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that the supersonic transport will be
and therefore acceptance of such a
device is "realistic," and he will ". . .
minimize the effect. . ."

Do humans have a choice or not?
Why and/or why not should super-
sonic transports be built? Are there
cogent human reasons why any sonic
disturbance from civilian aircraft need
ever be tolerated? Aircraft manufac-
turers, NASA and others take it for
granted that this will come to pass,
and therefore it is "realistic." Perhaps
they are correct.

But where do the criteria of phys-
ics, as now practiced, include any
reference to the human condition, that
many humans object to things that
"can startle people and shake build-
ings?" Does physics have a formula
as to how big a minority must be to be
protected? Does physics offer any
proof that it is desirable for some
people to startle others?

J. B. HATCHER
Minneapolis

Rights of society

The article by Harvey H. Hubbard on
sonic booms is interesting. However,
I do have reservations about his last
paragraph, which is so typical of our
attitude toward undesirable man-made
environmental changes that I would
like to restate it (italics mine):

"Because booms can startle people
and shake buildings and their contents,
there is serious concern for public ac-
ceptance of the sonic boom. As a re-
sult, supersonic transport will be
limited initially to overwater opera-
tions. There are those who would ban
the supersonic transport altogether,
and a society for this purpose has been
formed. Others are taking a more
realistic approach. Consideration is
being given to the development of ad-
vanced-design aircraft that would
minimize the effects of sonic booms.
Backup research is already under
way."

What is so unrealistic about ban-
ning the supersonic transport alto-
gether? Aren't supersonic transports
made by human beings to serve other
human beings and doesn't society have
the right to decide whether it is desir-
able to have supersonic transports?

And what is so laudable about back-
up research on sonic booms being "al-
ready" under way? I, personally, am
looking forward to supersonic travel.

However, I would want to insist not
only that backup research continue,
but that the problem of sonic booms
be solved in a socially-acceptable man-
ner before transports are allowed to
cross the continents. In fact, I think
society has every right to insist that
standards for acceptability be de-
veloped and framed into legislation be-
fore that day. MARTIN O. STERN

La Jolla, California

SST as pollution

Harvey H. Hubbard comments, "There
are those who would ban the super-
sonic transport altogether . . . Others
are taking a more realistic approach."
To me, the SST falls in much the same
category as pollution: It has the same
effect of demeaning the level of life
for large masses of the earth's inhabi-
tants. The only reason for its exis-
tence is the profit of a very small
minority, or perhaps the national pres-
tige. But I am not convinced that
either one is worth the cumulative
price that will have to be paid by so-
ciety, and until I am, I must disagree
with Hubbard and claim that stopping
development of the SST (at least with
government funding) is the only real-
istic approach. JAMES B. CONKLIN JR

University of Florida

THE AUTHOR REPLIES: Bailey Smith
cites a federal court case in which he
was awarded $10 000 for sonic-boom
damage and implies that the govern-
ment made full payment. I have been
informed by knowledgeable people
that the government has made no cash
settlement in this case.

References are made to sonic-boom-
induced structural damage, and it is
a matter of record that sizeable awards
have been made to property owners
for alleged damage. Paid damage
claims, however, do not constitute sci-
entific evidence of damage. In retro-
spect it is realized that many of these
claims were paid without proper vali-
dation. It is also the considered opin-
ion of many reputable engineers that
in cases where damage was observed
coincident with the occurrence of a
boom, the latter was only an extremely
small contributing factor.

John H. Wiggins Jr in the June
1967 issue of Materials and Standards
cites evidence that boom-caused crack-
ing in houses is below the "noise level"
generated by natural causes until the
nominal overpressures exceed about 10
pounds per square foot. He indicates,
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Be(Li) Deans
SOMETHING TO CHEW ON.

Choosing a Ge(Li) detector

Sometimes a Ge(Li) detector should
be planar, sometimes cylindrical,
sometimes five-sided, most often a
DUODE.™ Point is, the experimental
situation will determine what kind
of detector will give optimum per-
formance.

A few guidelines, among others:

1. For easiest efficiency calculations,
a planar detector is frequently the
choice. We make them to 15 cm3.

2. For ease in making solid angle cor-
rections, a planar or cylindrical
detector may be chosen. We make
cylindrical detectors to 30 cm3.

3. For maximum counting rate, a five-
sided detector must be chosen. We
make them to 40 cm3.

4. For maximum versatility, the
DUODETM spectrometer should be
chosen. This new Ge(Li) spectrom-
eter gives highest counting rate in
parallel operation. Highest resolu-
tion in single operation. Highest
full energy peak-to-background,
eliminating Compton edges, in
DUODE operation. We make them
to 40 cm3.

We'd be happy to send you details
on our Spectroscopy Specifications,
including absolute counting rate and
energy resolution at both FWHM
and FW .1M. And to help you choose
the optimum detector for your ex-
perimental situation, send for a copy
of our GUIDE TO THE USE OF
Ge(Li) DETECTORS. Or just tele-
phone us.

PRINCETON GAMMA-TECH

Box 641, Princeton, New Jersey, U.S.A.
(609) 924-7310. Cable PRINGAMTEC.
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