4 (or 12) individually-
adjustable channels.
(Not three!)

Stainless steel rollers.
(Not plastic!)
Planetary drive.
(Not free -wheeling!)

Snap-in tubing cartridges.
(No need to stop pump!)

Instead of only three tubing channels, Brinkmann IP-4 and IP-12
Peristaltic Pumps provide 4 (or 12) independently-adjustable channels.
Instead of six plastic free-wheeling rollers, they have eight stainless
steel rollers, with a planetary drive system to provide a smoother, more
uniform flow, minimize slippage, and extend tubing life.

Snap-in cartridges facilitate tubing changes. Each may be adjusted
to compensate for minor variations in the flow rate of similar tubings.

Push buttons select maximum pumping speed or idle, as well as
reversal of direction. Electronic speed regulation, assures =1%
accuracy and maximum torque even at lowest speed, regardless of
variations in load or voltage. Flow rates are from 0.008 to 10ml/min.

For literature, write: Brinkmann Instruments, Inc., Subsmraryof
Sybron Corporation, Cantiague Rd., Westbury, N.Y. 11590
In Canada: Brinkmann Instrument (,Ganaaa), Ltd.
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LETTERS
Asbestos Legislation

The News and Comment section of the
18 May issue of Science (p. 712) con-
tained an article regarding legislation that
I have introduced to deal with the prob-
lem of asbestos-related diseases and
compensation for workers who have been
exposed to asbestos in a variety of
workplaces.

I am more than a bit disturbed by the
inaccuracies I have found in the article,
and I hope you will set the record
straight. The article states that **The bill
was drafted by the Johns-Manville Cor-
poration, the major U.S. manufacturer
of asbestos, and was introduced by Rep-
resentative Millicent Fenwick (R-N.J.),
who has a major Johns-Manville plant in
her congressional district.”’

The author of the Science article never
called me or anyone in my office to check
the facts; otherwise he would have found -
that the bill was drafted by a member of
my staff (now a member of the Public
Defender’s staff in the District of Colum-
bia) working with representatives from
the Johns-Manville Corporation, with a
lawyer for the union, the International
Association of Heat and Frost Insulators
and Asbestos Workers, and with Irving
Selikoff of the Mount Sinai School of
Medicine (who is the leading medical ex-
pert in this area and a consultant on in-
dustrial health subjects for the AFL-
CI0). It follows closely the form and the
funding system of the Black Lung legis-
lation for coal miners. (And, incidentally,
company participation starts 1 January
1980, not December 1980, as the Science
article states.)

My prime concern is to have a com-
prehensive program that will provide
benefits to affected persons and their de-
pendents for disability or death from as-
bestos-related diseases. During my re-
search on this legislation, I wrote to each
state workmen’s compensation board to
find out what compensation was pro-
vided by their plans to workers for long-
developing diseases, such as asbestosis.
Lawsuits may certainly be a remedy for
some workers, but, as one labor union
lawyer told us at a workers’ meeting on
the subject, it is necessary to prove crim-
inal negligence in a suit of this kind. It is
for this reason that the workmen’s com-
pensation principle has provided more
reliable protection for workers, and is
preferred by the AFL-CIO.

In fact, the AFL-CIO is looking for-
ward to drafting national workmen’s
compensation legislation for all occupa-
tions. I would like to see this, too, but
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the uncertainty of disease in chemical
and other industries means a long delay.
Asbestos-related diseases are easily
diagnosed, and a compensation program
could quickly be set in place. The work-
ers I have spoken with simply cannot af-
ford the many years’ delay that might be
encountered in drafting comprehensive
legislation to compensate workers for all
work-related diseases.

Finally, I would like to suggest that if
the bill had the origin your article states
and the influence it strongly implies, it is
most unlikely that Congressman Edward
Beard, Democrat of Rhode Island, and a
member of the Painters’ Union, would
have been the first cosponsor with me,
and instrumental in introducing the first
copy of the bill. Representative Beard is
now chairman of the subcommittee on
labor standards, and I testified before his
subcommittee this year.

In response to the delicate suggestion
that I might be influenced by the compa-
ny, I can only say that I have never ac-
cepted any contributions from political
action committees—labor or corporate.
The fact that workers live in my district
and have asked me to help with their
problems is the reason for my interest
and concern.

MiLLICENT FENWICK
U.S. Congress,
Washington, D.C. 20515

Science had three sources for its
reference to the authorship of the Fen-
wick bill. One was Representative George
Miller (D-Calif.), who said in prepared
testimony that the bill was *‘drafted and
supported by the asbestos industry it-
self.”” Through an aide, Miller adds that
he heard in several places that Johns-
Mansville *‘played a significant role in
drafting the bill.”” The second source,
who asks not to be identified, is with
the House Committee on Education and
Labor; he also stands by the statement.
““The company just brought over a
draft,”” he says. Science’s third source,
who is active in asbestos issues outside
Congress, says the same.

None can offer documented proof.
The top Johns-Mansville lobbyist in
Washington, John Autry, strenuously
denies authorship by his firm. But sev-
eral others—associated with or knowl-
edgeable about the bill—swear that the
company’s attorneys have bragged pri-
vately that the bill was theirs. Fenwick
claims, for example, that Irving Selikoff
had a role in its drafting. But Selikoff
told Science that he **had nothing to do
with planning or drafting the bill, and if
Fenwick believes this, she is misin-
formed. It was drafted by attorneys for
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Johns-Mansville who showed it to me.™
He adds, however, that ‘‘Fenwick is not
a paid stooge for Johns-Mansville'” and
that both he and she supported the legis-
lation ‘‘because it would ameliorate the
current very serious human problem
facing these workers."”

Fenwick's staff also claims that Larry
Cohen, an attorney for the asbestos
workers’ union, is partly responsible for
drafting it. Cohen told Science that
‘‘Johns-Mansville very definitely ini-
tiated the idea. They came to us with
the idea of joining in a legislative ap-
proach as a substitute for litigation,
which had been a hit-or-miss deal for
our members. They did present the first
draft, but we also exercised our option
to object to it, and it went through eight
or nine drafts before it was introduced
by Fenwick. We did get some of the
figures changed along the way to get a
more liberal bill from the worker’s
standpoint.””’ —R. JEFFREY SMITH

Nitrite Study

Publication of P. N. Newberne's re-
port ‘‘Nitrite promotes lymphoma in-
cidence in rats’’ (8 June, p. 1079), with-
out alerting uninformed readers to the
controversy surrounding the work upon
which the report is based, is premature
to say the least.

Readers of Science should be in-
formed that the results reported by New-
berne lack credibility at the Food and
Drug Administration (FDA), which
sponsored the study at a cost of about
$500,000. According to the FDA, ‘‘Pa-
thologists associated with the. Inter-
agency Working Group on Nitrite Re-
search have determined that there ap-
pears to exist a substantial difference
with respect to their diagnostic opinions
concerning the histopathology as com-
pared to diagnoses made by Dr. New-
berne and his associates’’ (/). As a con-
sequence of this ‘‘substantial dif-
ference,”” the FDA has contracted with
Universities Associated for Research
and Education in Pathology, at a cost of
$458,095, to determine whether or not
the data generated by Newberne and his
associates are reliable (2).

PauL G. ROEHRIG
Research and Development, Oscar
Mayer & Company, Post Office
Box 7188, Madison, Wisconsin 53707
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