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Mr. Ivan Saoourin 
St. Jonns 
~ebec 

Dear Ivan: 

' . \ ..... 

• 1011 '."s- ~IA~Vl I.LE CoHPOHATTO~ 

Dece.nber JO,, 1957 

Re: I.H.F. Survey 

.[ 
Hugh Jacksc·n and I have reviewed the coudensation of the survey which you sent us. we have noted deletion of all references to the association of asbestosis and lung cancer in tnis condensation. While we believe that this in­fonr.ation is of great scientific value, we can understand the desire of the Q.A.M.A. to emphasize the exposure of the asbestos miner and not the cases of &Bbestosis. We also are in agreement with the deletion oi the reference to emoking and lung cancer. 

It must be recognized, however, that this re~ort will be subjected to criticism when publisned becau5e all other authors today correlate lung cancer ana cases of asbestosis. If ~e are to restrict this condensation to asbestos miners, greater emphasis should be placed on the choice of words used in aefin­ing the conort. The fact that all members of the cohort had 5 or more years of exposure to asbest.os st1ould be reiterated. 

Following are comments on certain paragraphs of the condensation. 

We believe the first sentence in paragraph 2 should read "Perhaps no one has written so extensively - - - -"· 

Page 14 

In the third sentence of paragraph 2 the definition of cohort should be expanded to empnasize tnat non-exposed pt.:rsonnel were not included in the sample. l'h.i.s migt1t be done by aoding a sentence similar to the follcwing: "Office and other non-exposed 1,ersonnel, regardless of length of e.'T.ployme:nt wer·e not incluaed in tht:: conort 11
• 

To furt!1er em}.-nauize tne exµosure aspect of the miners the second sentence of paragrapn 2 might read, 11All workers with more tnan 5 years of ex­posure were placed in one of three categol'ies 11 • 

1 t might be &dvisci.ble to add a."lother sentence at the end of this para­graph, "As previously noted workers with no expouure -were not incl'lded in the c.iata". 



I
._,., -'.;:Ttr. Ivan Sabourin 

Page 23 

- 2 - December 30, 1957 

In the fourth sentence reference :Ls ma.de to "the 95% level of signifi­cance". This phrase 'Was explained clearly and thoroughly on Pai:es 23 to 25 jn the section on Statistical Methods of the original 3\lrvey. Becau~e tliis wnole section was deleted in the condensation we feel it i;;ight be advisable to explain by foot­note the meaning of "the 95t level of sig~ficance 11 • 

We feel that the fifth sentence might be ~4de stronger by the f ollcwing change. "However, having found just 12 cases, we are not above this level, and there.fore the hypothesis that asbestos miners do not have a highe1· mortality from lung cancer than does the general population cannot be rejected". 
Page 41 

The table in the center of the page shows a rate of 2(1 in the 45 - S4 age group. In the original sl.l.I'Vsy this rate was 27. 

Page 48 

In the last sentence of the first paragraph we would lj~e to suggest the substitution of the word 11uno.ertaken11 for the word 11comrnissioned11 .. 

In the second sentence of paragraph 3 we would like to suggest tnat the el6111ents of the cohort uefinition be repeated. "A cohort was defined as a group of asbestos miners having at least 5 years of exposure in the indstry a~d who were in the industry during 1950. Only those workers who met these criteria were in­cluded in the study". 

P~e 49 
In the last sentence of pa.ragr~ h l we would like to suggest the dele­tion of the phrase 11wi:ich have been explained in some detail" since such explanation was deleted in the condensation. 

This publication should form the basis for futu:.e surveys a.nd reports. Dr. Braun snould be asked to establish the fr~mm1ork of reporting for Deeters Grainger anci Cartier so that each yea:r the status of ~very member of the origin~l cohort coula be reported to the Industrial hygiene Foundation and tnc cont:.nu1ng study be analyzed by their experts. We ca.r>-.1."lot emphashe this point too strongly because nowr.ere in the literature today is there reported a study wr.ich is so valuable ana •hich approY.i.-nates this mae::U.tude. 
We agree wi. th Doctors Cartier and Braun that a certain nu:aber of w0rkers probably have some asbestotic fibrosis which cannot be diagnosed by :A-ray. Un­fortunately, we cannot take lung biopsies on all workers and we have no other means of making a diagnosis before there a!'e x-ray cha.."lges. 'r.11erefore the annual study of all exposed asbestos workers becomes increasingly important. 
'We feel that Dr. Braun a.'1d his staff are to be congra.tulat:.ed heartily for this very valuable contribution to our medical lmowled9P• 'We trust that their effvrts will be rewarded in the near future by the public)ition of t.ilis w::irk in a recognized jvurnal. / 

// 
Since,r J 

K nncth W. Smith, M.D • 
• odical Director 
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