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Edicoz: 
m- 'cillctte has written a f ine  story, and has dene a crab- 

itable job w i t h  sucb infultmntion as he had. 

ground of the "Health Corrtrweroy" spans altccmt 15 years and my 

personal files on it, since 1970 when I mvea t o  La 301h okCU- 

pies class to 3 cublc feet of space, S believe it worthwhile to 

document at least partiably W ~ Q  did the study. 

In that the back- 
, 

Th&* 5s ne tnith to Dr, Mancuso's araartioa that ha "has --c 0 s  
9 sweatedbvct ft fthr dntar] for I 13 years;" Ilk. Hancuso hfm8df -5 $ 2 

- 2  

,has acknowledged in writing that it was I who duoigned the 
I 

study, compfhd the basic data, debfgned my o m  methods of  anal- 

ymeo a d  h e  Bern responsible for the find%nqt at least: up k, 

tker,timr when I insfsted geblishinq so- of thaae findings. 

P 
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’ PaSe 2 ;- E d i t ~ r  ad US h n g C h ~  T u  

mot only did. z do all the  work, Z t2so sazrlcd on the ncgo- 

tiations .. w f e  different  agencius whose cooperation was essential 
:,*,e -: --, - 
fslr the continuation and the u l t f m a c e  SUCCQSS of the Study. br. 

Mancuso’s letter of 9/13/75 io an illustration a% thia. 
* 

HOW let me give you the othet  side of rbc coin--what 1 said 

.* had beenithe Eole of br, mncuso in the Studyt 
r 

- o-.-- Prep - . the inception of the btudy until early in 2976 Dr. 

hanruso gave little .lf any t i m e  t;p the Study, wen 

Alp recane years he ruceived all 4f Gs- salary ftom 

-... - 
!, . - 2  hQUgh 

I . I  

-..- . - -_.-- (. . : 
L - -  

Federally;, funded projets .  Th;houghont most of the yeats that I 
S Y Z ,  -- . - 

W 8 8  canncpd with the study, besides his University assfg&cnt 

&. P- Mrrncuso was managing a counseling servica (incorporated I 

. . .  .. - 
-c- & . -* * . 
. -  

. - 
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contrfiuted nothing to 

' .  I 

Angrelss Times I 1 

ths 9tuby. 

zn my l e t t e r  of 12/23 /74  the application referred to ia 

tOIa first paragraph was for funds from the National Cancer'In- 

rt i tude to study the coxpusatha clafrrr rates from diffatcnt  . 
Qisesdrs for cash disabil i ty  bornefitr md also the age of w i t h -  

dram% from gainful work as possfbltc indexes of'hcalth wim 
which'tm asserts passible harmful effects f r o m  o c c g a t i o n a l  radi-, 

rttioni This phase of t h  study exclusively w a s  one that  f 

dwelopad because of my work in initiating the disabi l i ty  progrG 

when Z was with the SQcial Security A@mini8tration. Unfortun- . 

8 

. 

ataby; very little progcces waa made in th i s ,  largely because 

Dx- Mancus~ diverted such of the funds to projects that he was 

interqsted in: these had no relation to the radiation study. 

. 

One af the pup+zcs= raferred te in my latter th0; bard n* barns 

typed;was my analysis of Dr. Milk  

ences based on t h e w  findings; 

c1osc:anothcr Xcttat frm Dr. Paancuso to be. Marks, 8 n n 4 -  

might'add that I received no remunerathn. A later paper, - 
bter,because li could not gat many of the tabulations in tinu9 

and s h e  1 newer got, 1 did submit to Pr. Manmtao fog publica- 

tion.: 1 ai enclosing my cavaring l r t t e ~  l/zO/t6, submitting 

this paper an4 Dr. M ~ ~ s o ' #  reply, 2/2/76, That fs the paper 

that is now being considered far publfcatfon, though it was 

submitted to frcalth Physics Journal on October 18, 1976. 

- Z J - :  

' B  f i n d i n g s  and his Snfat- 

1 3  this COr8nQCtfOa I shall an- 

. -  

I 
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ScicncGat; 

Editor ot Los Angales Timer 1 
I 

statiS~ic8ll~n-nature; anh my tzaching of numerous courses in 

statistics in graduate schoals should suf f ica  tcr answer that. 

I,cauld dweU on my outstandbg contributions in several fields, 

howavgr, b c h u s e  of %tsa brev ie t  

cdftorLal from the Eatfan's E.usincbs, 3unu 196U. 

1 

1 .. 
I -shall refrain doing that.  &would include one o f  these. 

"Why Costly G&ernmtnt,a.+zt 
1 , 

t I '  - 
. 

Those wio unknowingly attribute the pains taken i n  assembli$g 

I tbs dqta to DE. Mancum m y  not be awure that ,4lcncus:o v c s t i o f d  

the reliability of theas data, 

oe 2/2/76. 

mncrrsb letter of 7/L4/76, and DE. Stewaxt's letter ot 711176. 

. Dr; Aatrcuso refused to traasmht to  ERDa the 12th Annuul Progress 

This is scflected 5n a.-let+er 

A clearer assertion af such &feces i s  found in. - 1  

1 

frzporrt, tor 1975-76, riihkk X prepzed because of ehcs+ rPlsgad -4 
8zffcicncies rjr the data. Itawcver, these alleged deficiencies I 
&id not d e u r  M~CICU?SO, etal. to use the data when they dis- 

covered that rf only SCla6tcd findings arc shown the data c0uX.d 
i 

8 1  

I 

i 

I 

1 

i 

be used to demonstrate hamful effects fros radiation'; 

Th8 Study ir not Zinatect to caoscs of de&& a% Ms. abtta .- 

says, even though that is tke only pharn that Mancuao ha8 us&. 

T)uk Smdy incladas baalt4 and bngevity 18 measured by ago ad- 

f w t e d  gpeeth rates, irrespective of cause and tacapacltatiea 

preceding death. 
- .  

. 
It-is incorrect to ray nothing had brcn published p t h r  t0 

t 
tlw mntusq, et a&. paper which 14 about to appear, 

Lf%!kcQ B 19C pp. monograph, w i t h  minor exccptbonr t h h  vas 

We pub- 

t O O S Z b 8  
I 
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. .  

! k t t c n  by n;er bSkwPf of Lifetime Heahth and Mortality Exper-; 

I -  - was in Richland, Washington, Nw. 2-5, 1971, tha v~luma via# 

published in 1932. I 

Hancuso is quoted saying that h%gher death3 f t o m  rzdiatio 

causing cpncer becam apparent aEtcr 1960. 

amployeas w i t h  a rtcosd of exposure to occupational rtdhatlom 

the cancer deaths constitute 19.85% out o? 524 representing 

all deuths for the period 1944-59 for whom death ccrtif5catcs 

-have been found. 

-ik-ghe period 1960-72 w a s  20.27, not a statistically s i g n i f i -  , 
clrty:: - -  - - - a  

CSLL ~ n ~ r e a s ~ ,  

uclult mala papulatton ovcr this span of years was highez. If 1 
we wcxe to &;it ouz cbervatiorr to male *exposed" workers hdic 

for the fir+ t i m r  at Hanfoltd in 1944 and X945, the werwheltndn 

rmajoriky of whsm had had thaft  i n i t i a l  exposrue t0 oCcupatf9m- 

.1 radiation priw to 1950, for thaac the percentage of cancer 

daaw fr 30.67 mat of 358 deaths in the years 1944-59, and 

Por nanford mala I 
I 
I 
1 

- -  

The corresponding pegcentage fot 1,633 death 
. .  

- I The inc~casa in cancer deaths in the 9enazsl - *  

-I. - - .  
c,.- - -  - 
I .. l -  

I 
1 -  

19.10 out of 959 deaths in the years, 1960-72=-notwithst&Raing * I  
r 

- 

the progressive aging of  this population. These figures cxaarf. 

contradict thu assertion attributed to Dr. mncuso8 who actbalf. 

is not falnilinr with tho data. - 
1 

1 0 0 8 2 b 9  
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por reasons wh5ch s never understoed, Washingtorn, aftur 
- -  

EX. D Z I Z ~ ~ Z P S  departure from AEC, was nevcr content w i t h  our 

work. 

ProgrGrss Report t w o  inter im reports one i n  t h e  spring and 

I n  1972 they required that w e  submit bestdos the Anntlal 

another in the fa l l .  

interim report, bdP: data w x e  nor forthcoming For 8Ub~~eQWn4 

In O c t o b e r  1972.1 prepared the first rwh 

i n t e d m  reports. 

at least partly by the fact that  a s igni f icant  portion of the 

t f m e  add Faci l i t ias  at our disposal were being used by DE. 

I believa these shorta9es w e r e  bsought .boat 

M ~ ~ C U S Q  fox h i s  own use, not related to radiation Study, 

Washington vantad us to pulbUsh our findings, whi le  DL Mbneu80 

after our Olrst publication, which may have had adverac effects 

on h i s  consultation business, refused to publish any “nogativa” 
I 

findings-and my f ind ings  were by and large “negative’. 

Also 

I 

Washington toward our rtrtdy following Or. a lham’s  findings. 

my letter of 11/23/74 indicates  Dr. ManCUdQ was reluctant tC, 

Ab 

supply me wfth tabulations to teat DE. X f l h a d o  findings or +O 

type and d i s t r i b u t e  any of my analyses questioning the infat- 

ences derived f r o m  these findings,, Nevertheless, h i s  letters 

Marks and h i s  othk observathna segarding my wxk give 

Indication that he hcd lost confidence ia my work because of 

1 

Hilham’r f ind ings .  

exprrrss fears, which ye both shard all’along that A€C moy dir- 

It should h noted that fn my I*++++ Z 

continue our Study. 
t 
Dr- Bhncuso’s rendition 8s to why and when W8shfngtOSj decided 

t have terbotzs doubts therofora, about 

I O 0 8 2 1 0  



f h d i n g s  so that EEDt. will xwt dare to carry out i t s  planned 

discontinuation of the Study for fear i t w b l l  ba accused of--.. 
I 

--trying to prevent mpositiPerm findings. It $8, QthOXWhe. 

f)dl$fficult to understun8 Dr- Mdncu8Q8s conducts 

i 
fran 1870 on 

each analysis of new data shewed on balance superior health of 

Hartford employees with a record of exposure to occupational 

1 radLaeian compared w i t h  that of! controls {applicants fqr Hanford . 
\ 
\ applicant who never workad ill an atomic' plant, other Hnnforb 

i ' wohke~rr who had no record of cxposuge to radiation, and matched 

i 'controls, mutchcd by year of bigth, sex, race, etc.)? y e t  ka 

I refused the publlcalrion of any of these findings (aft- -the 

1' i k t i a l  publicatfan) while in two months he rushed to present 

t : apparent "positivem findings without any 'of the caveats. For 

jobs who declined the jab, sibXingr of the sa- rex as-?3ne 

, 

! ' ,  K t a n c e ,  the P;aper read by Msncuno, et al. l a s t  fall made n~ 

9 mention that  fox a number of ,  types of cancers (not only for 
! 

' 

t- leukemia) thm obrct;;cd freqrtency waa significantly lowar fox tht 

If excesi 
8 .  

=deaths of "exposed" cnrplaycar vis a vis the arcgected. 

- deaths arc attributed to radiation, as the88 ruthor. do, how 
' 

; 

t 

"is one to account far the def ic i tat  Nothing u88 said that 

they bad 110 measureus to how incomplete the culnulative l i fe  

t h m  dose was for "exposcdrn employees. 

these excess deathr ax8 truly attributablo'to radiation that 

It is plausible tht i f  

1 0 0 8 2 1 1  
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t h i s  mcqr have been true only far a subpopazlrLion of ucxpescda 

workers whosa axposurc to occupatfonal radiation exceed ths 
- 

*pcrmissibltt* lhft. ~wharre was there m y  mention of tbe 

high- longavity of @expo3eV cmrglloycres via a vis the control& 

As X have sald, them CCYM be s&as oL explanations &t 
- 

c ~ u h d  account for these ~ccsrses and deficits, as welZ8 w t  

neccssarilyocc~pationalrrrb~8ltionwfthin apcmrriaafbls" L i m i t s .  

The cmutho~s do not consider any of these and many other poa- 

siblc alternatives mat m y  explain the i t  findings. PW: 

instnnce.  the  U l f f c ~ e n t i a l  in socfo-econaintLc status o f . " e x p O s d  

a~ployees could ale0 be the tllrderlying eeuse of the difference! 

foma Sn causes of tlcatht the projogtion of death6 i n  hoapf- 

*&Is, or' the differences in thc pxoportbon of " e x p o s e  

employees attended by specialists on their last illness. 

attern.: was made t o  check tbs consistency of the causa of dcntl 

recorbcd on the deaeh ceztLflcate against the post mort- fbndd 

bags where postmortem uas ma&. b . 
If! thcrc is a causal conncctien batwaen etrtaln' cancers 

and exposure to  radiation mong Bunford workers then prcfarC- 

8nce should have been given to a11 cancers reported on the 

- Beath crrk5flcnte, whether they were listed I J  the anderlyinp 

cau3c or rot. f am inclined to believe, Sf t h i s  were m a 8  

the ir  results would be altered, since the exccsscs which + h q  

f ind I believe are'bappcnstance as far as the association Vitb 

recorded radiation is concerned. The use of a11 cancers 

- wauld have inczcased thecancer deaths by as much as 40  perccn 

1 0 0 8 2 1 2  



to be published later is a dissenting paper, which carries tho 

within "pemissibla" l h h t s - w e r e  th is  available to ut. 

internally they are inconsisten$ with o m  another. 

Sincerely, 
m 

. 
.. 

B.S. shall gladly op+n iegt f % b a  to any on0 who i r r  intersstc 

to pin blown the faces in this controversy. 

Letter Fraw Mancuso to Marks 9/23/7$ 
L e t t e r  f t o m  Sanders to kancuso 11/23/71 
Latter from Naneuso to Marks 8/2/74 
Lettez f h c m  Sandcrs'to Mancuso 1/26/76 
Lattat $ X Q ~  Mancuso to Sanders 2/2 /76  
%&-cy Coctly Government" Editorial ,  %atz&dn*t 

L e t t e r  f r o m  MancsSO to Sanders 7/14/76 
Latter fzora Stewart to  Sanders 7/1/76 

EYdneas, 2/68 

1 0 0 8 2 7 3  
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