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Shanidar Cave 

We wish to point out certain errors 
in the technical comment by Berger 
and Protsch (15 Mar., p. 1101). Berger 
and Protsch reply to an earlier com- 
ment by B6konkyi, Braidwood, and 
Reed (14 Dec. 1973, p. 1161) on 
their article "Earliest radiocarbon dates 
for domesticated animals" (19 Jan. 
1973, p. 235). 

First, the name of our site is not 
"Zain Chemin Shanidar," but Zawi 
Chemi Shanidar. Second, there is not 
just one 14C date for Zawi Chemi; a 
second confirming date, 10,600 ? 300 
B.P. (1), was obtained from the Zawi 
Chemi occupation in Shanidar Cave. 
Third, we are puzzled about how the 
close association of sloth dung and an 
atlatl shaft in Gypsum Cave, Nevada 
(2), referred to by Berger and Protsch 
relates to the dating of the Zawi 
Chemi occupation at the type site. 
There are only two occupations at the 
latter site, an early one dating from 
the 9th millennium B.C. (on the basis 
of the 14C dates) and a late one 
dated at around the 6th century A.D. 
on the basis of the associated "Chris- 
tian Ware" pottery and a coin, minted 
in Constantinople (3). 

ROSE L. SOLECKI 
RALPH S. SOLECKI 
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Breast or Bottle? 

Nicholas Wade, in his report on bot- 
tle-feeding of babies (News and Com- 
ment, 5 Apr., p. 45), blames, not one, 
but two devils for luring mothers away 
from nursing their babies. These are 
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the pediatrician and the commercial 
suppliers of milk products. 

As one who practiced pediatrics dur- 
ing the peak of the bottle-feeding era 
(circa 1948) I cannot recall any pedia- 
tricians of that time claiming that the 
bottle was superior to the breast (this 
situation is changing now in view of the 
possible transmittance of a viral agent 
for breast cancer in mother's milk). It 
was my impression that the majority 
of new mothers insisted on the bottle 
mainly because they were unwilling to 
be fettered to a squalling infant 24 
hours a day for a full postpartum year. 
Even among those who followed their 
doctors' recommendations and at- 
tempted nursing, many quit after a 
few days, complaining that their milk 
output was inadequate. Women were 
becoming liberated way back then, and 
it was widely felt that new fathers 
should share the nighttime and week- 
end feeding chores. I suspect that this 
feeling prevails today in the Third 
World. Industry, of course, was quick 
to meet the new demand. If Technology 
is a devil, we should recognize that it is 
the Faust in us who conjures him up. 

DANIEL ROTH 
8 Glenwood Lane, 
Roslyn Heights, New York 11577 

Wade's review of bottle-feeding and 
its tragic consequences in the underde- 
veloped nations was timely and valuable. 
However, it does not adequately cover 
what is perhaps the most important 
function of the breast, that of tiding the 
immunologically naive infant over until 
his own immune system is operative. 
Since the discovery of the transfer of 
antibodies from mother to offspring by 
Paul Ehrlich in 1892 (1), much infor- 
mation has been gained that clarifies 
this relationship. It seems that the im- 
munity transferred via the ingestion of 
milk and colostrum is essential to mam- 
mals and that, in its absence, the young 
of all species will suffer from diarrhea 
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caused principally by the pathogenic 
types of Escherichia coli and by vari- 
ous strains of Staphylococcus. The ex- 
ceptions to this are infants raised in the 
very clean environment which obtains 
in highly developed countries and calves 
raised in areas where cattle have not 
been previously housed or pastured. 
Among the lower classes in Egypt, for 
example, the mortality rate of infants 
not breast-fed is extremely high com- 
pared with that of favored societies 
(2). 

My colleagues, Petersen and Sar- 
war, and I have shown (3) that this 
relationship is complex and involves the 
immunization of lactating mammary 
gland to the pathogens in the infant's 
mouth (diathelic immunization) which 
can raise specific antibodies in the milk 
within 8 hours. The mammary gland is 
an exocrine reticuloendothelial organ 
which is "lend-leascd" to the baby dur- 
ing the tirme when its own immune 
mechanisms are unable to function ad- 
equately. Widespread appreciation of 
these fundamental mechanisms as well 
as of the remarkable nutritive value of 
breast milk could save many lives 
around the world. 

BERRY CAMPBEL I. 

Depar tment of Physiology, 
University of Californlia. 
Irvine 92664 
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Catching the Empiricists 

Theorists in exercise physiology will 
have to run hard to catch the empiri- 
cists. Only the latter can supply an 
answer to Chenhall's query, If I run 
3 miles in 24 minutes, how long will I 
take for a marathon? (Letters, 5 Apr., 
p. 9). The answer: about 4 hours and 
12 minutes, assuming you avoid de- 
hydration, injury, and prepare yourself 
for the feat by commencing progres- 
sively longer continuous runs at least 
2 to 3 months before your attempt. 
The source of this extrapolated answer 
is a remarkable set of tables assembled 
by a pair of engineers-cum-runners, 
J. B. Gardner and J. G. Purdy. Their 
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"Computerized running training pro- 
grams" (1) are to serious runners with 
scientific pretensions (or should it be 
serious scientists with Olympic pre- 
tensions?) as the Bible is to a funda- 
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