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facture or use Red 2 to prove that it is safe 
and useful. Then, since he had not exactly 
ruled that Red 2 is unsafe, he explained 
that there would be no recall of existing 
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products containing Red 2 since there is 
"no evidence of a public health hazard." 

Industry spokesmen were predictably 
outraged. The top color scientist at one 
company that makes Red 2 told Science: 
"I think it's a disgrace. It's a case where 
media pressure and consumer group pres- 
sure really took precedence over scientific 
judgment. The commissioner acted upon 
emotion and without a final opinion from 
the full Toxicology Advisory Committee. 
As far as I'm concerned, Red 2 is still 
safe." But consumer activists who believe 
that Red 2 should have been banned long 
ago on the basis of earlier suspicious test 
results were enthusiastic. 

One potentially significant revelation to 
emerge from the confused proceedings is 
that the FDA's Bureau of Foods does not 
always perform a sophisticated statistical 
analysis of the results of its studies. The 
Bureau's report to the advisory committee 
last November-the one which found "no 
adverse effects"-was based on an exam- 
ination by pathologists but not on a de- 
tailed statistical analysis of the pathologi- 
cal findings. Bureau officials have since of- 
fered two explanations for this. One is that 
they were so rushed to get a report togeth- 
er for the November meeting of the adviso- 
ry committee that they didn't have time to 
do the statistics-an excuse that some par- 
ticipants find preposterous, since the Bu- 
reau was able to perform an analysis 
lickety-split after Gaylor's memorandum 
challenged their original conclusions. The 
other is that no analysis seemed necessary 
in this case. Thus Herbert Blumenthal, di- 
rector of the division of toxicology in the 
Bureau of Foods, told the working group 
that the tumors observed in the study were 
typical of the particular colony of rats, and 
that the pathologists were not concerned 
about them. According to the minutes of 
the meeting, he said he "would not have re- 
quested a statistical analysis of this study." 
Blumenthal, whose division was in charge 
of the "botched" study, and who was obvi- 
ously dispirited after a hectic week, de- 
clined to elaborate in an interview with 
Science on why he felt no statistical analy- 
sis was needed. 

But one participant in the review process 
believes the Red 2 flap has uncovered a se- 
rious flaw in the FDA's system of eval- 
uating tests. "In the past, they've just had 
people eyeballing the stuff," he said. "They 
look at the data and look for things that 
jump out at them. But in so doing, they 
could quite easily make a mistake. In this 
case they did. If this study had not been 
botched, there would have been no statisti- 
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Erratum: In the 9 January issue, page 51, the weight 
of the Trident I missile was incorrectly stated. The 
correct weight is 70,000 pounds. 

Erratum: In the report "Chemical Fractionation of 
the Lunar Regolith by Impact Melting" by J. B. 
Adams, M. P. Charette, and J. M. Rhodes [190, 380 
(1975)], the following should be added to the legend of 
Fig. 1: "Trace elements determined by instrumental 
neutron activation analysis were made by D. P. Blanch- 
ard, J. W. Jacobs, J. C. Brannon, and L. A. Haskin of 
the NASA Johnson Space Center. These results are 
discussed in more detail in J. M. Rhodes, J. B. Adams, 
D. P. Blanchard, M. P. Charette, K. V. Rogers, J. W. 
Jacobs, J. C. Brannon, L. A. Haskin, Geochim. Cos- 
mochim. Acta 1 (Suppl. 6), in press." 

Erratum: In "High speed scintillation autoradiog- 
raphy" by B. G M. Durie and S. E. Salmon (12 
Dec., p. 1093), in the third paragraph, the sentence 
beginning "The scintillator consists of 35 g ..., 
the quantity is incorrectly printed. The sentence should 
read "The scintillator consists of 5 g of 2,5-diphenyl- 
oxazole (PPO) and 100 mg of 1,4-bis-2-(4-methyl-5- 
phenyloxazolyl)-benzene (dimethyl-POPOP) dissolved 
in 500 ml of dioxane." In the next-to-last sentence of 
reference (6), the formula for dioxane should read 
C4H802. 

Erratum: In the report "Transcontinental baselines 
and the rotation of the earth measured by radio 
interferometry" by I. I. Shapiro et al. [186, 920 (1974)], 
the heading for columns 5 and 6 of Table 1 should read 
"Atomic time-universal time (A.I-UT.l)" and the 
second entry of column 1 should be followed by a 
double dagger ($). 
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