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Antiwar Statement 

The description of what happened at 
the American Physical Society (APS) 
banquet in Washington on April 28 
(News and Comment, 7 May, p. 544) 
contains both a false statement and a 
false implication. Contrary to the as- 
sertion in the article, the statement cir- 
culated at the meeting was not "threat- 

ening to disrupt his [David's] speech." 
The statement, prepared at an open 
meeting (following the "Hippocratic 
Oath" session on 26 April which was 
reported in your article) and circulated 
for signatures on 27 and 28 April, 
reads as follows: 

We protest the increasing use of ad- 
vanced technologies in the war in Indo- 
china. Such weapons as laser-guided bombs, 
the electronic battlefield, infrared detectors, 
defoliants, cluster pellet-bombs, stabilized 
helicopter platforms, tear gas, napalm, 
along with the continued use of massive 
aerial bombardment are being used to 
replace American troops, while the people 
of Indochina continue to suffer death and 
destruction. 

In the midst of this situation, the Ameri- 
can Physical Society has invited Edward 
E. David, President Nixon's Science Ad- 
visor, to be the honored guest at our 
banquet. By this action our professional 
society has implicitly endorsed this policy 
of waging technological war against rural 
populations. 

In order to voice our protest and to dis- 
associate ourselves from this war policy, 
we ask equal time to present this issue to 
Dr. David prior to his speech. 

The statement was followed by space 
for signatures and a request to send or 
bring the petition to the banquet for 
group presentation. It was a request for 
equal time and not a threat of disrup- 
tion. It was signed by many members 
of the APS at the meeting. The signed 
petitions were not presented at the ban- 
quet because the agreement negotiated 
with Serber (president of the APS) did 
not allow this element of group, partici- 
pation. Instead, it was agreed that Ser- 
ber would, prior to introducing David, 
explain that inviting him as the sole 

speaker at the banquet did not consti- 
tute an implicit endorsement of Ad- 
ministration policy, and request the 
audience to remain for a brief state- 
ment by a spokesman from our group 
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at the conclusion of David's speech. 
The false implication was that the 

interruption prior to the start of 
David's speech was part of the group 
action. As reported in the Washington 
Post, this was an individual act by a 
person who is not a member of the 
APS, and took the form of a demand 
that David, as a politician, explain his 
stand on the SST, ABM, and chemical 
and biological warfare. The false impli- 
cation is strengthened by the failure to 
report that, in spite of the fact that my 
presence on the platform had been ex- 
plained by the president of the APS, I 
was strenuously challenged from the 
floor and delayed at least as long as 
David before I could present our group 
statement. 

The statement itself, which I will be 
happy to send to anyone interested, 
made the point, which has been stressed 
by Telford Taylor and other prosecu- 
tion and defense counsel who served 
at Nuremberg, Tokyo, and Manila, 
that our past and present civilian and 
military leadership could be convicted 
for war crimes under U.S. law. This 
point was made in the context of the 

complicity of our own professional so- 
ciety in the waging of technological 
warfare against rural populations. The 
statement was not considered news- 
worthy by Harrison Salisbury and John 
Van Doom of the New York Times 
because "it does not advance us very 
much beyond material that we are see- 
ing and carrying almost daily" (private 
communication). 

PIERRE NOYES 

Stanford Linear Accelerator Center, 
Stanford, California 94305 

Overpopulation 

In his editorial (12 Feb., p. 527), 
Hardin argues that the presence of too 
many people is the cause of cata- 
strophic numbers of deaths from floods, 
cyclones, communicable diseases, and 
malnutrition. Pursued to its conclusion, 
this argument states that people die 
"because they were there" ,(in terms of 
Mallory's immortal cliche). The reason- 
ing means that any death from a com- 
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municable disease must be attributed 
to overpopulation because the disease 
has been transmitted by another human 
being. Other causes of death from over- 
population must logically include all 
man-made fatalities, including wars, 
automobile accidents, and, most of all, 
procreation. The primary cause of 
death is, of course, birth, and over- 
population is inseparable from births, 
except that everyone's definition of 
overpopulation necessarily is the birth 
of people other than himself. Hardin's 
editorial is valuable because it spot- 
lights the misanthropy at the root of 
the present cult of environmentalism. 
He leads readers into another trap 
when he says (with intentional irony) 
that "the 'need' for more food justifies 
overfertilization of the land." Where 
does "overfertilization" start? In this 
country, was it the first .time an Indian 
buried a fish in a hill of corn? 

Hardin asks, "What will we say when 
the power shuts down some fine sum- 
mer on our eastern seaboard and sev- 
eral thousand people die of heat pros- 
tration?" We should probably say that 
they died of something else. Homo 
sapiens is capable of withstanding av- 
erage monthly (July) temperatures of 
83 F iand occasional (40-year data) 
maximum temperatures of 110?F. These 
are the high figures, in any point where 
official records have been kept, in all 
of the 15 Atlantic Coast states. A few 
of us can still remember when there 
wasn't any air-conditioning. 

THOMAS H. JUKES 

University of California, Berkeley 

Man and the Biosphere 

At its 1970 session, the General 
Conference of Unesco decided to 
launch a long-term intergovernmental 
and interdisciplinary program on "Man 
and the Biosphere" and established 
an International Coordinating Council 
consisting of 25 member nations of 
Unesco, including the United States. 
This council is responsible for planning 
the program, defining its priorities, and 
making the necessary proposals for co- 
ordinating it with programs conducted 
by all the other international organiza- 
tions concerned. 

The program will focus on the gen- 
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The program will focus on the gen- 
eral functioning and structure of the 
biosphere, the changes brought about 
by man on the biosphere and its re- 
sources, and the effects of those 
changes on man himself. 
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