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October 26, 1948

Dr. Robert A. Kehoe 
Kettering Laboratory 
College of Medicine 
University of Cincinnati 
Cincinnati 19, Ohio

Dear Dr. Kehoe$

I regret this delay in thanking you for your letter of October 11th 
with your careful review of the lead article by Hamlin and Weber. Dr. Seeler, 
who is handling the manuscripts while Professor Drinker is abroad, had to be 
out of town himself, and I wanted to delay writing you until I could send you 
his final decision after reading your criticism of the manuscript.

We are writing Dr. Weber that we cannot accept their paper for pub­
lication, and are basing our reasons for this largely on your criticism of it, 
though we have not mentioned your name of course in any way.

We are most grateful to you for all the time you have given to this 
paper, and for your careful consideration of it.

J

Sincerelv yours,

T u o *
Margaret

^ a ~ \jt I S

S, Perry

Editorial Office 

55 Shattuck Street 
B oston 15, M ass.
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Misa Margaret S. Perry, Editor
The Journal of Industrial Hygiene and Toxioology 
55 Shattuck Street 
Boston 15, Massachusetts

• *  .  ** * 1 - "* iDear Miss Perry; .
I am sorry that I have been so slow in the returning 

of the manuscript enclosed herewith. It came at a time when 
I was out of the laboratory, and unfortunately I have spent 
most of the last month away from my office. It was impossible 
to return it promptly with my comments. This was especially 
true because I felt It necessary to take serious exceptions 
to the efforts of the authors, and therefore it was necessary 
to explain my viewpoint in some detail.

In studying the manuscript I made certain pencil 
notes in the margin and elsewhere. This I probably should 
not have done, but ray editorial habits betrayed me, especially 
at points where I felt that serious criticism was needed.
I trust that this will not embarrass you unduly, and certainly 
what I have written in can easily be erased. I would have 
erased these marks myself, except for the fact that I feel 
they may reveal something of the nature of my criticism 
which may not be wholly evident otherwise.

You and your reviewers may feel that I am being 
unduly severe in my critioism of this paper. If so, you 
will not wish to accept my Judgment. It is by no means 
necessary that you should, of course, but I wish to tiiake 
one additional comment •concerning the publication of this 
paper. If it Is published In anything like its present 
form, I shall have to prepare a paper based on the accumulated 
data of more than fifteen years, in an effort to offset 
what I consider a devastating attack on sound methods of 
dealing with this problem in the lead trades. The data 
being used in this paper are only a minute fraction of data 
which we have collected from corresponding Industries, and 
I believe I can show clearly what Hamlin and Weber are saying 
is largely the result of an Inept and inexperienced approaoh 
to this general problem. In commenting on their paper at 
the time of the meeting at which it was presented In slightly 
different form, I was only gently critical. I actually 
commended their resort to methods which would give useful 
information and I concluded by saying that if they would stick 
to their observations, they would come around to our point 
of view. This may have sounded patronizing, but I did not 
mean It that way. The publication of this paper, on the
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Dr. Robert A. Kehoe 
Kettering Laboratory 
College of Medicine 
University of Cincinnati 
Cincinnati 19, Ohio

Dear Dr. Kehoe:

We have received the enclosed manuscript from Hamlin and Weber
of the American Brake Shoe Company on "Further Observations on Control of 
a Lead Hazard in the Brass Foundry Industry". This is a second report 
from them, the first onelhaving been published in this journal in Volume 29, 
p. 367, 1947, *

As Professor Drinker will be away until the middle of November
probably, our reviewers here would very much like to have your opinion of . 
this paper and whether you think it is suitable for publication in our journal.

I am sorry to trouble you with this.

tM anaging Editors 

Philip Drinker 
Margaret S. Perry

Editorial Office 

55 Shattuck Street  
B oston 15, M ass.

September 16, 1948

Sincerely yours.

Margaret S. Perry, editor

/



This paper in its present form is unworthy of 
the Journal. Disregarding, at the moment, any merits or 
deficiencies of the factual information and the conclusions 
derived therefrom, the paper is poorly written and poorly 
arranged, and there is general evidence of carelessness, 
even the calculations of percentages being incorrect.
No doubt the editors will not wish to be so direct and 
so personally critical in communicating with the authors, 
as is this reviewer, but the Journal should not publish 
anything so poorly organized and written a3 is this paper.

The data are poorly presented from a number of 
aspeots. The lumping of data and other conditional factors 
involving individuals and groups into average values obscures 
many of the relevant and neoessary facts. I strongly 
suspect that the conclusions would be quite different if the 
data were arranged for study in other ways. Obviously 
the authors have not employed even simple accepted methods 
for the examination of their data. It does not even appear 
that the earlier analytical data, said by the authors as 
less reliable, have been separated out. It appears that 
certain working impressions have been arrived at, and that 
these have been set down without such critical study of the 
data as would prove or disprove their validity. The 
impressions are of interest, but they could just as well 
be stated without data, since the data as presented prove 
little or nothing.

As to the argument and conclusions, one could take 
the data, poorly presented as they are, and on the basis 
of a different viewpoint, could arrive at conclusions diametrically 
opposed to those expressed. An incidence of plumbism so 
high as that defended here is enough to ruin;, certain industries, 
unless indeed the severity of- cases and the duration of 
disabilities were slight. Yet not a word is said about these 
important matters. The attempted '’explanations1' of the cases 
are fumbling, ana indeed are careless and irresponsible,
unless they are an expression of naivete and inexperience.
I do not say that the Journal need accept the responsibility 
for the opinions here expressed. On thè other hand if the 
authors have something better with which to back their 
opinions than that given here, they should be induced to 
bring it out. The opinions given are not justified in terms 
of the ourrent situation of the lead, trades, medically, 
hygienically, socially or economically, nor are they supported 
by the facts presented in the paper itself. They can be 
t,qrn to shreds by anyone who cares to do sc.

Over and above the thesis of this one paper, there 
is a great flurry at present to disregard the standards 
derived tentatively from previous experience in the lead 
trades, and to liberalize them considerably. Those who seem
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most active In this are rediscovering what some of ua have 
outgrown years ago, This flurry will have run its course 
in five or ten years or less when present information shall 
have gained more current application. The Journal should 
not, without great caution, lend itself as the sounding board 
for this activity. It should demand contributions to our 
information, not inadequately supported expressions of 
opinion, fey such policy it will continue to have reason 
for pride in what it has done to advance concepts and practice 
in the field of Industrial hygiene,

- To return to this paper - It is possible or 
even likely that the facta represented in thi3 paper could 
be assembled advantageously in such a manner as to be useful. 
First, a simple statement would be required as to their origin 
in a program which is not as yet fully developed and perfected. 
Then should come the presentation of the data In more appropriate 
form (by years, for example, and/or with illustrations of 
variability in relation to time and method of sampling and 
analysis). Then a modest and tentative interpretation of 
further procedure and applications of procedure could properly 
be made. "Impressions'’ referred to previously, could be stated, 
but the thesis that present standards are too exacting 
for "practical” purposes, on the basis of the apparent 
accomplishmentsjup to date, is presumptious and impertinent 
and, excepting as it is made naively, and, in ignorance of 
what others have done and published, it is professionaly 
reprehensible. huch a statement should not be countenanced 
in the pages of the Journal on such flimsy evidence as has 
been provided. Also the philospphy concerning the health 
of the "greatest number of men" cannot be acceptable, without 
very careful qualifications, to the Journal. Actually I think 
this philosophy is badly expressed rather than badly conceived, 
but certainly it cannot be accepted as it is said, for the 
sake of either "practicality" or common decency.


