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Re: "SEudy on Nuclear Radiation Sparks licalth Controversy™.by -

Robart Gilletre, 12/1/7%.

Senr Editor:
Mr. Gillette has written a fine story, and has done 2 cred-
itable job with such information as he had. In that the back-

around of tha "Health Controversy" Qpans almost 15 years and my

pies close to 3 cubic feet of space. I belleve it worthwhile to
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perzonal files on it. since 1570 when I movead to Li Jolla occu- 1\\Q
document at least partially who did the study. NI
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: Thére is no truth to Dr. Mancuso's assertion that he “has
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sveated over it f[the data] for 13 years. " Dr. Mancuso himsel ‘é g
. has acknowledaed in writing that it was I who designed the
stﬁdy. compilad the basic data; designed my own methods of anal-
yscs and had heen responsible for the findings at least up to
the, time when I insisted ceblishing soma of thesa findings.

Quoting:

4

*For stétistical analyses, Dr. Barkev Sanders has carried
the cntire -esponsibility of every aspect of the desien,
development,, and stat:istical analyses sinca the inception
of the project, and all the intecrpretation and analytical
procedurcs  and findings have been prepared by him. His
kcen analytical insights have developed methods of studying
this problem which ail other expert reviewers thought wera
not possible.®” (fFrom p. 21, "Study of the Lifetime Health
and Mortality Experience of Emplovcns of ERDA Contracts.”
Progress Report £ll, Auguse 1, 1974 - July 31, 1975. Pre-
pared for the U.S. F.R.D.A. Signdu by Thomas F. Mancusa,
1n.D- and Barkev S. sanders, Ph.D.).
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Not only did I do all the work, I =220 carried on tie nego-

tiations with different agencies whose cooperation was essential

By - o

for the continuation and the ultimacte success of the Study. Dr.
Mancuso's lettex of 9/13/75 is an illustration of this.
Now let me give you the other side of the coin--what I said

had baenéthe'xole of Dr. Mancuzs in the Study:

.y

*Lately, it would seem, you not only have left me to carxxy
corpletely the professional responsibilities for both of
our ;studies, you have blocked my path, you have denied me
tha supporting services of the staff. This is the only in-
ferance that I can draw frem my recent enperience,- sitting
-~ in ny study awaiting for typed material or for tabulatiens
. which seldom arrive, znd hoping that the strdies would be
S-s- confiinued.® (From a lotter, 11/23/74, Sanders to Mancueso,
lettiar enclosed.} Non= of the assortions were challenged.

aosg =

_.._Erom the inception of the Study until early in 1576 Dr.

Fancuso gave little it any time to the Study, even hough

in recenq;yearﬁ he received sll of ﬁis’salary from the |

Federally, funded projects. Throughout most of the years that I
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rm d = a- -

was conaected with the Study, besides his University assignment
ﬁg: Hancuso.wa: managing a counseling servicae (1ncorpora£ed.1
b?iieve) o cettnig lador groups, one time he also did some
work for G.E. but this was ghort lived. Bosides, all along he
has had two oi three other ptojcéts, how these were financed

I do.not kxnow; I do believe, however, that some of the staff,
like lancyso himself, working on these projecte wcre paid from
%he Federal funds made specif#cally for the tadiation Study.
Finally, at lcast one member of the University staff received

rartizl pgywent from the Federal funds in years in which he
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contributed nothing to the Study. i .
In ﬁy letter of 11/23/74 the application referred to ia
the first paragraph was for funds from the Nzational Cancct.IQé
stitute to‘sﬁuéy the comparativa claim rateg from différené
diseadas for cash disability banefits and also the age of with-
drawal from gainfu; worck ;s possibie indexes of ‘health with '
which to assess possible harmful effects from occupational radi-,
stion This phase of ths study exclusively was ona that I
developed because of my work in initiating the disability program
when I was with the Social Sccurity Adninistration. Unfortune
ately; very little progress was made in this, largely becaqse
Dr. Mancuso diverted much of the funds to projects that he was
interegsted in: theze had no reclation to the radiation study.
One off the papers. referraed to in my lotter that had not been
typed. was my analysis of Dr. Mi1h  ‘s findings and his intcr-;y-:
ences based on these findings. 2# this éonhection I shall en-
close ‘another letter frcm Dr. Mancuso to Dr. Marks, 8/1/74. ?
‘micht ‘add that I received no remuneration. A later paper,
later .because I cou}d not get many of ths tabulati;ha in time
~and séme I never got, I did submit to Dr. Mancuso forx publica-
tion.. I Iﬁ.enclosing my covering letter, 1/20/76, submitting
this papet ihd Dr; Mﬁncésb'q reply, 2/2/76. That is the piper
that is néw being conﬂidered»tor publication, though it was
submi;tcd.:o flcalth Phyéics Journal on Qctober 18, 1976,

I do not wish to spend much time to prove that X am a
siatittician. Hj.bloqtaphylin Americhh Mén and Women in
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§cicice; my more than 180 publicatione, ilmcst all of them ‘
statijticaliin nature; and my teaching of numerous courses in |
statistics in graduvate schools should suffice to answor ﬁhat.

I could dwell on my outestanding contributions in saveral fields,
buat I-shall refrain doing that. I.would include oneof thess, ]
. howaevar, bécause of its brevity: “Why Costly Goiernment,‘.gn !

Those who unknowingly attribute the pains taken in assembliéq.

editorial from the Nation's Buszinesg, Juns 196&.

the data to Dr. Mancuz0 may not be aware that Mancuso questioned
the relizbility of these data. This is reflected in a-letter
of 2/2/76. A clearer assertion of such defects is found 1q “‘l
Mancusd letter of 7/14/16, and Dr. Stewart's letter of 7/1/76. '
_ Dr. Mapcuso refused to transmit to ERDA the 12th Annual Progress
R=port, for 1975-78, ¥hich 1 prepared hecauvze of these allegod -
d=ficiencies in the data. Howesver, these alleged deficiencles |'
did not deter Mancuso, et &l. to use¢ the data when they dis-
covered that if only selected findings are gshown the data could -
be uzed to demonstrate harmful effects from radiationt T

The Study is not linitéd to causes of death. as Mr. Gilletta '
says, even though that is the only phasa that Mancuso has used.
The Stﬁdy includsas health and longevity as maasu;ed by agas ad- 1
juﬁtg@;ﬂeatk rntes; irrespective of cause and incﬁpécitatbon I
preceding death; | ]

It-is incorrect to say nothing had been publi;hcd prior to
the hancuso, et al. paper which is about to appear. We pub- §

1ished p 190 pp. monograph, with minor exccptions this was
10082b8
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written by me: “Stuidy of Lifetime Health and uortality Exper=:
-igg:;,;kkﬁéoloyeas oE RCC Ccntradlo%bt b;rh I" Methcdology anl
Some Preliminary Findings Limited to Mortality of Ban£o§d

Employees.™ Sixth Annuval éanlth Physics Society Topical Synm~

posium, Vol. III, Mancuso, Sanders, Brodscky. The Symposium

was in Richland, Wazhington, Nov., 2-5, 1971, the volume was
published in 1972. - ' ! | 1
' Hancuso is gquoted saying that higher deaths from radiatiol
Causing cancer beczme apparent after 1960. For Hanford male

~ employees with a record of exposure to occupaﬁiﬁnal raﬁiétion

the cancer deaths constitute 13.85% out of 524 representing

:all deaths for the veoriod 1944-59 for whom dcath certificates
have been found. Ths corrcsponding percentage for 1,633 death4
1n the period 1960-72 was 20. 27, not a statistically signxfi-

cant 1uvreas¢. The‘;géxeasa in cancer deaths in the gene:al a

“'A

“adult male population over this span of years was hicher. 1If l
';;”Q;re to 11m1t our okservation to mals "exposed" workers hirc
for the firt time at Hanford in 1944 and 1945. the overwhelmin
majority of whom had had their initial exposure to occupation-
al radiation prior to 1950, £or these tha percentage of cancer

deaths is 20.67 out of 358 dcaths in the ycars 1944-59, end

19.10 out of 959 deaths in the years, 1260-72--notwithstznding
the progressive aging of this population. These figures clcarlr
contradict the assertion attributed to Dr. Mancuso, vho'actually

is not familiar with the dara.
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Por rcasons which I never understood, Washington. aftcr
br. Durhum -3 depatture from AEC, was never content with our
work. 1In 1972 they reguired that we submit besides the Annual ]
Prooress Report two interim reports one in the spring and
another in the fall. In Octcher 1972.I prepared the first such
interim zepoft. but data were not forthcoming for subsequant
interim reports. I beliecva thece shortaces were bhrought about
at least partly by the fact that a significant porticm of the
timz and facilities at our disposal were being used by Dr.
Mancuse for his own uze, not related to radiation Study. Also
Hﬁshington wanted us to publish our findings, whi}e Dr. Manéuao
after our first publication, vwhich may have had adverse effects
on his consultation business, refused to publish any "negative”
findings-~and ;y findings wera by and large "“negative®.

I was not aware that there was a change in the mood of
Washington toward our :tﬁdy following Dr. Milham's findings. As
my letter of 11/23/74 indicates Dr. Mancuso was reluctant to
supply me with tabulationg to test Dr. Milham's findings or to
typs and distribute any of my analyses questioning the infer-
ences dexived from these findings. Nevertheless, his letters
to Marks and his othgr observationa regarding my work giva no
indication that he had lost confidence in my work because of
Milham's findings. It should bz noted that in my letter I
express fears, which we both ;hared all along that AEC may dis-
continue our Study. I have serious doubts thercfore, about
th:. '!ﬂanchso': rendition as to why and when Washingtoun decided

1008210




t ' time dose was for "exposcd®™ employees. It is plausible that if f
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to discontinue the research contract with the University of
Lytttsburgh. “If one wefd zlidwed to speculate, possibly Dr, °
"¥ancuso qot tha Britishers to coma up with apparent "positive®
£indings so that ERDA will not dare to carry out its planned
discontinuation of the Study for fear it will ha“accused of .
--trying to prevent “positive"tindlngs. It is, otherwiae,

f”aifficult to understand Dr. Mancuso's conduct: from 1270 on
i each znalysis of new data showed on balance superior health of
Hanford employees with a record of exposure to occupational
| rédiation compared'with that of controlg (agplicants for Hanford
i jobs who declined the jcb, aiblings of the same gex as-tha
\ apnlzcant who never workad in an atomic plant, other Hanford
i workers who had no record of exposura to radiation, and matched
! -controls, matched by year of birth, sex, race, etc.); yet be
[ refused the publication of any of these findings (after the
iziﬁltial publication) while in two months he rushed to precent
i: apparent 'pdsitive” £findings without any'ot the caveats. For
:t-‘;;;tance, the paper read by Mancuso, et al. last fall made no
}I mention that for a number of types of cancers (not only for
| "“leukemia) the ohserved freguency was sicnificantly lower for thoe
* deaths of "exposed” employees vis a vis the expected. If excess
- deaths are attributed to radiation, as these authors do, how
““im one to account for the deficits? Nothing was said-thht

* they had no measure-as to how incomplete the cumulative life

these exccess deaths ara truly attributablae™to radiation that
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this may havae been trus only for a sﬁbpuyulaLian of “"exposed"®
workers whose exposure to occupational radiation exc§;d<fho
"permissible” limit. Nowhere was there any mention of the
hicher longevity of "exnosed®™ employees vis a vis tha.contro;s.
As I have said, thexe cculd be scores of explanations that
ccnld account for thase excesses and deficits, as well, not-
nacessarily occupational radiation within "permissible” limits..
The authors do not consider any of these and many other pos=
sible altarnatives that may explain their findihgg.. For
. instance. the differential in socio-economic status of. "exposed|®
ervloyees could also be the underlying cause of the differences
found in causes of dcath; ths propoxtion of deaths in hospi—
tals, or the differences in the proportion of “exposed™
employees attendead by spscialists on their last illnazs. Ho
- attempt was made to check tha consistency of the causé of decath
xecoxded on tha death certificate against the post mortem find-
.1ngs vhere postmortem was mada. ' S
If there is a causal connection Satweeﬁ certain c;ncers
and exposure to radiation among Hanfﬁrd workers then prefer—-
ence should have been given to all cancers xeported on the
doath cchiticate, whether they ware listed as the underly;ug
cause or rot. I am inclined to believe, if this were dons,
their resufts would be altered, since the exczsses which they
find I believe are happenstance as far as the aszsociation with
recorded radiation is concerned. The use of all cancers

. would have increased the cancer decaths by as much as 40 perceng.

9
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—_— Mr. Gillette is mastaken xn say;ng that my paper which is
to be pubiished later is a dissenting paper, which carries the
conrotation that it was prepared to refute the Mancuso, et al.
papsr. My paper was prepared in 1975. Its purpose is to show
that Dr. Milham's conclusion that highar cancer rates among
Hanford employees is attributable to radiationiia not bornes
out by the evidence which I present--espcciallyzridiation -

within permxsszbla limits--uere this available to us.
In conclusion let ms say, even thouch saemingly tha Milham
apd Mancuso, et al. a2nalyscs recach the same gcnetal concluaion

internally they arxe incon,i tent with ona anothe:.

Sincerely,

-;. ( \ f -‘ o

-

VIS WA S S R TR R V-
Bazkev S. Sanaer 7&J~£>

P.S. I shall gladly opan 1y files to any one who is interested
to pin down the facts in this controversy.

Bnclosures: (1) Letter from: Mancuzo to Marks 3/23/7% .
" (2) Letter from Sanders to Mancuso 11/23/74
-{3) Letter from Mancuso to Marks 8/1/74
(4) Letter frcm Sanders to Mancuso 1/20/76
. (5) Letter f£rom Mancuso to Sanders 2/2/76
- {8) "tthy Cocztly Government' Editorial, “matton's
. . Eusincasg,™ 2/68
(7) Letter from Mancuso to Sandars 7/14/76
(0) Leotter from Stowart to Sanders 7/1/76 .
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