
116 M. S. R A B I N O V I C H

Veksler was decorated with three Orders of
Lenin, the Order of the Red Banner of Labor, and
with medals. On December 4, 1946 the Academy of
Sciences elected him as a corresponding member and
on June 20, 1958—an academician. He received the
Lenin prize and the State prize of first order. In
1963 he was awarded the international "Atoms for
Peace" prize.

He initiated the organization of a new journal
"Nuclear Physics," whose chief editor he was to the
last days of his life.

For more than twenty years he was a member of
the editorial board of "Uspekhi Fizicheskikh Nauk."
He liked this journal very much and regardless of how
busy he was helped the editorial board to make it
even more interesting.

The last three years of his life were filled with
very intensive organizational and scientific work. On
July 4, 1963 he was elected to the post of academician-

secretary of the Nuclear Physics Division of the
USSR Academy of Sciences. He gave much of his
strength and energy to extend scientific investigations
in nuclear physics and worked out new plans.

Continuing to work in the field of high-energy
physics, he gave again more and more of his time and
attention to his lifetime task of creating and working
out new method of acceleration.

So far not all of his manuscripts have been pub-
lished. Being very exacting towards himself, he did
not necessarily attempt to publish all his thoughts and
ideas. An important task of the USSR Academy of
Sciences is the publication of Veksler's collected
works.

Soviet and world science lost in the person of V. I.
Veksler one of its leaders.

Translated by Z. Barnea

Letter to the Editor

ON THE GALVANOMAGNETIC "PARADOX"

(Reply to Letter to Editor by T. S. Zhuravleva)

1 . S. Zhuravleva's Letter [UFN 87, 582 (1965), transl.
8, 914 (1966)] concerning my article "A Hall-effect
Problem" [UFN 82, 161 (1964), transl. 7, 49 (1964)] is
the result of insufficiently attentive reading of my paper.
In spite of T. S. Zhuravleva's opinion, it is nowhere
stated in the paper that the action of the secondary Hall
emf violates any law or is paradoxical. To the contrary,
the whole article is devoted to proving the regular char-
acter of this phenomenon in all cases, and the word

"paradox" is printed in quotation marks throughout.
Is it necessary to explain that the opposite is meant in
such cases? In my opinion such comments are unnec-
essary.

I chose to name this experiment "galvanomagnetic
'paradox"' by analogy with other names of well-known
demonstrations: the hydrostatic "paradox," "London"
fog, etc.

V. Serkov


