
Scientists in the Bioelectromagnetics Society investigate biological effects of electromagnetic (EM) 
devices and advise government regulatory agencies on the health hazards of electro-pollution in general. Many 
society members would support the conclusions in Nathaniel Rich’s article “For Whom the Cell Tolls” and 
believe that there is strong epidemiology, clinical, animal and in-vitro scientific evidence that certain types of 
EM fields (eg. those emitted by cell phones and power lines) produce physiological effects which can be 
harmful to the human body. Many of us also understand how easy it is to design a scientific study using 
experimental conditions very likely to produce no biological effect. Indeed such a strategy is often employed in 
studies funded by the Telecommunications industry.  In Rich’s article, however, a wide variety of other man-
made electronic devices are mentioned which have not yet been studied by scientists and have not been 
shown to produce deleterious effects. 
 
Although Rich did such an excellent job describing the hazards of cell phones, we are disappointed in the 
negative slant given to “EMF blocking gizmos”.  Rich quotes the example of the EarthCalm Scalar device, which 
we also agree has little scientific merit. Furthermore, Sage Associates, who clearly state such blocking devices 
are bad for business, claim these devices inspire anxiety and fear. There is clearly no scientific basis for this 
conclusion and the reader is left with the impression that these devices do not work and have no scientific 
merit. In fact, there are several scientific publications demonstrating the efficacy of various technologies and 
commercial products to reduce harmful biological effects from cell phones and power lines. Furthermore, one 
commercial device reduces the intensity of radiation emitted from cell phones by 50%.  
 
However, we do agree with Rich that most of the EMF blocking devices on the market have not been tested 
scientifically, make soft claims and probably have little protective effect on the body. Nonetheless, we are 
aware of three companies that sell products which have science published in peer-reviewed technical journals 
and/or have US or world-wide patents to help validate their claims. The basic principle of most of these devices 
is based on Litovitz’s discovery that biological effects of EM fields are dependent on how incoherent they are 
(Bioelectromagnetics 1994; 15:105-13.). Thus, a biological effect of an incoherent EM field (typically 
generated by man-made electronic devices) can be attenuated by the addition of a second EM field which is 
coherent. The effective shielding devices (described below) thus change the quality of the EM field emitted by 
man-made electronic devices by adding a certain degree of coherence to the point where they no longer have 
a detrimental effect on the body. 
 
1. EMX: http://www.icswebsite.com/  
The EMX Noise Field technology is a microchip incorporated into the battery of a cell phone. The technology 
was developed by the US Army Walter Reed Army Institute and efficacy of the technology to block a variety of 
biological effects induced by EM fields has been demonstrated by several university scientists. 
 
2. Aulterra: http:// www.aulterra.com  
Their Neutralizer patch contains a unique blend of paramagnetic rare earth elements which have been shown to 
block the effects of cell phone radiation on human DNA in-vitro and reduce the intensity of the radiation by 
50%. The technology is based on a publication by Sisto (Am Ind Hyg Assoc J. 1999;60:111-115) 
demonstrating the efficacy of rare earth elements to reduce the EM field emitted from video display terminals. 
It is proposed that these elements emit a secondary EM field which is out of phase with the man-made field 
and cancel it. 
 
3. SafeSpace:  http://safespaceprotection.com     
This patch has been show to block the effects of cell phone radiation on human DNA in-vitro. It generates a 
non-classical EM field which is believed to neutralize cell phone radiation by a coherent polarization effect, ie. 
Re-pattern the un-polarized photons in the man-made EM field. 
 
Finally, we disagree with Rich’s conclusion that precautionary measures have “a high cost” and promote fear 
and paranoia in the consumer. The precautionary principle states that even if we don’t know whether these 
EMF blocking devices will actually work in the field (ie. clinically), it is better to be safe than sorry. This principle 
is endorsed by several public health organizations in the US and abroad, including the World Health 
Organization. It is unlikely to lead to the downfall of the Telecommunications industry as Rich suggests in his 
article, because people will always use and buy cell phones. It is clear to us, as well as numerous members of 
the scientific community, that in addition to the solutions proposed by Rich and others, the use of EM blocking 
devices would be prudent at this time. Since cell phones are clearly here to stay, government funding for EM 
blocking devices would be recommended so that some of the technologies described in the scientific literature 
could be developed into commercial products. 
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