million in U.S. government research and
development programs. This investment
has made the difference between contin-
uation of some of these programs and
their cancellation. Bilateral cooperation
in the nuclear field (fission and fusion) is
particularly heavy, both in terms of Japa-
nese investment in the United States and
the intensity of the technical exchanges,
and most other fields of science and
engineering are covered. The overall re-
lationship is unique among nations. It
could be dismantled much more easily
than it was created.

Goland is to be applauded for making
his views known. If more of the many
hundreds of American scientists and en-
gineers who have been participants in
cooperative or joint programs with their
Japanese counterparts were to speak up
in like fashion, the tide of intellectual
protectionism could be dammed.

JusTiN L. BLooMm
Technology International, Inc.,
11600 Georgetowne Court,
Potomac, Maryland 20854

Student Scientific Conferences

A scientific meeting of poster papers
presented only by students can provide
a simple and remarkably effective way
of stimulating scientific interaction and
building personal contacts among stu-
dents from different schools and academ-
ic departments who have related scien-
tific and technical interests.

We recently organized such a student-
only scientific conference for students
working on or with lasers and related
optical topics in the San Francisco Bay
area. The meeting was held in a public
area of the Terman Engineering Building
on a Saturday afternoon. Invitations to
participate were sent a few months in
advance to graduate and undergraduate
students in relevant academic depart-
ments in colleges and universities in the
northern California area. Participants
were invited to present a poster paper
according to the usual rules; that is, we
simply provided a space about 1 meter
high and 1.5 meters wide on which illus-
trations and text could be thumbtacked.

Anyone could attend the meeting, and
invitations were distributed to industry
through the local chapters of various
professional societies. However, only
students could submit posters. In addi-
tion, a program booklet containing short
abstracts supplied by each contributor
was distributed at the meeting.

In the final event, there were approxi-
mately 40 papers from seven different

1354

schools, with department affiliations
ranging from physics, chemistry, and
biology through electrical, mechanical,
and aeronautical engineering. The inter-
action among the attending students was
clearly successful, with animated con-
versations continuing around individual
posters from the time the meeting
opened until it closed some 3 hours later.
One technique that seemed particularly
effective was to place posters that ap-
peared to have related technical content,
but were from different schools or de-
partments, in close proximity to each
other. This stimulated many fruitful con-
tacts among students who were previ-
ously unaware of each other’s existence.
There are obviously many other topics

or themes around which such meetings
could be organized. One interesting ob-
servation was that a sizable number of
the better-presented posters did not con-
tain the name and department of the
student presenting the poster. Does ego
development only occur later on in the
graduate education process?

P. M. FAUCHET

A. E. SIEGMAN
Edward L. Ginzton Laboratory,
Stanford University,
Stanford, California 94305-2184

Irradiation of Foods

While recognizing the induction of
poorly characterized ‘‘unique by-prod-
ucts’’ in foods after high-energy irradia-
tion, Marjorie Sun (News and Comment,
17 Feb., p. 667) implies that there is no
way in which concentrated doses of such
products could be evaluated toxicologi-
cally in a manner analogous to high-dose
carcinogenicity or teratogenicity testing.
This is certainly not the case. Stable
radiolytic products could be extracted
from irradiated food by various aqueous
and nonaqueous solvents, which could
then be concentrated and subsequently
tested. Until such fundamental studies
are undertaken, there is little scientific
basis for accepting industry’s assurances
of safety. Similarly, there is little or no
basis for accepting Food and Drug Ad-
ministration (FDA) approval of irradia-
tion as an alternative to ethylene dibro-
mide (EDB) fumigation, let alone for
more large-scale use.

These considerations are yet further
emphasized by Department of Health
and Human Services Secretary Margaret
Heckler’s support of the industry posi-
tion in her arbitrary rejection of the
FDA'’s proposal for labeling of radiated
food. They are also emphasized by the

availability of known safe alternatives to
EDB, including aluminum phosphide for
grains and cold storage for fruits and
vegetables. Public policy on the nation’s
foods must not be based on reckless
gambles and denial of the public’s right
to basic information and free choice.

SAMUEL S. EPSTEIN
Department of Preventive Medicine
and Community Health,
University of Illinois Medical Center,
Box 6998, Chicago 60680

JouN W. GOFMAN

Donner Laboratory of Medical Physics,
University of California,
Berkeley 94720

According to a special FDA commit-
tee assigned to review food irradiation,
radiolytic products are difficult to pin-
point because they are of unknown com-
position and must be extracted from
foodstuffs, which are inherently chemi-
cally complex. This committee, formed
in 1979 under the Carter Administration,
reviewed available studies and conclud-
ed that food irradiated at the proposed
standard of 100 kilorads contains ‘‘a con-
centration of total radiolytic products in
food so low that it is nearly impossible to
detect with current techniques.”’

The Environmental Protection Agency
does consider aluminum phosphide to be
a suitable alternative to EDB. Agency
documents note, however, that alumi-
num phosphide is explosive and acutely
toxic and poses a risk to unprotected
applicators.—MARJORIE SUN

Marjorie Sun quotes one of us (D.S.)
as saying there was nothing wrong with
irradiated food. In fact, as Sun hints, the
Center for Science in the Public Interest
has not investigated this matter and has
never adopted an official position.

MicHAEL F. JACOBSON
DEBORAH M. SCHECHTER
Center for Science in the Public
Interest, 1755 S Street, NW,
Washington, D.C. 20009

Erratum: In the report ‘‘Communal nursing in
Mexican free-tailed bat maternity colonies’’ by G. F.
McCracken (9 Mar., p. 1090), table 1 was incorrectly
printed. The correct table is reprinted below.

Table 1. Nonrandom nursing in 167 pairs of
Tadarida brasiliensis mexicana. P < (0.001
(G-test).

Nonparental genotype pairs

Result
ME SOD Both
loci
Expected 24.3 21.3 42.5%
(random)
Observed 5 2 7

*Factors out nonparental combinations that would
be detected at both loci.
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