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Law and Science:
Some Lessons from the Litigation of
Bendectin in U. S.
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ABSTRACT

Based on the litigation of bendectin, a drug prescribed for pregnant
women, this paper explores the relationship between scientific evidence
and tort law. In the litigation of bendectin, the case focused on whether
infants born with deformities were a direct result of their mothers’
taking bendectin during pregnancy. According to published and
reviewed epidemiological data, the relationship between bendectin and
deformed infants was not statistically significant. Consequently, the
following questions are raised: Should courts balance equality and law in
litigation involving scientific evidence? What are the social conse-
quences if scientific evidence is purposefully misused? Are the courts
the appropriate forum in which to resolve scientific disputes?
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