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Figure 1. Key Elements In Reviewing Research

It is important to review information about fluorida-
tion with a critical eye. Listed below are key eie'm_ents

dation research.

1. Credentials: The author’s background, and cre-
dentials should reflect expertise in the area of
research undertaken. :

2. Date: T_he year of the euhlication should be ap-
rent, althcugh Weii—desig-n-ed studies can stand

of existing literature can provide insight into
' whether the results of older studies have been
superseded by subsequent studies

3 Accuracy If the informat‘rbn s a review of other
" studies, it should be accurate and representatwe
of the orrgmal research. Information quoted di-
rectly from other sources should be quoted in its
entirety. . '

4. Statistical Methods: The methods used to ana-
lyze the data should be gerierally accepted arid
apprcpriate.- '

5. Comparabrhty The research_ should be’ appllca—
ble to communrty water ﬂu idati E
appreprlate Ype and mou_.

at much hlgher Ieve|s than 'ecommended,,

"

i rablej"tt:') réséar Hh fmd;ngs rega rdmg water 1}‘luerl—
’ dated at 07 to 1.2 ppmi;

to consider when reviewing information about flueri- - -

. parent. The information should be relatively cur- - ;

the test of time and scientific scrutiny. A review

6. Type of Resedrch: Howthe research is conducted is; -
relevant. Research conducted invitro {outside the .
living body andina Iaboratery environment) may
not have the sarme tesults as research conducted
in vivo (in a living human or other animal}.

7. Research Model: A good study will try to repli-
cate real life situations as close as possible. For
example, results from animal studies using high
doses of fluoride that are injected rather than

provided in drinking water should be cautiously
interpreted. Such studies are highly question-
able as a predictor of the effects of human: ex-

- posure to low concentrations of fluorlde such as
y _those used to fluoridate water :

8. Peer Review: Publications presenti'ng scientiﬁc

ﬁnformatron should be peer reviewed to help
‘ensure that sc:entn‘"caliy sound articles are pub-

" lished. Peer review involves evaluation and rat-
ing of the scientific and technical merit of an ar-
ticle by other qualified scientists.

9. Weight of Evidence: Conclusions from one partic-
ular study or one particular researcher should be-.
weighed against the bulk of established, gener-
ally accepted, peer-reviewed science. No single
study by itself is conelusive. I other'resea-rchers.!
haye not been able to replicate the results of a
partlcular study or the work of one researcher, ;
the. resufts of that study or body of research
should be viewed w:th some skepticisin.

at httn.//www nlm mh qovj_’
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Figure 7. Opposition Tactics

Targeting Politicians and
Community Leaders
Antifluoridation Web sites contain draft letters to. be

sent to newspaper pubiishers, water departments,

and community public efficials warning them of their
“lability” should they support or endorse water fluo-
ridation. Leaders are urged to remain “neutral” and
allow fluoridation decisions to be put to a public vote
therefore relieving the leaders of any and alf respon-
sibility in the matter. Antiflucridationists use the time
gained to conduct a public referendum to bombard
the public with misinformation designed to turn pub-
lic opinion against fluoridation.

Unproven Claims . '
Antifluoridationists have repeatedly claimed fiuo-
ridation causes an entire Faundry list of human ili-

nessesmcludmg AIDS Alzheimer's disease, cancer, |

Pown Syndrome, genetic damage, heart disease,
lower intelligence, kidney disease and esteoporosis
thip factures}). These allegations are often repeated

“so frequently durmg campaigns that the public as- -
' -the field.”: The press release also includes a number

“ofitems * quoted from the textbook. “The American
“Dental Assoc:atlon contacted the textbook authors
“who' |mmed|ately wrote a letter respondmg to the
"-'press release. Drs. Brian A. Burt and Dr. Stephen A.
_ _Eklund responded, “The NYSCOF article takes a se-

sumes they must be true. Their appearance in print,

even if only in letters to the edltor of the iocal news- .
‘paper, remforces the allegation’s cred:b:llty W;th oF
just a smal amount of doubt estabnshed the op-.
position slogan, “iin doubt vote it out " may rlng '

true wr{h voters

Innuendo FRRIE 5

The statement Fifty years ago physrcnans and den—_ f
tists posed for cigarette ads,” is an example of innu-

endo or, more specifically, guilt by association. Even
though fluoridation is not mentioned, individuals are
expected to make the connection that the medical
community changed its position on smoking so it is
possible health professnonafs are wrong abeut fluori-
dation, too. : :

___Outdated Studles and Statements

from “Experts”

Antlﬂuondatlon Web sites often offer a list of "re~

spected medlcal professionals and scientists” who.

. have spoken out against fluoridation. One of those
" often quoted is Dr. Charles Gordon Hey_d who is ot-_ .

tlon of support For w erfluorld'a lon'e'nd is charac-* '
“teristic of antlﬂuoridatlomsts use of items that are - |
out of date. .A_ddttuona,l.[y,. ant_lfluo)r‘r_datlonl_s_.t_s have - |

claimed that fourteen Nobel Prize winners have
“opposed or expressed reservations about fluori-
dation.” It should be noted that the vast majority
of these individuals were awarded their prizes from
1929 through 1958.

Statements Out of Context
One of the most repeated antifluoridation state-
ments is, “Flyoride Is a toxic ehemical. Don't let
them put it in our water.” This statement ignores
the scientific principle that toxicity is related to
dosage and not just to exposure to a substance.
Examples of other substances that can be harmful
in the wrong amounts but beneficial in the correct
amounts are salt, vitamins A and D, iron, iodine, as-
pirin and even water itself.

ih another example, a press release from the
New York State Coalition Opposed to Fluoridation
(NYSCOF} posted on the Internet in August 2001, and

" again in March 2005, stated, “Fluoridation is based

more on unproven theories than scientific evidence,
according to a revised dental textbook by leaders in

ries of disconnected quotes from our textbook {Burt

BA, Eklund SE. The Dentist, Dental Practice, and
" the Commumty 5™ edition. Phlladelphla Saunders,

1999} and puts its own interpretation on them. The
result is'to partray Drs. Burt and Eklund as being op-
posed to fluoridatlon which is most definitely not

the case

Movmg Targets
In venues ranglqg from the media to the couris,

opponents have been known to shift their theories |
“of opposmon frequently and mid-stream. This, of.—

ten appears to oceur when one of thelr orlgf

out te]!:ng'
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