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I t was in January, 1979, that huge blooms of a pre­
viously unknown variety of diatom were reported off the 
coast of Peru. The blooms were accompanied by a massive 
die-off of sea-life and of the pathetic remainder of the 
birds which had once feasted on the anchovies of the area. 
Almost immediately, another huge bloom was reported in 
the Indian Ocean, centering around the Seychelles, and 
then a third in the South Atlantic off the African coast. 
Both of these were accompanied by spectacular die-offs of 
marine animals. Even more ominous were growing re­
ports of fish and bird kills at oceanic points where there 
were no spectacular blooms. Biologists were soon able to 
explain the phenomena : the diatom had evolved an enzyme 
which broke down Thanodrin; that enzyme also produced a 
breakdown product which interfered with the transmission 
of nerve impulses, and was therefore lethal to animals. 
Unfortunately, the biologists could suggest no way of re­
pressing the poisonous diatom bloom in time. By Septem­
ber, 1979, all important animal life in the sea was extinct. 
Large areas of coastline had to be evacuated, as windrows 
of dead fish created a monumental stench.

Eco ■ catastrophe
Suddenly the United States discovered that it had a 

national consensus; population control was the only possi­
ble salvation of the underdeveloped world. But that same 
consensus led to heated debate. How could the UDCs be 
persuaded to limit their populations, and should not the 
United States lead the way by limiting its own? Members 
of the intellectual community wanted America to set an 
example, they pointed out that the United States was in 
the midst of a new baby boom: her birth rate, well over 20 
per thousand per year, and her growth rate of over one per 
cent per annum were among the very highest of the devel­
oped countries. They detailed the deterioration df the 
American physical and psychic environments, the growing 
health threats, the impending food shortages and the insuf­
ficiency of funds for desperately needed public works. 
They contended that the nation was clearly unable or un 
willing to properly care for the people it already had. What 
possible reason could there be, they queried, for adding 
any more? Besides, who would listen to requests by the 
United States for population control when that nation did 
not control her own profligate reproduction?

Those who opposed population controls for the 
United States were equally vociferous. The military-in­
dustrial complex, with its all-too-human mixture of igno­
rance and avarice, still saw strength and prosperity in 
numbers. Baby food magnates, already worried by the 
growing nitrate pollution of their products, saw their mar­
ket disappearing. Steel manufacturers saw a decrease in 
aggregate demand and slippage for that holy of holies, the 
Gross National Product. And military men saw, in the 
growing population-food-environment crisis, a serious 
threat to their carefully-nurtured Cold War. In the end, of 
course, economic arguments held sway, and the “inaliena­
ble right of every American couple to determine the size of 
its family,” a freedom invented for the occasion in the ear­
ly ’70s, was not compromised.

The population control bill, which was passed by 
Congress early in 1974, was quite a document, neverthe­
less. On the domestic front, it authorized an increase from 
$100-to-$150-million in funds for “family planning” activi­
ties. This was made possible by a general feeling in the 
country that the growing army on welfare needed family 
planning. But the gist of the bill was a series of measures 
designed to impress the need for population control in the 
UDCs. All American aid to countries with overpopulation 
problems was required by law to consist in part of popula­
tion control assistance. In order to receive any assistance 
each nation was required not only to accept the population 
control aid, but also to match it according to a complex 
formula. “Over-population” itself was defined by a formu­
la based on UN statistics, and the UDCs were required not 
only to accept aid, but also to show progress in reducing 
birth rates. Every five years the status of the aid program 
for each nation was to be re-evaluated.

United States. Shankarnarayan informed the assembly 
that the average American family dog was fed more ani­
mal protein per week than the average Indian got in a 
month. “How do you justify taking fish from protein- 
starved Peruvians and feeding them to your animals?” he 
asked. “I contend,” he concluded, “that the birth of an 
American baby is a greater disaster for the world than 
that of 25 Indian babies.” When the applause had diedi 
away, Mr. Sorensen, the American representative, made a 
speech which said essentially that “other countries look 
after their own self-interest, too.” When the vote came, 
the United States was condemned.

This condemnation set the tone of U.S.-UDC rela­
tions at the time the Russian Thanodrin proposal was 
made. The proposal seemed to offer the masses in the 
UDCs an opportunity to save themselves and humiliate the 
United States at the same time; and in human affairs, as 
we all know, biological realities could never interfere with 
such an opportunity. The scientists were silenced, the poli­
ticians said yes, the Thanodrin plants were built and the 
results were what any beginning ecology student could 
have predicted. At first Thanodrin seemed to offer excel­
lent control of many pests. True, there was a rash of hu­
man fatalities from improper use of the lethal chemical, 
but, as Russian technical advisors were çrone to note, 
these were more than compensated for by increased 
yields. Thanodrin use skyrocketed throughout the underde­
veloped world. The Mikoyan design group developed a 
dependable, cheap agricultural aircraft which the Soviets 
donated to the effort in large numbers. MIG sprayers be­
came even more common in UDCs than MIG interceptors.

But stench was the least of man’s problems. Japan 
and China were faced with almost instant starvation from 
a total loss of the seafood on which they were so depend­
ent: Both blamed Russia for their situation and demanded 
immediate mass shipments of food. Russia had none to 
send. On October 13, Chinese armies attacked Russia on a 
broad front....

How far have we gone . . .

Next week.
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cles resistant to Thanodrin penetration began to appear. 
And as streams, rivers, fish culture ponds and onshore 
waters became rich in Thanodrin, more fisheries began to 
disappear. Bird populations were decimated. The sequ­
ence of events was standard for broadcast use of a synthet­
ic pesticide: great success at first, followed by removal of 
natural enemies and development of resistance by the 
pest. Populations of crop-eating insects in areas treated 
with Thanodrin made steady comebacks and soon became 
more abundant than ever. Yields plunged, while farmers 
in their desperation increased the Thanodrin dose and 
shortened the time between treatments. Death from Than­
odrin poisoning became common. The first violent incident 
occurred in the Canete Valley of Peru, where farmers had 
suffered a similar chlorinated hydrocarbon disaster in the 
mid-’50s. A Russian advisor serving as an agricultural pil­
ot was assaulted and killed by a mob of enraged farmers in 
January 1978. Trouble spread rapidly during 1978, especial­
ly after the word got out that two years earlier Russia her­
self had banned the use of Thanodrin at home because of 
its serious effects on ecological systems. Suddenly Russia, 
and not the United States, was the bete noir in the UDCs! 
“Thanodrin parties” became epidemic, with farmers, in 
their ignorance dumping carloads of Thanodrin concen­
trate into the sea. Russian advisors fled, and four of the 
Thanodrin plants were leveled to the ground. Destruction 
of the plants in Rio and Calcutta led to hundreds of thou­
sands of gallons of Thanodrin concentrate being dumped 
directly into the sea.

Mr. Shankarnarayan again rose to address the UN, 
but this time it was Mr. Potemkin, representative of the 
Soviet Union, who was on the hot seat. Mr. Potemkin heard 
his nation described as the greatest mass killer of all time 
as Shankarnarayan predicted at least 30 million deaths 
from crop failures due to overdependence on Thanodrin. 
Russia was accused of “chemical aggression,” and the 
General-Assembly, after a weak reply by Potemkin, pas­
sed a vote of censure.
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^^ie reaction to the announcement of this program 

dwarfed the response to President Kennedy’s speech. A 
coalition of UDCs attempted to get the UN General As­
sembly to condemn the United States as a “genetic aggres­
sor.” Most damaging of all to the American cause was the 
famous “25 Indians and a dog” speech by Mr. Shankarnar- 
ayan, Indian Ambassador to the UN. Shankarnarayan, 
pointed out that for several decades the United States, 
with less than six per cent of the people of the world had 
consumed roughly 50 per cent of the raw materials used 
every year. He described vividly America’s contribution to 
worldwide environmental deterioration, and he scathingly 
denounced the miserly record of United States foreign aid 
as “unworthy of a fourth-rate power, let alone the most 
powerful nation on earth. ’ ’ ,

It was the climax of his speech, which most his­
torians claim once and for all destroyed the image of the
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—Courtesy Thu Glob» and Mail
Shot from chimneys through and through — people
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