that a bogus context was provided.”’ In
no way does this prove anything. Of
course the artifacts are less than 5000
years old. Cresson is said to have col-
lected them from the Piedmont surface
as wéll as from the narrow estuarine
plain. He never said that he found the
Holly Oak pendant in immediate strati-
graphic context with the other artifacts.
Many were collected from spoils along
Naaman’s Creek several kilometers
away. The only true assemblage that we
know of is that created in museum draw-
ers (7). Furthermore, the artifact assem-
blage from Naaman'’s Creek is consistent
with other local assemblages of certain
provenience, contrary to the statements
by Sturteyant and Meltzer (8).

All of the above begs the question. If
an answer of fraud or truth is ever to be
found, it must be based on the artifact
itself. Contrary to suggestions in the
letter, many ‘‘experts’’ have examined
the specimens over the past two to three
decades and expressed the opinion that
the artifact was of genuine antiquity (/).

At least three scientists have request-
ed permission to have carbon-14 or ami-
no acid dates made from a portion of the
specimen. These requests have been de-
nied on the basis that previous chemical
treatment might render the dates invalid.
Surely the issue is one of validating the
pendant. Scientific methodologies ap-
plied to the specimen would provide a
definitive answer. But in their reference
6, Sturtevant and Meltzer reject these
methodologies as a possible answer to
the dilemma of the Holly Oak pendant,
thus precluding debate based on deduc-
tion from fact. We suggest that rrying
geochemical and other scientific and sta-
tistical methodologies is better than re-
peatedly arguing the same points without
clear definition.

In our opinion, the letter restates an
old story. The authors substitute opin-
ions or circumstances for ‘‘evidence’’
and reach a conclusion based on few, if
any, ‘‘facts.”” Let us hope that this po-
tential national treasure will be well pre-
served until such time as scientists will
be allowed to apply scientific methodolo-
gies such as geochemistry and scanning
electron microscopy, as well as statisti-
cal pattern analysis. Then, indeed, we
may prove or disprove the antiquity of
the Holly Oak pendant.

JouN C. KRAFT
Department of Geology,
University of Delaware,
Newark 19716

JAYy F. CUSTER

Center for Archaelogical Research and
Department of Anthropology,
University of Delaware
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Animal Research Guidelines

As scientists we have a duty to society
to continue to make progress in advanc-
ing knowledge, in saving lives, and in
alleviating suffering. This duty necessi-
tates the continued use of animals in

those areas of research where altema-‘

tives are not yet available.

The ethical principle of reverence for
life demands, however, that any gain in
knowledge be achieved at the cost of the
least possible suffering to the fewest pos-
sible animals. The New York Academy
of Science’s Animal Research Commit-
tee is working with representatives of
several scientific societies and industry
toward this goal. We have initiated a
program to develop a set of interdisci-
plinary standards and guidelines for the
use of animals in research and education.

The primary focus of these standards
and guidelines is the use and treatment of
animals in experiments, and the empha-
sis will be on those procedures which
minimize pain or distress. Once estab-
lished, these standards and guidelines
will form the basis of an educational
program directed toward student-scien-
tists and others involved in animal re-
search.

A system of voluntary regulation of
biomedical and behavioral research by
scientists will ensure the moral steward-
ship of experimental animals without
prejudicing the scientific method. Our
program takes a first step toward the
implementation of such a system.

We would appreciate hearing from sci-
entists about procedures for animal ex-
periments which have been developed to
minimize pain and distress. We urge
them to contact any member of the com-
mittee at the address listed below.

JERI SECHZER
Ad Hoc Animal Research Committee,*
New York Academy of Sciences,
2 East 63 Street, New York 10021

*Jeri Sechzer, chair; other members are Doreen
Berman, Barbara Carter, Bruce Ewald, Nancy
Geller, Anne Griffin, Phyllis Grodsky, Leon Lewis,
Brian Morgan, Robert Scala, Philip Siekevitz, Philip
Sechzer, and Dennis Stark.

‘“‘Implausible’’ Inventions

I would like to comment on the issues
raised by R. Jeffrey Smith in his article
““‘An endless siege of implausible inven-
tions’’ (News and Comment, 16 Nov., p.
817). Many of the really profound inven-
tions in use today, such as the airplane,
electric motor and generator, telescope,
microscope, and so forth, grossly violat-
ed the best theories of their day. They
were also developed by persons outside
the pale of orthodoxy. The second law of
thermodynamics notwithstanding, some
of today’s physical theory will probably
also be overthrown by new inventions
that require new theory to explain them.
To proclaim modern theory immune to
major change is historically unjustifiable.
Joseph Newman’s motor may or may not
work as he claims, but the patent exam-
iners do the public a disservice in assum-
ing a priori that it cannot.

JaMEs DEMEO
Department of Geography-Geology,
Hllinois State University, Normal 61761

Erratum: In the next-to-last paragraph of the letter
from Adrian R. Morrison and Peter J. Hand (31 Aug.
1984, p. 878), the first sentence was incorrectly
punctuated. It should have read, ‘‘On the basis of
knowledge we have gained as expert witnesses for
the defense in two court trials, an appeal before a
Public Health Service board, and the HHS meeting,
we can make one thing immediately clear.”
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