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I wvas pleased to see the copy of Dr. Heuper's paper on
Cancer in its Relation to Occupstion and Environment end, as
recuested, I &m returning 1t herewith,

Dear Pege:

It 1s well knowvn that asbestosis has been mentioned as
one of the ceuses of pulmonary cancer because of the fwct that
there are now on record some twenty-three coeses of coincidence
of the tvwo conditions. I a2m not at &ll sure that selection has
not playec a learge part in these publications. Everybody is
looking for s cruse of cancer, and vhenever even a suspicious
occups tional history 1s obtained, the doctor is likely to publish
his dase with suggestions that some dust or fume hes been the
" ¢cause, - Hovever, the number in the case of ashestosis is sul-
ficiently greezt to be impressive., I, myself, have felt thet
this notion is erroneous, since exaninetion of films of persons
emnloved in the esbertps industry has, to my kmowledge, not shown
eny exce«s of carcinoma of the lung. Dr. Vestel concurs in this
idea; nevertheless, the notion preveils in medical circles.

It is to collect rnd pudblish more reliadble information on
this £nd other little appreciated phases of the esbestos problem
that I hope we may have opportunity to review £ll films of Johns-
Uanville employees. Somebody should do this for the esbestos
industry in the United States. I believe that ‘'somebody! should
be outside of the industry, &s obviously it would then carry more
weieht. I hope, before 1 die, the opportunity may be afforded us.

There i1s one other phase of the subject, however, that [
belleve deserves consideration. 1In one of my reports to your
group, I noted that there was an unusuelly high ineidence of cancer
of the lung in white mice which hzd been exvosed to asbestos dust.
This specles of enimel does not develop asbestosis, largely, 1
think, decause of the air passages too smell to permit inhéiing of
fibrous asbestos. Nevertheless, we did find over 8075 of mice ex-
posed to asbestos showing tumors of the lung, and only some 15% or
207 of those exposed to other dusts showed tumors of* this neature.
These findinss represented & sumiary of ell our experience vith
mice in asbestos dust. Experiments were not done with the purpose
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of demonstrating cancer. No attempt was made to control the
observetion. No ceaére was taken to select a strain of mice that
wesS or was not susceptible to tumor. Ceancer has not developed in
any other species of animal used in the experiment.

In viev of the pudblicity given cancer of the lung, I.Ihought
that the subject deserved further experimental investigation. I
have made a proposal to the National Cancer Institute for a grant
of #15,000. to carry on & three-year experiment. I talked the
mattar over wvith Dr. Rhoeds of the Memorial Hospital and he weas
highly enthusiastic. As a member of the anpropriation committece
of the National Cencer Institute, he made favorable recommendation.
Horever, other members of the committes turned it down and the
subject wes then droaped. I still belleve that it might be &
sulteble matter for further investigation.

More imvortent, however, would be the analysis of films of
persons employed in the asbestos industry. If a large enough
numbder of such films were reviewed by one central agency, I em _
‘quite sure that we would have evidence tc controvert the implice-~
tions of the cese reports now in the medical literature.

I enclose & reprint by two of my associates dealing with
tho general subject of pulmonary cencer and inhaled dust. In
the bibl*orraohy I have checked several articles reporting ceses
in esbestos workers, .

Sincerely yours,

s/ Roy
Leroy U. Gardner
Director
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