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September 26,1932

Mr»G.T .HeUmuth,Chicago, North Shore and Milwaukee Railroad Company,72 West Mams S t . ,  Chicago, 111.
My dear

Br.Greenburg has shown me your le t t e r  o f September 21 mid I 
want to take the resp o n sib ility  of answering for him and for nyself and 
settin g  forth our attitude with regard to the whole problem of the sandblasting stuffy.

f i r s t  of a l l  I  think i t  v ita l ly  important to  d istin gu ish  between 
three questions. (1) la  the report a sc ie n t if ic a lly  valid  one? {S)  Is  
i t  expedient for the Safety Council to  publish it?  (3) I f  the Safety council 
does not publish i t  what r igh ts has the U.3 .Public Health Service in  regard 
to  the document?

from the standpoint of s c ie n t if ic  v a lid ity  I  do not think there i s  
anything in  Mr .Hoyt* s memorandum that raises any new question of sign ifican ce. 
I t  i s  not true as stated that two w ell qualified  workers w ill  obtain widely 
d ifferent resu lts  with the same method} but i t  i s  true that different methods 
of dust determination give variable r e su lts  and therefore require d ifferent 
standards in  their interpretation. This was fu lly  allowed for by the Committee 
The Committee a lso  considered carefu lly  the question o f s i l ic o s is  and decided 
at the outset that the evidence was overwhelming and that there was no need 
to go into that matter again. The committee had a lso  brought before i t  very 
fu lly  the question of the representative character o f the sampling and 
decided that the procedure followed was sound. The committee went in to  a l l  
of these matters in  great d e ta il  and adjourned sine d ie . I  can see no
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^ s ^ A Ca ti0n,fDr-.ean.lag the committee together again and fe e l  pretty sure that 
i t s  s c ie n t if ic  m eters would not be w illin g  to devote the tin» to the rehashing 
of these questions,

fhe problem of the expediency of jublishing the report i s  an entirely  d ifferent 
one, I think Mr .Hoyt i s  right in  saying that much cf the good we hoped fo r  w ill 
undoubtedly be accomplished by such m b lie ity  as has been obtained. Furthermore the 
basic m aterial, as you may perhaps be aware, has already yearned in a foreign  
publication in a paper which I sent to  Germany early la s t  March a t a time when we 
a l l  had reason to assume the report of the committee woild be published in  May 
before the appearance of the German journal I enclose a copy of th is  panphlet for  
your information, I can say very frankly that in  view of the opposition that has 
been aroused I can see thre are strong arguments o f p o lit ic a l  expediency against 
the publication o f the report by the Council. This,however, i s  a p ractica l question 

rests  with the executive Committee and has nothing to  do with the technical
committee.

I f  the Council decides not to  publish the report, t i e  question as^to the
policy to be pursued by the Public Health service Will have to  be tak en ^ irectly  
with them.

Yours very sin cerely ,

Enc.
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