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{From the Washington Post, July 15, 1970

DUPONT's Recorp 1N Business Ernics: ANOTHER View

(By Barry I. Castleman)

cate the actions of DuPont, for one.

At least one of the examples cited in this article deserves further discussion. This
was an account of DuPont’s discovery in the 1930s that workers manufacturing dyes
using an intermediate called Beta-naphthylamine were developing cancer. Where-
upon, “We made full disclosure in the medical journals, cleaned up the process, angd
took care of employes to the best of medical science’s ability.”

The cancer hazard in dye making was brought te the attention of the DuPonts by
the late Dr. Wilhelm C. Hueper, who is widely regarded as the father of environ-
mental cancer prevention. Fortunately, Dr. Hueper and others who were involved in
this struggie in the 1930s and "40)s have left the account of industrial history and
ethics which follows. Thig sfory will even be informative to the DuPont public
relations writers, whose “Mobil ad” view of past events was as incorrect as it was
self-serving. .

Dr. Hueper had ‘emigranted from Germany and was working under the tutelage
of a physician at the University of Pennsylvania in the early 1930s. This gentleman
was also the personal physician of Irenee DuPont. One day old DuPont had a cold
and Hueper came along for the house call. Dr, Hueper asked to see the DuPont
Company's dye works, and this was arranged within a short time. He was horrified
to find dyes being madeé with benzidine and beta-naphthylamine, with absolutely no
industrial hygiene precautions taken. White, powdery dust was everywhere, and the
work areas where the deadly amines were handled were in no way cordoned off
from the large chemical works. Hueper noted that it had been known since the turn
of the century in Furope that these conditions led to a very high incidence of cancer
of the bladder. Hagn't DuPont had that experience, too”? The quick answer was
“No,” but within a few months there were 23 cases of bladder cancer noticed among
past and present workers.

A few vears later Hueper was working for DuPont Company, and someone <eri-
"usiy suggested that maybe they should just hire people for two years apeice in the
dungerous areas and then lay them off, Hueper explained that if they did that, they
woeld be mass-broducing cancer. Meanwhile, Swiss dye chemists found other routes
of dve synthesis that obviated th. need for Beta-naphthylamine, which was aban-
doned in Switzerland in 1928,

Hueper's most brillinnt research was done while he was at DuPont. For 40 years,
it had bheen known that workers exposed to Beta were getting bladder cancer, but
when the substance was tested on rats it produced no effect. Dr. Hueper tested Beta
on dogs, and it produced numerous bladder tumors. He theorized that there were
species-specific metabolic pathwavs for this substance, which itself was not carcino-
genie. However, in some species Beta was metabolized into an active form, which
accumulated at high concentration in the urine. The dog “digested” the chemical
much the way man did, but the rat was able to pass it off without chemically
converting the Beta to its deadiy form. Hueper even identified the carcinogenic
metabolite in the urine of his dogs.

Word soon got around that the head of the DuPont research labs had announced
to the local papers that he hud made this discovery. Hueper, enraged, went to see
The sditer siving thet the hig hot Bad noter oo fdor in hie laboratory. “f call thar
‘utmed Hueper. The editor calmed him down and called the lab director, v no
tied that the work was not his after all. “By then, I knew my days at Dulont
were counted,” Hueper told me. The scientific report was published in 1938, around
the time Hueper left DuPont. After that time. Hueper said, DuPont toxicologiral
research that was bad for business waus treated as a trade secret and withheld from
pukblication.

Wrote Hueper in 1043:

“Industrial concerns are in general not particularly anxious to have the occur-
rence of necuputional cancers amang thir emuioves nr of environmental ~apcers
amonyg the ronsumers of their products made o matier of public ricords, Yoeh
publicity right reflacy unfavorabiy upon their business activities and oblize them o
und=rtake extensive and expensive tochnical and sanitary changes in their prosges
t1on methods and in the types of products manufuctured, There is. oy . o0
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distinct possibility of becoming involved in compensation suits with extravagant
financial claims by the injured parties. It is, therefore, not an uncommon practice
that some pressure is exerted by the parties financially interested ir such matters
to keep information on the occurrence of industrial cancer well under coyer.”

In this paper, Hueper called upon industry to find substitutes for carcinogenic

.. substances such as secondary aromatic amines and asbestos.

DuPont finally stopped using Beta in 1955. But Beta's chemical cousin, benzidine,
rsisted as a mainstay in the manufacture of numerous dyes for cotton, paper and

. leather. Hueper had told DuPont that benzidine was carcinogenic in 1936, but
benzidine proved to be not so easily substituted as Beta,

An important international medical congress was held in London in 1948, at
which the chief medical officer of the DuPont Compary presented a paper to show
that benzidine was not a cause of industrial cancer, and that all the cases of bladder

" cancer in his factories could be laid at the door of Beta, whose use he said was being
abandoned.

In the early months of 1949 the medical officer to the Imperial Chemical Indus-

tries Dyestuffs Division visited the DuPont Chambers Works dye plant. This man.
~ the late Dr. Michae] Williams, was accompanied by another British researcher, and

they were shown around by the corporate medical director who had given the paper

‘. at the London medical congress. After the plant tour, he drove Dr. Williams and his

Y

colleague to their next destination, quite a long drive. Dr. Williams, who often
recounted the story, noticed that his companion in the back of the car had his eyes
closed, and said to the DuPont doctor, “Look, you are a company man, and I am a
company man, and Dr. So-and-So is asleep. Can you explain to me why, after the
records and so on that you have shown to ug today, you are so certain that
benzidine is not causing any of the trouble?”

He got the reply, witnessed by the other Briton, who was in fact not asleep but
thinking, “We here know very well that benzidine ig causing bladder cancer, but it

-is_company policy to incriminate only the one substance, Beta-naphthylamine.”

Dr. Williams had only recently joined the giant Imperial Chemical firm, where he

" later became known as an ardent campaigner against occupational cancer hazards.

DuPont did not withdraw from the benzidine dye business until 1973 According

" to company records, there were 339 known cases of urinary bladder cancer ascribed

to benzidine and Beta among DuPont workmen during the years 1956 107!, Dver

accounting for the 20-25-year lapsed period between onset of exposure and develop-
~ment of cancer, it is obvious that this continuing epidemic of cancer was both

- foreseen and preventable.

The DuPont public relations department was not content to merely rewrite histo-
1y, but went on to lecture The Post's readers about morality, of al] things. The
writer admonished that “we give up the Moral Rectitude Race If we consider the
possibility that most people in business have pretty much the same base of value: ac

.most of their critics * * *” I could wel imagine Dr. Hueper's reaction to the
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suggestion that he was the moral equivalent of the DuPont executives and their
medical minions. -

He called them chiselers, the callous businessmen who saved a few thousand
dollars on industrial hygiene engineering. He railed at them for suppressing the
deadly truth from their workers, with their “flexible” front-men in medicine, law
and public relations. Bili Hueper learned about business ethics and ocrupaticnul
cancer from the people who wrote the book. “The only thing they understand is Jaii
and bad publicity.”

The public’s fears and suspicions of business will only be allayed when outfits |jle
DuPont, Velsicol (Tris), Firestone (Radial 500 tires), Ford (Pintos). Hooker Chemical
{Love Canal) and their ilk stop giving business a bad name. Until then, sanctimo-
nious varnish nver criminal business conduct serves only to warn us that the dange
persists,

CursTeEr BEATTY RFstarcn lusrrrute,
London, En,:land, July 20, 1875,

Ebitog,
Waskington Post.
Washington, I.C

Dzar Siz. Although now retired due te ill-health, I feel oblized to wiice 1o yuu
chout twe art los on o Business Ethies of DuPorts whieh have been broughi io
My aatice and which [ have now sen), wr ryself.

A tew doys ago [ was astonished, and r.ot besi pleased, Lo roceive o telephone call
from a representative of DuFonts, who had somehow ide-ntified me a

*2erred te in the second of your urticles twhich [ had. of course. not seen) and who
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had also managed to ferret out my retirement address with telephone number, The
t

Castleman, and to ask me to

«-!' :

i

if I could remember an incident referred to by Bar
it. I am writing this letter in the

hopes that if [ make my reply public, and also state such relevant facts as I know
about the subject being discussed, I will be spared further inquisition by either
party to the dispute or by any other people who may feel involved, for there is then _
no more for me to add.

The incident described related to a conversation between the then Medical Direc.
tor (now dead) of DuPonts and the late Dr. Williams, a medical officer at I.CILLtd.

The conversation took place in the presence of a British scientist, who was thought

reason for the call was to ask

ed was absolutely ttue, and that the Medical Director of DuPonts had stated that he
and the company were aware that benzidine was a carcinogenic hazard to work.

people. . L )
_ The two articles- that you published give two somewhat differing versions of the

y that I should quote extracts of the salient points.: Mr.
Justice O’Connor, in his lengthy Judgement said “By 1914 it was appreciated in
Germany and Switzerland that men employed in the synthetic dyestuffs industry
were exposed to a definite cancer hazard.” In 1921 the International Labour Office

in Geneva published “Cancer of the Bladder among workers in Aniline Factories”. [ _

quote three passages from that paper.

“In 1912 Luenberger published a very interesting study dealing with 18 cases
observed among the workers at Basle handling Aniline dyes. From that moment the
existence of a very close connection between the manipulation of aromatic bases
and tumours of the bladder among workers was proved.”

Among the conclusions at page 22, the following are found— )

“{4} It is not possible to determine the substance capable of engendering tumours.
At present one can go no further than to incriminate the amino compounds, and
particularly benzidine and beta naphthylamine”.

7 1t is, therefore absolutely necessary that in factories in which workers are

exposed to the dangerous action of aromatic bases, the most rigorous application of
hygienis precautions should be required”. . . -

A little later in his Judgement Mr. Justice O’Connor continues with the history as
it relates to DuPonts, quoting from unpublished company reports made available to
the Court by one of the defendants. He says “In 1933 Dupont sent a medico-
technical team to Europe visiting England, Germany and Switzerland. They made
individual reports and recommendations and also some joint recommendations. . . .
I quote from Dr. Gehrmann's recommendations. . .

9. We should consider aniline, beta naphthylamine and benzidine as the causative
materials and take immediate steps to construct all operations so that there shall be
absolutely no dust, no fumes nor any skin contacts.” o

Their joint report opens with an interesting piece of information when it is
remembered that Dupont did
1915 or 1916 “approximately two years ago we began to experience a few cases of
bladder tumours among our workmen at the Dyeworks. . . . This is the most
serious occupational disease that we have ever encountered’.

According to information that ] collected during my visit to DuPonts in 1549,
when the car conversation incident occurred, the manufacture and use of the
suspected aromatic amines started in 1930 and the first cases of confirmed bladder
tumours occurred in 1929. By 1948 there had been 139 cases, 115 at the Chambers
works and 44 at Carrollville.

After some exchange of information about my own researches and researches at
the Haskell Laboratories during 1949, Dr. Gerhmann informed me in a letter dated
30 December 1949 that owing to legal difficulties it would not be possible to send me
information that had been promised or new information that might arise. JHowever,
Kauffman's own statement about information being given to persons inside or
outside the Company in relation to health and safety removes any scruples that i
mlgtl)t otherwise have felt about making public this hitherto undisseminated infor-
mation.

not go into the production of synthetic dyestuffs until

——————.
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. All this may be Summarized as follows:—From ab i

entered the synthetic dyestuff field the Company ha?il,ltoihzhgltrx?s lﬁg?zte E:gonts
awareness of the dangers attendant on such manufactures. It must surely be idle ig
grgtend that such a company would not be expected to be aware of the derman z;nd
wiss pubhcatl.ons about the hazard, even before the factory was built. Still less

== could it be claimed that they could re b i
“ - International Labour Office p{rbliqati(;n%sf? ?3211y be excused for not knowing of the

iq it.self be scientifically unacceptable, for ag

.the C by no means to the discredit ;
.‘_,phﬂosopher to say that he hag changed his vieyvs in the course of a pro;iﬁé chfesi}

if the evidence derived from a study of the epidemiology of the disease at DuPontg

May I reiterate my plea that now have “revealed aj]” I am left in pbeace until

e ‘ RoBERT A. M. Case, M.D,, Ph. D, F. 1. Biol.

ik

Professor Emeritys (Ret.), University of Lon’don.

CorrESPONDENCE BETWEEN AsBrstos CoMPANIES anD TRADE Mazacing
. “AsBESTOS”

: ) “ASBESTOS”
;f- Phlladelphia, Pa,, September 25, 1935,
‘Mr. SuMnEr Simpson,

' ident, Raybestos~Manhattan, Inc.,

_ Bridgeport, Conn,

Possibly by this time, however, the reasons for jecti ici i
ne, ) our objection to publicity on this
subject have been eliminated, and if so T : Vi
whole ave be “Asll)estos”. » We would like very much to review the
r thought is that we coul&ifeithelf* p}l;epare from data which we have in our files
2 [ rodirey of the Cape Asbestos Company, Londo who is
mﬁch 1pter_ested in t}_1e subj_ect, an article on the work done I1')n gngland ghd t}(;el:
(:) n?;l ;f'ewnh an article written by someone in your organization, as to the work
‘We undérstand from Mr. Stover that i
. your North Charleston plant, contains very
IL‘)t:'r:)nplete dust control equipment and a description of such equipment, if you a?—
Ve, would make gz very interesting part of the article. Possibly even you could
phot, r part of this dust contro] equipment.
€ await with much interest your reply. If there is no serious objectior? itpwould
n r pages or “Asbestos” and possibly a
’ along the right lines, would serve to combat somey of

R. S. RossiTer.

- Brinceporr, IN. 935
Mtr‘ VANDIVER Browy, . T Con, Oct. 1, 2935
torney, Johns Ma 11
ew Yooy Girn Manuville Corp.,,

“Asbestog Brown: Encl.osed is copy of a letter received from Miss Rossiter, of

- - As] i 3 ; j
our see it personally, we would be just as wel] off to say nothing about it until

S - . 5 .
hut _a!:!‘:ﬁ)e/ is complete. I think the less sajd about asbestos, the better off we are
Rumber sa;r')e] Elme, Wwe cannot lose track of the fact that there have been a

articles on asbestos dust control and asbestosis in the British trade

/
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