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October 3, 1942.

Lieutensnt Albert E. Abraham,

‘Medical Corps,
‘United SBtates Army,

Dale Mabrey Fileld,
Tallahassee, Florlda.

‘Dear Lt. Abraham:

I have just received a reprint of your article in the May
issue of War Medicine, entitled linical and Subeclinical
Lead Intoxication! I was greatly surprised vhen I read the
clinical reports and the laboratory date and when I recognized
that the conclusion &rrived at had been volced in large part
on the presumptive evidence of lead exposure conveysd by the

analytical data. My first impulse was to vrite the editor of
War Medicine and to express some criticism of your article.

On second thought, it seemed the better part of courtesy to
direct my letter to you in the first instance, since in any
event 1t will be necessary for me to call the attention of
the 0ffice of the Quartermaster General as well as some of my

colleagues at thp Army Medical School, to certain points in

the discussion. You may be interested to ¥mow that we have

studied the. lead exposure ‘assoclated with the operation of the

gasoline stove whi é; used in this cooking. I am assuming

that the. regular fielad ccoking equipment was available and

that this was the cooking equipment referred to in your article.

Our obser?ations rould indicate that significant lead exposure
wauld npt occur £ccept under highly umusual circumstances. It

15 my opinian that the exposure described in your two cases

) quite inaignificant and, moreover, that the symptoms com=

plainedwof Wwere in no vise suggestive of lead intoxication.

lab ratoryudw‘a vith the exception of the lead analyses, —

Va; npt very p@g}stive, in my opinion, since basophilic stip=-

ng of the‘red‘cllls can be found in moderete numbers in the

blood of most pepsons.

Passing nov to the urinary lead findings, the results are such
on mera‘inapactiyn as to indicate their complete lack of any
significance. I#;amuch as both in the taxt and in the table
the. quanxitias are written out, I a&ssume that no mistake has
‘ding the reaults obtained. Otherwise, it
be thought‘that reference was made here to micrograms of
1ead«rather ‘than milligrams. In any case, they are insignifi-
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cant .If they should be micrograms instead of milligrams, they
are not high enough to be significant; if they are milligrams,
‘they are ccmpletely beyond the range of possible lead excretion.
No such values have ever been seen in human beings in the most
geute cases of poisﬁning that are known. It 1s doubtful if the
urinary lead excretion at 1its absolute ! ximum can ever excesd
2 L/z to 3 l/ammilligrams per liter. Thua “gxcretion of 5 millie
grams. in honrs vould be a phenomsnan of vbrytgreat rarity in
he mos: u toxication. These
xposuro. hgva msrely

L - Cordislly yours,
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