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e r e n c e s  as t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  t h e  heal -  

i n g  of  d r a i n e d  a n d  u n d r a i n e d  a n a s t o m o s e s  

m a y  be  a p p l i c a b l e .  Al l  15 of  t h e  c o n t r o l  

dogs  r e c o v e r e d ,  a n d  t h e i r  c o l o n i c  anas-  

t o m o s e s  h a d  on ly  fi lmy a d h e s i o n s  a n d  n o  

s t r i c t u r e  f o r m a t i o n .  I n  c o n t r a s t  to this ,  o f  

those  w i t h  P e n r o s e  d ra ins ,  n i n e  of  20 d i e d  

of  a n a s t o m o t i c  d i s r u p t i o n  a n d  p e r i t o n i t i s ,  

a n d  the  r e s t  h a d  e x t e n s i v e  a d h e s i o n s  a n d  

v a r y i n g  d e g r e e s  of  s t r i c t u r e  f o r m a t i o n .  

T h e  use of  d r a i n s  c a n n o t  be  c o n d e m n e d  

categorical ly  because  in  gross  a n d  mic ro -  

scopic  a p p e a r a n c e s  t he  a n a s t o m o s e s  i n  

seven  dogs  w i t h  T e f l o n  t a p e  d r a i n s  w e r e  

n o t  m u c h  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  those  of  t he  con-  

t ro l  a n i m a l s .  
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E r r a t u m  

An error appeared in tile November-December issue, in Tables 1 and 2 of the article, "Evaluation of 
Screening Methods for Carcinoma of the l.arge Bowel: Based oll a Cytologic Study of Rectal Smears 
Using Fluorescence Microscopy," by T. C. Arminski and D. W. Mcl.ean (Dis. Colon 8< Rectum 12: 399, 
1969). These tables are correct as shown below: 

TAgl.E I TABLE 2 

Result Technic Number Per cent Result Technic Number Per cent 

Positive 1 1 ) Positive 1 90 9.2 
9 2 I 13.6 

2 109 11.i 

I and 2 17 77.3 1 and 2 55 5.7 

Negative ! and 2 2 9.t Negative "., and 2 724 74.0 


