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(~ORRESPONDENCE 
University role 
SIR - Your analysis in Science in France 
(Nature 25 March, pp.285-304) prompts me to 
re~pond, especially on the subject of the role 
of the universities in the research effort. 

First, your articles clearly transmit the 
French media's impression that the best 
research in the country is done outside the 
universities in the grand organismes research 
centres. Nothing could be further from the 
truth: many of the most prestigious groups of 
CNRS and INSERM are directed by university 
professors (such as P. Cham bon, J. Dausset, 
J.F. Bach, M. Seligmann ... ), and they are 
also closely involved in the training of future 
investigators. 

Many CNRS and INSERM laboratories are 
actually located in university campuses, and 
research teams usually include both university 
staff and CNRS and INSERM appointees. In 
addition, many of the CNRS, CEA and 
INSERM laboratories located outside of the 
campuses are staffed in part by university 
faculty. Thus at the Institut Pasteur or at 
Institut de Recherche en Biologic Moleculaire 
from the CNRS, a number of teams are 
directed by university professors, actively 
involved in the training of the students of the 
various investigators. 

A second point arising from your articles is 
the future role of the universities in research. 
The faculties of sciences have been heavily 
involved in both research and training in the 
past and will continue to be so. This does not 
go without a rigorous selection of potential 
candidates, a fact which remains generally 
unnoticed by the media: our own "UER de 
Biochimie" (Unit for Eduction apd Research 
in Biochemistry) has about 700 undergraduate 
students: only 70 are admitted to the graduate 
courses in microbiology. virology, 
immunology, molecular biology and nutrition. 
The first three of these courses are organized 
by the University of Paris's staff on the 
premises of the Institut Pasteur. 

Incidently, most of the graduates will end 
up in CNRS and INSERM research, not only 
because no new openings are available at the 
universities but also because these students are 
the best trained in the field - a fact which we 
would like our new ministers to be aware of. 

A. DONNY STROSBERG 
CNRS Institut de Recherche en 

Biologie Moteculaire, 
Universite Paris Vl/, Paris, France 

Mosquito war games 
SIR- In his report (Nature II March, p. 104) 
about allegations of American biological 
warfare research in India and Pakistan, Dr 
K.S. Jayaraman is altogether too modest in 
omitting mention of his own primary role in 
the press campaign on this topic in India in 
1974-75. That campaign was long ago shown 
to have been based on incorrect information 
and erroneous reasoning (Nature 252, 342; 
256, 355; 258, 102; 273, 96). However, as a 
result of the atmosphere of suspicion created 
by that campaign all sorts of difficulties are 
still put in the way of international 
collaborative work in India on topics of vital 
importance to the Indian people, such as 
nutrition and malaria. 

Jayaraman correctly states that yellow fever 

does not occur in India and he suggests that 
the only reason to study the "yellow fever 
mosquito'', Aedes aegypti, would be in 
support of biological warfare. However, as he 
was told in 1974, A e. aegypti is aiso the vector 
of dengue and dengue haemorrhagic fever in 
India and elsewhere. He was always inclined to 
belittle the importance of these diseases but 
certainly Literaturnaya Gazeta does not do so, 
and one of its more bizarre claims was that 
mosquitoes were being reared in Pakistan and 
transported to the Caribbean area for 
use in biological warfare against Cuba, using 
dengue virus. 

It has been claimed that work was planned 
or carried out at the Pakistan Medical 
Research Centre (PMRC) on genetic 
manipulation of Ae. aegypti and on Japanese 
encephalitis virus. However, Professor R. 
Baker, ex-director of PMRC, the Annual 
Reports of PMRC and our own research visits 
there make it quite clear to us that this was not 
so. A small amount of work was done on West 
Nile virus which is indigenous to Pakistan. 
This work was to study the feasibility of 
producing a mosquito strain not susceptible to 
transmission of this virus. Such work may lead 
to vector control by the introduction of non
susceptibility genes into wild mosquito 
populations. The main work of PMRC was on 
methodology for Anopheles and Culex control 
by release of semi-sterile males and several 
elegant genetic sex separation systems were 
developed to ensure that only males were 
released. Male mosquitoes do not bite and 
therefore could not possibly be the agents of 
biological warfare. 

PMRC has produced a remarkable amount 
of excellent published work. It would be a 
shame if the history of the WHO/ICMR unit 
in Delhi should be repeated and the work of 
PMRC were hampered or terminated as a 
result of ill-informed and prejudiced 
journalism. 

G. DAVIDSON, C.F. CURTIS 
G.B. WHITE & P. RAWLINGS 

London School of Hygiene 
and Tropical Medicine, 

London WCJ 
and Tsetse Research Laboratory 
University of Bristol, UK 

Propaganda wars 
SIR- Yet again a leading article your journal 
(I April, p.380) disparages the work of 
Scientists Against Nuclear Arms, the Medical 
Campaign Against Nuclear Weapons and 
other groups. of professional people dedicated 
to reducing the present dangerous 
accumulation of nuclear weapons. The charges 
brought against these groups seem to be the 
following: They can only partially address the 
problem and offer no practical advice; they 
claim a spurious unity among the profession 
concerned; they are prone to oversimplifying 
the issues; and finally, their influence is 
somehow "irrational". These charges are no 
more than risks (some more real than others) 
to be avoided. They are not sufficient reason 
to condemn the existence of these groups. 
Perhaps a paragraph's explanation may allay 
fears that the emergence of these groups is 
unhelpful or even dangerous. 

Education is obviously a place where the 
informed should act- not individually but in 

groups which can bring the information to the 
public more effectively. This is made even 
more necessary by the fact that the 
government's own literature on nuclear 
questions seems bent on misinformation and 
deception. As scientists, we have an especial 
responsibility to inform the public not only 
because of our knowledge of relevant scientific 
matters but also because of our understanding 
of the armaments industry and the complex 
ways in which technology, warfare and politics 
interact. Thus, aware of the dangers inherent 
in the present situation, we need effective 
representation of our views. This is provided 
by the professsional groups which are now 
being formed. Moreover, it is essential to the 
disarmament movement that it is seen to be as 
widely based as possible, including 
professional people as well as parents, 
Christians, politicians and so on. Diversity 
here is strength, not weakness. 

There are many of us, well informed on the 
present situation, who are convinced that we 
shall die within the next few years in a nuclear 
conflict unless the course of current events can 
be turned. There are a few signs of hope 
however, one of which is the emergence, rapid 
growth and energetic activity of the 
professional groups that you misguidedly 
choose to malign. I ask that your journal 
supports the work of these groups so that 
mankind can again be confident of its future. 

Edinburgh University, 
Edinburgh, UK 

D.E. RYDEHEARD 
A. MYCROFT 

SIR - Your editorial of I April ("Professional 
propaganda", p.380) concludes that groups 
such as Scientists Against Nuclear Arms, 
Teachers for Peace and the Medical Campaign 
Against Nuclear Weapons are deceitful and 
intrinsically undesirable because they foster 
the false impression that their professions are 
united on the issue of nuclear weapons, and 
because they do not address the relevant 
issues. This is a contentious inference based on 
dubious assertions, and it is unusual for 
Nature to adopt a deliberately provocative and 
weakly argued position so firmly. This 
political use of your unique position in 
scientific journalism seems to me a more 
egregious abuse of professional influence than 
the overtly political activities of the scientists 
and other groups that you have attacked in 
this way. JULIAN PETO 
The Radcliffe Infirmary, 
Oxford, UK 

On the flat 
SIR- M. Hammerton (Nature 18 March, 
p. l92) asks why you continued so long to 
publish letters on creationism, arguing that 
you would not give such space to flat 
Earthers, for instance. But on the same page is 
a long letter from Professor J. W. Jeffery, 
citing,,as the core of his argument, an 
unpublished study of his own and a 1979 work 
of sci-fi and crystal-gazing in energy 
technology as if it were a work of economic 
fact. 

Surely it is time we heard from the flat
Earthers. 

Financial Times, 
London EC4, UK. 

DAVID FISHLOCK 
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