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Dear Beck:

Mj.gr telldng yesterdey with Jobn Hleck, Yarsh Burch, end Bill Hezard, I
hawg pul down the following emggestican pretty mich off the top of xy

he Host of thex were dlscussed yesterdsy, Burch may hzve covered thex
wit] you. For what they nay be worth 4n this forz, here they are, It yea
.. waut me to help, I Like a firehorse welting to get out of the gtation.

The sitauztion created by publicatiem of Schepera! articles suggests thal
£1cl zieps as the following be taken:

1. Precere a memorsndmy for s2lesmen in ley language to give thenm
& story 1o tell waen the problem ie throwm at then in the field,
Thizs would develeop the thought that Schepers! findings epply
0aly to the most wnusus) eonditicas and have to do only with
extrenely fine fibers not in comerciel procuction. This ghould
be _drafted by Messrs. Black &d Burch ¥ith the assistance of
Dr. BiShOp.

2,  Take the draft to Dr. Schepers end get his agreement that it
accurztely Interprets his {indings. This concurrence right be
elther & long-hznd notation en the draft, or a letter stating his
acquiescence in the gtatezent &8s & reasonzble interpretation for
laymen of the findings set forth in his erticles. This might be
useful should it ever be necessary to rebut him s2s an expert witness.

3. Pla down the chronology in such & way as to throw doubt on the
axthenticity of Schepers' findings as they relete to Gardner!'s
earlier work. Garcéner never published a fully Qocunented report
a2out his inhalation experiments tui in his 1941 report as
Director of the Trudeau Foundation he siszted that his experiments
at Szranac had "dezonstrsted™ that exposure to the dust of glass
wool involved no hezard to the lunzs because this Fibergles
raterial was not inhalable," This language is unqualified by
wezsel modiflers or weekening words. CGardner seid "demonstrated”

_ not "indlcated.® In e interim report eariier he qualified
“denonstrated" tith "apparently." Until Schepers got into the
act, Gardner's findings heve been accepted, without equivocation,
by public health authorities, industrial hyglenists, insurance
actuaries, et al, as euthoritative. In e sempse, Schepers is

S%desecr{s_tin.g the memory of Dr. Gardner by exhuming from his f£iles

¥ ten years post-mortem, data that Dr. Gerdner certsinly would.have

—§ brought to our ettenticn had he regarded it as being of sufficient

* dzportance to modify the conclusicns that he had reported $o us
as definitive, The two-year inhalatieon experiments were campleted
in 19l1. Dr. Gardoer dled in 1546, In 1956 Schepers comes forth
with this blast to cast doubt on the integrity of Gardner's work.
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L. Probe for evidence that publicetlon of the articles by Schepers
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zay be & breach of faith. The files ney no lmgzer be availshle

to show whether & formel contract was executed or whether Dr. Gerdner
undertook the work in the late 130's on the bagis of a Jetter agreeest,
It 15 1ikely that there was an wnderstanding of samo natire that

reports on the experiments would pot be published without prior consent,
Yy recollectian 4g that this wes & two-way street. We ware cereful not
to quote Gardner without his consent} it is ressonatle o suppose that
Serznec was under & similer obligation not to publish without cut censent.

. Obviously Schepers! articles cannot be expunged foam the record now.

But this point, if esteblished getlsfactorily, might help persusde
Schepers to acquiesce in the Mlaymanls versioa® suggested zbove.

Reactivate the medicel advertising progrm along the pattern followed

in the late '[0's &nd early 'S0'ss lnis was & modest program. I

think we had alx insertions a year each in JAMA emd in MODERN MIDICDEE,
By 2liemnetdng the insertions we had one ad each month. This was a lowe
budget program. Its long-range objective was to provide a caxtinuing
{razework of reference to familiamrize physiciens with Fibergles mroducis,
There Is sufficient mentian in medical literature to per=it this proorem
to be cerried on effectively. Kore can be developed. Schepers! articles
do not elter the fact that Fiberglas products are described elsewhers in
medical literaiurs as nontoxic, nonzllergenic, nonirritating, etc. Iest
such & tzmpaign would seem to be "protesting too much® it sghould be
hmdled by an agency qualified to sldestep the many pitfalls that beset
&y caupaign aimed et the medical professian.

Exploy or aslem a gualified, ccmpetent indestrial hyrlenist full-tize
to pull WEenson the whole progrez.

Spensor e nev Investipaticn at an institution other them Saranac tc

develop new iindings to upcate and parallel those reported by Schepers,
(Be sure that this institution hes unasseileble integrity.) This mey
teke at least four or five yezrs and a good many thousands of dollsrs,
but it is basic end essential.

Aprrelse the present standing of the Saranac Laboratories by developing
outside Information to determine whether Schepers 15 indulging in
gentcel blackmailt To find out, for exzwple, wheiker Sarczac!s business
is slipping and whether he resorts to 2larmist tactics to sell the
Laboratory's services. Gather such informstion on a confSdentizl bagls,
perhaps through Bowdiich via Bazard, as a weapan in reserva.

Stucdy-the health record compiled by Fiberglas employees in Newzrk, This

showld be set Up as & project to be supervised by &m outsica Incustrial
hygientst consultant. It may involve an exteasive chest x-ray prograzm,
study of sick ebsenteaiem, end correlation of such data-{ith insurance
clairs experience, workers' compensation cases, etc. Sach evidence 1a
ecpirical, but if the data are studted md correlated and interpreted
by an Independent industrial hygienist of reputation, they could be
extremely uvseful and significant in many situations.



