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neering but did not disclose the information 
to the public. According to the article, FDA 
officials were "apparently hoping to keep the 
recombinant link auiet until thev could de- 
termine whether i;in fact did piay a role in 
the outbreak [of eosinophilia myalga]." 
Furthermore, an FDA scientist quoted in 
the article gave the "impact on the industry" 
as a reason for delaying release of the infor- 
mation. 

The idea of FDA scientists suppressing 
vital health information out of a concern for 
the impact on the biotechnology industry 
does little to inspire confidence in the FDA 
as a regulator of this new technology. At a 
minimum, it raises the question of whether 
other potential links &t between genetic 
engineering and human disease that FDA is 
hoping to keep quiet. Beyond that, it high- 
lights the FDA's conflicting roles as both 
promoter and regulator of biotechnology. 

It is well known that the FDA has been an 
energetic advocate for the biotechnology 
industry. The FDA's representatives have 
appeared in many forums extolling biotech- 
nology's benefits and glossing over its risks. 
Considering its enthusiasm for the technol- 
ogy, FDA's apparent desire to protect the 
industry from the black eye of a potential 
come&on to a maior disease ou tbkk  is no 
surprise. But, in fact, such efforts do the 
industry no favor. The public will not accept 
this technology unless it is confident that 
government regulators are committed to 
prevent its risks. That confidence is under- 
mined where the FDA appears to be pro- 
tecting the biotechology industry rather 
than the public health. 
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Socrates was condemned for "populariz- 
ing science that might lead to skepticism or 
disbelief." Science continues to be the victim 
of censorship by nonscientific institutions. 
Religious authorities suppressed progress in 
astronomy, attacked evolutionary theory, 

I and have even promoted legislation against 
the teaching of evolution. Hitler and Stalin 
imposed political dogma on geneticists and 
anthropologists. In the United States, phys- 
icists have been persecuted for political rea- 
sons, and today creationists mix religion and 
science with abandon. Scientists cannot es- 
cape or ignore institutional intrusion on the 
scientific functions of the world community. 

Scientists must defend the freedom to 

express ideas, not just about genetics, 
anthropology, or physics, but any idea hon- 
estly presented for debate. We need not 
dwell o n  the repression of the past, but we 
must demand that scientific meetings be 
held in an atmosphere of intellectual free- 
dom. We must not allow ourselves or our 
scientific societies to be used to legitirnatize 
repressive governments. 

The government of the People's Republic 
of China, through the Entomological Soci- 
ety of Chma, is seeking endorsement of the 
International Congress of Entomology that 
is scheduled for Beijing in 1992. That same 
government drove astrophysicist Fang Lizhi 
into refuge in the U.S. embassy, killed or 
imprisonid student protestors, severely lim- 
ited foreign travel by university graduates 
and sent the fieshman class of Beijing Uni- 
versity away for a year of indoctrination. 

We believe that, as scientists, we all have a 
special obligation to protect freedom of 
expression, in the same way that attorneys 
have a special obligation to protect the rule 
of law. The obligation is not partisan, it is a 
fundamental professional ethic. Open dis- 
cussion is an integral part of the scientific 
process. Entomological societies must with- 
hold approval of meeting in Beijing, and 
other disciplines should avoid meetings 
there until it becomes dear that new ideas 
can be expressed without fear of reprisal. 
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Emratm: In fhc report "Srrucnval transitions u p  

#and b i i  m a 
rative dimaic hanoglobm 

lllivn E Roycr a T ( 3  ~ug., p. 518), the d 
sentence of the last paragraph on fage 518 was incot- 
d y  printed. It should have r+a4 In the CO smxturc, 
thephcn pupisemudcdfromthehancpockctuld 
is instcatin the subunit ~IXCrfacc in dose contact with 
W." 

Ewatum: In the repon "Bhh of projection ncumns in 
adult avian brain may be dated m perceptual or motor 
hnmg" by A m  Alvua-B a a1 (21 Sc . . 
I&), p B and C in figurc%e~c bvls~'h!e 
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