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Proi ect Chronoloqy 
October 1971 - January 1973 

October 8 ,  1971 - -  An article appeared in The Washington Post, 
"Pentagon Has Contract to Test Radiation Effect on Humans", by 
Stuart Auerbach and Thomas O'Toole that prompted the subsequent 
governmental investigations of the Cincinnati project. 

October 11, 1971 - -  Dr. Eugene L. Saenger, Dr. Clifford G. Grulee, 
Dean of the University of Cincinnati College of Medicine, and Dr. 
Edward A. Gall, Vice President of the University of Cincinnati and 
Director of the University of Cincinnati Medical Center, were 
present at a press conference the subject of which was the 
impending Senate and Government Accounting Off ice (GAO) 
investigations of the conduct of the Cincinnati project. 

October 11, 1971 - -  A follow up article appeared in The Washington 
Post, "Pentagon's Radiation Experiments Defended". The article 
featured Dr. Saenger explaining the process of patients selection 
and Department of Defense (DOD) funding of the project. 

Mid-October 1971 - -  DOD developed a Fact Sheet on the Cincinnati 
project that discussed its contractual arrangements with the 
University of Cincinnati. A copy of the Fact Sheet was later 
entered into the Congressional Record on December 15, 1971 as an 
attachment to a letter from the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Legislative Affairs) to Senator Robert Taft, Jr. 

November 10, 1971 - -  Senator Mike Gravel wrote a letter to Dr. 
Robert W. McConnell, President of the American College of Radiology 
(ACR) requesting the ACR to conduct an evaluation of the Cincinnati 
Project. 

November 12, 1971 - -  Dean Clifford G. Grulee appointed an Ad Hoc 
committee to review the "whole-body radiation study" which Dr. 
Eugene L. Saenger had been conducting at the University of 
Cincinnati Medical Center. The Ad Hoc committee, chaired by Dr. 
Raymond Suskind, Director, Environmental Health, University of 
Cincinnati, was made up of eleven members and was charged with 
reviewing the scientific content, methodology, and data treatment 
of this study, as well as other aspects which the committee deemed 
appropriate. All eleven committee members were professors at the 
University of Cincinnati. Ten committee members were medical 
doctors and one was a Ph.D. in Physiology. 

December 6, 1971 - -  Mr. Ellis R. Mottur, Science Adviser to the 
Senate subcommittee on Health, Senate Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare and Dr. Caper, both of Senator Kennedy's staff 
interviewed Dr. Edward B. Silberstein, University of Cincinnati 
Medical Center, Dr. Eugene L. Saenger, and others at Cincinnati 
General Hospital. 

December 6, 1971 - -  Dr. Robert S. Daniels, Professor and Director, 
Department of Psychiatry, University of Cincinnati, wrote a letter 



to Dr. Raymond Suskind. The letter forwarded a list of question to 
Dr. Suskind for inclusion in a "our [Ad Hoc Review Committee] 
report on 'Total Body Radiation' project". 

December 7, 1971 - -  Mr. Ellis R. Mottur of Senator Kennedy's staff 
requested the opportunity to conduct interviews with surviving 
project subjects. 

December 7, 1971 - -  Dr. Eugene L. Saenger wrote a letter to Dr. 
Raymond Suskind, which discussed the impending arrival of the ACR 
Committee to review the project. 

December 13, 1971 - -  The subject of interviewing patients was 
broached in a letter from Senator Edward Kennedy, acting in his 
role as Chairman of the subcommittee on Health, Senate Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, to Dr. Warren Eennis, President 
University of Cincinnati. 

December 17, 1971 - -  Dr. Eugene L. Saenger wrote a letter to Dr. 
Charles Earrett, Department of Surgery, University of Cincinnati 
Medical Center. The letter details Dr. Saenger's objections and 
concerns about providing patients to be interviewed. 

December 20, 1971 - -  Dr. Eugene L. Saenger authored "Comments on 
Differences Between Therapeutic andNon-Therapeutic Investigation". 
Dr. Saenger generally defended his research and methods by citing 

- legal and medical opinions. He then went on to refute specific 
allegations that relate to DoD funding, informed consent techniques 
(Dr. Saenger made the point that since 1968 patients were told the 
information gained might be of use on the battlefield), follow-up, 
alleged contributory effects of radiation to patient deaths, racial 
composition of study group, and the below average intelligence 
level of the project subjects. 

December 21, 1971 - -  Dr. Eugene L. Saenger wrote a letter to Dr. 
Edward A. Gall. The letter was a response to Dr. Gall's request 
that Dr. Saenger identify patients that might be suitable for 
interviews by Mr. Mottur. 

January 1972 - -  The Ad Hoc Review Committee chaired by Dr. Raymond 
Suskind of the University of Cincinnati communicated its report to 
the Dean of the College of Medicine concerning Dr. Saenger's 
project. The Report contains seven sections,two of which are 
pertinent to DOD involvement; Section IV Financial Support of 
Proqram and Section V Informed Consent and Human Riqhts. 

In Section IV it is reported that the request for financial 
support for the project was initiated by the University of 
Cincinnati. The systematic investigation of whole body radiation 
did not begin until the project was funded by the Defense Atomic 
Support Agency (DASA). Through March 1972 DASA had granted 
$651,483, 13% to 15% of the budget of the Radioisotope Division. 
Section IV also details the breakdown of expenditures. There is no 
evidence that the DASA funding was made contingent on work, ideas, 



or suggestions proposed by DASA and that all the information 
reported to DASA was kept unclassified and publicly available. The 
work was also carried out by the University researchers with 
complete scientific freedom. 

In Section V it was stated that the procedures for informed 
consent followed by Dr. Saenger's partial and whole body radiation 
project reflected the process characteristic of the University of 
Cincinnati and the nation. As the idea of informed consent 
developed nationally in the 1960's from informal, oral, and non- 
specific to formal, written, and more detailed, Dr. Saenger's 
project appropriately updated their procedure for informed consent 
to meet the more stringent levels required for good medical 
research. 

January 3 ,  1972 - -  The ACR responded to Senator Mike Gravel's 
request to conduct an inquiry into the whole-body radiation therapy 
project supervised by Dr. Eugene L. Saenger. The ACR Report 
concluded that the Cincinnati project was validly conceived, 
stated, executed, controlled and followed up. The process of 
patient selection was based upon clinical considerations and 
conformed with good medical practice. The procedures for obtaining 
patient consent was valid and consistent with the recommendations 
of the National Institutes of Health and with the practice of most 
cancer centers. The ACR Report indicated procedures for obtaining 
informed consent were likely performed better than the average 
institution because of the volume of projects generated by the 
medical facility and the quality o f  the people involved. ACR urged 
Senator Gravel to support the projects continuation. The ACR 
Report also noted that DOD funds were used to support the 
laboratory and psychological studies, but not the treatment or the 
care of the patients. The ACR Report discusses at length the 
subject selection procedures and notes that in both race and IQ the 
group is representative of the patients served at Cincinnati 
General Hospital. The ACR Report also agreed with Dr. Saenger that 
' I .  . . it seems reasonable to continue [whole-body radiation] 
therapy for the gravely ill individual since this method of 
treatment is less elaborate and with no greater risk than many 
present forms of chemotherapy." 

January 11, 1972 - -  Senator Edward Kennedy wrote a letter to Dr. 
Warren Bennis in reference to the University's refusal to identify 
patients to be interviewed by the committee. The Senator pointed 
out that some patients appeared in a documentary produced by 
National Education Television in September, 1971, and it was 
difficult to understand why the University allowed them to appear 
on TV and not before a Senate Subcommittee. Senator Kennedy stated 
that the University's decision was unfortunate because "the most 
crucial element in the inquiry is the patient's perception and 
understanding of the experiments in which they were 
participating.. . ' I  

January 19, 1972 - -  Dr. Edward A .  Gall wrote a letter to Senator 
Kennedy responding to the Senator's January 11, 1972 letter. Dr. 



Gall stated that names were provided to NET with the consent of the 
patients but points out that the situation had subsequently 
changed. In response to the Senator's request the University was 
sending letters to surviving patients to ask them if they would 
give their consent to being questioned by representatives of the 
subcommittee. He said that experts were consulted and they were of 
the opinion thac any such questioning may have led to some 
unfavorable medical implications. Dr. Gall also asked the Senator 
if he would consent to a meeting with senior university officials. 

January 2 1 ,  1972 - -  Mr. Ellis R. Mottur wrote a letter to Dr. 
Edward A .  Gall requesting copies of the letter (with names omitted) 
sent to patients or parents of surviving patients asking if they 
would consent to interviews. 

January 2 5 ,  1972 - -  Dr. Edward A, Gall wrote a letter to Mr. Ellis 
R. Mottur, Science Adviser, Senate Committee Labor Public Welfare, 
that forwarded the requested copies of letters sent to patients or 
parents to request interviews. 

February 4 ,  1972 - -  In a letter to Dr. Robert W. McConnell Senator 
Mike Gravel indicated his displeasure with the results of the ACR 
Report released on January 3 ,  1972. Senator Gravel felt the report 
was deficient in relevant information and poorly organized. The 
Senator pointed out the ACR report "confirms that the patients were 
not thoroughly informed about the extra discomfort, the military 
aspects, or the possible lethal effects." 

February 4 .  1972 - -  Mr. Myrton Tom Stewart and Mr. Robert Murphy of 
the General Accounting Officer (GAO) met with Dr. Eugene L. 
Saenger. Dr. Saenger was asked nine questions: when did the 
project start; did he approach DoD or vice versa [he approached]; 
how were parts of research funded; where were Federal funds used, 
etc. In response to question 4 which asked about the use of 
federal funds for patient care, Dr. Saenger replied that I i [n]o DOD 
funds under these contracts were at any time used for payment of 
patient days in any hospital. DOD funds were used for technical 
help, support of a biochemist, physicians, physicists and for 
psychological and psychiatric studies." In response to question 6 
which asked if treatments were given for the benefit of the 
patients or DOD, Saenger responded, "that in all cases the 
treatment was given for the palliation of cancer of the patients 
and information for the Dod was a byproduct." 

February 16, 1972 - -  Dr. Warren Bennis wrote a letter to Senator 
Kennedy referring to meeting with the Senator and Ohio Governor 
Gilligan on February 24, 1972. Dr. Bennis included a copy of the 
Ad Hoc Review Committee's report, and advised the Senator tha t  Dr. 
Gall would be responding within a few days to the Senator's 
request for an evaluation of the  report by t h e  Junior Faculty Association-  he letter concluded with the promise that he was 

with the Subcommittee in any way consistent to 
- with the and legal rights of the patients, 



February 17, 1972 - -  Dr. Edward A. Gall wrote a letter to Senator 
Edward Kennedy which provided a copy of the Ad Hoc Committee Report 
and other documentation. Regarding the Junior Faculty Report, Dr. 
Gall wrote that since the Ad Hoc Committee report addressed the 
points raised by the Junior Faculty Association he considered the 
Ad HOC report "a complete and authoritative response. 'I He also 
informed the Senator that they had received responses from all the 
surviving patients and the parents of the children treated 
regarding interviews. All responses had declined to be 
interviewed. Dr. Gall further expounded on the point made in his 
January 19, 1972 letter that two cancer experts (not local and not 
associated with the University) had given as their opinion that 
there would be unfavorable medical implications if patients were 
interviewed. 

February 1 7 ,  1972 - -  Dr. Edward A .  Gall wrote a letter to Dr. 
Warren Bennis forwarding the consultant opinions from the two 
cancer experts. Dr. Gall noted they were in concurrence with their 
own physicians about the undesirability of subjecting the patients 
to interviews. 

February 2 2 ,  1972 - -  Mr. Cyril W. Kupferberg, Chair of Radiation 
Response Team, wrote a letter in response to an individual who 
requested to know if a family member was part of the experiment 
that was reported to DoD. The individual was not a subject of Dr. 
Saenger . The letter included attachments - University of 
Cincinnati Guideline for releasing medical information on deceased 
patients, an authorization for release of information form, and an 
example of a "Consent for Special Study and Treatment" form. 

March 31 ,  1972 - -  The Cincinnati project contract number DASA-01- 
69C-0131 expired. The University of Cincinnati had earlier 
indicated that it did not want to continue conducting research 
under this contract with the Defense Nuclear Agency. 

July 5 ,  1972 - -  Dr. Eugene L. Saenger wrote a letter to Dr. Edward 
A. Gall. The three page letter appears to be Dr. Saenger's 
response to an article published in the Cincinnati Post on April 
25, 1972. Dr. Saenger's response focuses on several points: 
University procedures for seeking Federal grants/contracts, issues 
associated with seeking DoD funds for research in FY 74 and the 
terminating of research utilizing FY 73 funds. 

August 1, 1972 - -  Several pieces of correspondence relating to the 
Cincinnati project were entered into the Congressional Record, 
including a letter from the Comptroller General of the United 
States to Senator Edward Kennedy summarizing the results of the GAC 
investigation of DCD policy regarding the protection of humans used 
in medical research projects and DOD responses to questions from 
Senate staffers concerning DOD policy relative to human 
experimentation policies and procedures. The letter from the 
Comptroller General indicated that DOD policy was set forth by DOD 
Instruction 5 0 3 0 . 2 9 ,  dated May 1 2 ,  1 9 6 4 .  Instruction 5 0 3 0 . 2 9  
states t ha t  "*he Department of Defense assumes f u l l  responsibility 



for the protection of humans involved in research under its 
sponsorship whether this involves investigational drugs or other 
hazards." The letter also states, "[cloncering the contract with 
the University of Cincinnati . . . [DNA] stated that the cost of 
radiation treatment and patient case had not been borne by their 
agency. They also stated that funds of the Defense Nuclear Agency 
had been used only to pay for supplementary laboratory analyses of 
patients who had received whole-body irradiation in order for the 
Defense Nuclear Agency to gain information in areas that were 
relative to national defense." 

The questions from Senate staffers focused on (1) the level of 
human experimentation funded by DOD, (2) what authorization was 
needed to conduct human experiments, ( 3 )  the adequacy of 
information given to prospective subjects and ( 4 )  were there 
differing standards applied to military personnel than to 
civilians. DOD responded to question one that only a very small 
portion of its medical R&D budget was given to human 
experimentation. In response to question two DOD stated that 
although there was no standardized authorization process, all human 
experimentation was guided by DOD instructions and service 
regulations and instructions. In response to question three DOD 
stated that informed consents was a primary ethical and legal 
requirements for all DOD use of human volunteers. In response to 
question four DOD responded that in terms of supervision, 
volunteering, informed consent and freedom to terminate there was 
no difference. 

January 11, 1973 - -  Mr. Lawrence Elish released a 26 page paper 
titled, "Legal Rights of Human Subjects in the University of 
Cincinnati Whole-Body Radiation Study", that examined the legal and 
ethical implications of the Saenger experiments. 


