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Dear C. K. Raju,

| am about to | eave town for several days and therefore | can only, at this time, reply briefly to sone of the points in
your |ong nessage.

| had intended (but forgot to do so) to nention in ny previous nessage that Atiyah did indeed see a draft of this
article prior to its publication. You say you included copy of correspondence with Atiyah, but in fact you included a
copy of an e-muil from soneone else to Atirah, his reply to that e-mail, and a short e-nmail fromAtiyah to you (but no
nmessages fromyou). | have little idea of what you wote to Atiyah. It is for these reasons that | suggested you contact
himdirectly.

If you would prefer, | can forward your nessages to us on to him
Sincerely,

Mar k Wl ker

C. K Raju wote:
Dear G W Johnson and M Wal ker,

Thank you for your response. Your advice on what | should be doing seens conpletely unrelated to the issues at
hand, which are the follow ng.

Your article (Notices of the AVS, July 2006) has given rise to questions of ethical propriety because you have
hi ghly praised and given credit to Atiyah for some of ny original ideas. Al though ny ideas were published from over
a decade earlier, Atiyah has no published work in this direction, and your article is the sol e published basis of

his claimto those ideas. In ny fax of 16 Novenber (copy attached) | had clearly explained to you how this action
of yours is contrary to the ethical guidelines of the AMS, and how this has caused me material injury. In ny
earlier email (of 31 Cctober), | had explained to you how this action of yours has been instrunmental in furthering

a systemati c process of concocting history by appropriating credit for revolutionary ideas---a process that has
materially danaged the interests of entire comunities, including specifically the Indian community, by reinforcing
a racist stereotype. Finally, your actions have |eft thousands of readers of the Notices m sinformed about the true
facts about what is very probably the next big thing in physics. The question, therefore, is what _you_ should be
doing to correct this state of affairs that you have been instrumental in bringing about, whether by design or by
acci dent.

To reiterate an exanple, the phrase "Atiyah's hypothesis" coined by you, and used in the inpugned article,
suppresses ny past work in this direction. Under the section "A New Paradi gn?" you state "Atiyah suggested an
alternative to this paradignl, etc. etc., suggesting that these ideas |inking functionaldifferential equations to
quant um nmechani cs are all original with Atiyah, when, in fact, | have already published on them fromover a decade
earlier. Furthernore, this |anguage has been used by you in the Notices, which is a conmon vehicle used to
establish historical priority. Since these objectionable and incorrect clainms were published under your signature,

| have to ask you and not any one else to retract them

As for the origin of the erroneous clains---whether you m sunderstood Atiyah, or were misled by him or had a prior
under standing with him--1 have not offered (or formed) any opinion so far, and | amsure the Editor of the Notices
will provide you sone space to present your explanation for the origin of the error.

| have only pointed to the indubitable error of your statenents (of attributing to Atiyah ideas on which | have
been publishing for over a decade), and asked you to correct your article. 1In doing this, | have allowed you the
benefit of the doubt, and proceeded on presunmed i nnocence. Benefit of doubt and presunption of innocence, however,
is not sonething to which you are pernanently entitled. If your error was an inadvertent or innocent one, then you
woul d natural ly have been eager to correct it at the first opportunity. If, however, you fail to retract your
erroneous clainms even after your error has been pointed out to you, the doubt is settled, for the inference is
unavoi dabl e that your error was wilfully intended, by design. Delay or reluctance in retracting will invite simlar
i nf erences.

Your excuse that you are not experts in the field is remarkable for its ethical insensitivity. A journalist need
not be an expert in the field in which he reports, but if he fails to correct an error, even after it has been
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