron population on the plutonium core decays rapidly, and so the fission chain reaction is terminated by the explosion.  The end result is the release of nuclear energy of the equivalent magnitude of about 17,000 tons of TNT, as was the energy yield of the first atomic test.  Reference: Pages 175, 243-246 of the book, Project Y: The Los Alamos Story  Part I, Toward Trinity, by David Hawkins, with a Preface by Donald M. Kerr, Director, Los Alamos National Laboratory, Nov. 1982, Tomash Publishers, 1983, but since reclassified to restrict its distribution.  This book is an edited version of Manhattan District History: Project Y, The Los Alamos Project, LAMS-2532, an official Los Alamos report.  





� Atomic Energy for Military Purposes, The Official Report on the Development of the Atomic Bomb under the Auspices of the United States Government, by Henry DeWolf  Smyth, Chairman, Department of Physics, Princeton University, Consultant, Manhattan District, U.S. Engineers, written at the request of Maj. Gen. L.R. Groves, U.S.A. [meaning, United States Army], Princeton University Press, 1945, page 220.





� The design energy of the LHC protons is 7 x 1012 eV, or 7000 billion eV. Therefore, the energy available for nuclear disruption by the proton-proton collisions planned for the LHC experiments is the double, 14 x 10^12 eV, or 14,000 billion eV.  It might be assumed, therefore, that my figure of 100,000,000 billion eV is a odds with the LHC collision energy.  However, the figure which I give is the energy of a hypothetical cosmic ray proton that would produce the same 14,000 billion eV collision energy when colliding with the nucleus of a hydrogen atom (another proton) in the Earth’s atmosphere; for the collision of the hypothetical high energy proton with a proton essentially at rest in the Earth’s atmosphere is different that the collision between protons in the LHC, where the protons that collide in the LHC experiments are both moving (and virtually at the speed of light) in opposite directions, so that the center of mass of the pair of colliding protons is not moving at all.  An analogy is the collision between an automobile moving at 110 km/hour hitting a parked auto.  The mechanical destruction of such a collision would be energetically the same if two autos moving in opposite directions at 55 km/hr each hit each other head on.  Therefore, the energy of a hypothetical cosmic ray proton that would be required to cause the same nuclear destruction when hitting an Earth proton at rest in the atmosphere as the destruction that would occur in the LHC proton-proton collisions, must be much greater than 14,000 billion eV.  By the theory of Einstein’s relativity, the energy required of the hypothetical cosmic ray proton figures out to be as I have stated, 100,000,000 billion eV. – a value also stated by CERN in their papers on the LHC.


� The supreme rule for a judgment is the Constitution of the United States, coupled with the Law of Nations – that the high energy physics research in the United States, and that in foreign lands which have been supported in part or whole by the United States, such as aids to CERN, were supported by unconstitutional financial supports and research establishments of the U.S. Government.


� Moreover, your Petitioner knows of a possibility for making an nuclear fission explosive that would have a much greater propensity for igniting the Earth’s atmosphere in a nuclear fusion chain reaction with the nitrogen in the air, one not involving H-bombs, but merely the use of highly enriched Uranium-235.  In this regard it is important to mention that the late nuclear physicist, Hans Bethe, who was director of the Theoretical Physics division of the Los Alamos atomic bomb laboratory that invented the first atomic bombs, stated in a article which he published in 1946 (Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists) that it is extremely unlikely that a nuclear explosion would ignite the Earth’s atmosphere, if the nuclear device is constructed right  -- a most important qualification.  So, it could be that a man-made device could turn the Earth into a sun, by a chain reaction started with a single neutron – a single sub-nuclear particle.


� The proof of this formula is fairly simple.  By Newton’s law, the force exerted on a material object, F, is defined as the rate of change of its momentum, � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ���, that is, � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ���.  The change in energy of the object, denoted as � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ���is defined as the product of the force times the distance over which the force is exerted, � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ���.  So,


� EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ���. The differentials can be rearranged, each being a quantity, so that � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ���.  In this form, the factor dx/dt is the velocity of the particle, the distance traveled in dt time. So then, � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ���.  Now multiply before sides of the equation by the mass m and recalling the p=mv, we obtain


� EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ���.  From Einstein’s mass-energy equation � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ���, were c is the velocity of light, � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ��� cm/sec, and by substitution, we obtain � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ���.  This simple differential equation can then be integrated.  The result is � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ���, where � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ���, the energy before the acceleration, since p=0 at the start of the acceleration, that is, at zero velocity.  The result then is � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ���� EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ���. Q.E.D.


� A copy of my book, The Accident Hazards of Nuclear Power Plants, is contained on one of the two DVD computer discs which is included in the bundle of appendices of my February 25th draft letter that was given to the reception of the Parliament Building West on that day, February 25.


� Weisskopf was one of the physicists at the Los Alamos atomic bomb laboratory who invented the first atomic bombs; and his work at Los Alamos was that of calculating the energy yield of the atomic bombs.  Reference, pages 76 and 172 of Project Y: The Los Alamos Story.  So, as CERN Director-General Weisskopf may have disclosed to his CERN colleagues his calculations of the energy yield of the first atomic test, since CERN’s Landua in the debate has stated that the cause of the fact that the energy yield of the first atomic test was four times greater than predicted.  So, are there documents in the CERN files and library about Weisskopf’s bomb “efficiency” calculations?
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