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Liver cancer mortality risks were evaluated in 11,000 wor k-
ers who started working at the ““Mayak” Production Associ-
ation in 1948-1958 and who were exposed to both internally
deposited plutonium and external vy radiation. Comparisons
with Russian liver cancer incidence rates indicate excessrisk,
especially among those with detectable plutonium body bur-
dens and among female workersin the plutonium plant. Com-
parisons within the Mayak worker cohort which evaluate the
role of plutonium body burden with adjustment for cumula-
tive external dose indicate excess risk among workers with
burdens estimated to exceed 7.4 kBq (relativerisk = 17; 95%
Cl = 8.0-36) and among workersin the plutonium plant who
did not have routine plutonium monitoring data based on
urine measurements (relative risk = 2.8; 95% Cl = 1.3-6.2).
In addition, analyses treating the estimated plutonium body
burden as a continuous variable indicate increasing risk with
increasing burden (P < 0.001). Relative risks tended to be
higher for females than for males, probably because of the
lower baseline risk and the higher levels of plutonium mea-
sured in females. Because of limitationsin current plutonium
dosimetry, no attempt was made to quantify liver cancer risks
from plutonium in terms of organ dose, and risk from exter-
nal dose could not be reliably evaluated.  © 2000 by Radiation Research
Society

INTRODUCTION

This paper reports on liver cancer mortality in workers
at the Mayak nuclear facility in the Chelyabinsk region of
the Russian Federation. Many of these workers were ex-
posed to inhaled plutonium at levels much higher than
those considered permissible today, and were also exposed
to doses of external -y radiation that were substantially high-
er than current occupational dose limits. Results of analyses
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of plutonium-related lung cancer have been reported (1-3),
and a companion paper reports on bone cancer risks (4). It
is known from data for both humans and experimenta an-
imals that the lung, bone and liver receive the largest doses
from inhaled plutonium.

DESCRIPTION OF THE DATA

Readers are referred to the companion paper on bone cancer risks for
details of the study population and dosimetry (4). Like the bone cancer
paper, the present paper includes workers who were initially employed in
one of the main plants (nuclear reactors, radiochemical and plutonium
production) in the years 1948-1958. Workers in al three plants were
exposed to externa -y radiation, with the highest doses received by the
radiochemical plant workers. In addition, workers in the radiochemical
plant were exposed to a-particle radiation from 2°Pu(NQO,),, and workers
in the plutonium production plant were exposed to the less soluble
29PyQ,. Occupational exposures to other radionuclides were insignificant.

Accumulated dose to the liver from plutonium exposure was cal culated
in an analogous manner to dose to the bone surface (4). For this reason,
liver doses are a constant multiple (0.16) of the bone surface doses. Liver
weight was assumed to be proportional to body weight, and the liver
weight in standard man was assumed to be 1800 g. Absorbed doses to
the liver from incorporated plutonium among those with positive body
burdens range from 0.7 cGy to 23 Gy.

External dose was allowed to change as workers were followed over
time, and, unless stated otherwise, analyses were based on the cumulative
dose received 10 or more years before the time at risk.

STATISTICAL METHODS

The statistical methods are very similar to those used for analyzing
bone cancer risks (4), and this paper should be referred to for details.
They differed in that analyses were based on the cumulative dose received
10 or more years before the time at risk, instead of the 2-year period
used in evauating bone cancer risks. For the liver cancers, this would be
10 years before the time of death. Also, because there were more liver
cancers than bone cancers, it was possible to give greater attention to the
comparability of risks between male and female workers and to the shape
of the exposure-response curve.

Comparisons with external rates were based on liver cancer incidence
rates for the Russian Federation, which were available for the period
1990-1994 (5-8). Since liver cancer israpidly fatal, these incidence rates
should not differ greatly from mortality rates. Liver cancer mortality rates
for the Russian Federation were not available, and, since liver cancer
rates are known to vary widely internationally (9), it did not seem ap-
propriate to use rates from another country. Because our comparisons are
based on incidence rates, analyses include all liver cancers noted on the
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TABLE 1
Number of Workers, Mean Body Burden, and Mean Doses to the Liver, Bone Surface, and Lung by Plant and
Sex among Those with Detectable Plutonium Body Burdens

Mean body Mean dose Mean dose to Mean dose
Number of burden to liver bone surface to lung

Plant and sex workers? (kBq) (Gy) (Gy) (Gy)
Radiochemical 1,359 2.00 0.31 1.95 0.11
Males 970 227 0.33 211 0.12
Females 389 134 0.24 154 0.07
Plutonium 848 8.44 1.06 6.71 0.85
Males 561 6.39 0.72 452 0.61
Females 287 12.45 174 11.00 132
Total 2,207 4.48 0.60 3.78 0.39
Males 1,531 3.78 0.47 2.99 0.30
Females 676 6.05 0.88 5.56 0.60

2 Number of workers with detectable plutonium burdens.

death certificate, regardless of whether they were considered to be the
cause of death. This was aso the case for the internal comparisons.
Internal comparisons were based on a model in which the liver cancer
mortality rate was expressed as \; R, where j indicates categories defined
by attained age, caendar year (5-year intervals), and sex. RR, is the
relative risk, and the subscript w indicates the dependence on variables
such as plant, body burden, and external dose. The parameter \, is the
baseline liver cancer mortality rate for category j with the \; estimated
from the data.
The following three models expressing the liver cancer mortality rate
are emphasized.
Model 1: \; RR, with RR, = exp(6,), where k indexes plant;
Model 2: \; RR, with RR,, = exp(6)[1 + B, X], where k indexes
categories of plutonium exposure and X is cumulative external dose
in sieverts; and
Model 3: RR,,, = 1 + B, X + B, z + v'w, in which x is external
dose in sieverts and z is plutonium body burden in kilobecquerels.
The vector w consists of indicator variables, possibly sex-specific, for
workers employed in the radiochemical or plutonium plants and not
monitored for plutonium exposure; the choice of these variables was
determined by whether they improved the fit of the model.

To address the effects of sex modification, both sex-specific and
non-sex-specific estimates of the parameters 6, B,, B, and y were
obtained. Using Model 3, the numbers of excess cases resulting from
exposure were caculated as described by Preston et al. (10).

RESULTS
Descriptive Results

Table 1 provides information on the body burdens and
doses from plutonium for the 2,207 workers with detectable
plutonium burdens. Body burdens and doses are much larg-
er for plutonium plant workers than for radiochemical plant
workers. Within the plutonium plant, burdens and doses for
females are about twice those for males. Estimated doses
to the liver are a factor of 0.16 times the dose to the bone,
but larger than doses to the lung.

Tables 2, 3 and 4 provide information on the character-
istics of the 60 liver cancers in workers hired at Mayak in
the period between 1948 and 1958. (Tables 3 and 4 aso
provide analytical results, which are discussed below.) In
four cases, the underlying cause of death based on death

certificate information was not liver cancer but cancer of
the stomach (2 cases), pancreas (1 case), or lung (1 case).

Table 2 presents data on the workers with liver cancers
that are not available for the full cohort, classified by sex
and plutonium exposure status. Twenty-three (23) of the
cancer cases had detectable plutonium body burdens based
on routine urine monitoring data, and an additional 10 cases
had data from other sources that were not available for the
full cohort. Seventeen (17) of the 19 females with cancers
had detectable burdens, in contrast to 16 of the 41 cancers
in males. Forty-five (45) of the 60 cancers had autopsy data,
and these tended to be the same cases who died in Ozyorsk.
Those dying outside Ozyorsk and/or without autopsy data
were more likely to lack plutonium monitoring data than
other workers. None of the cases without autopsy data had
information on histological type, and because death certif-
icate diagnoses are not always fully reliable, it is not pos-
sible to be certain that these are primary liver cancers. The
most striking feature of the classification of cancers by his-
tological type is that al 10 of the hemangiosarcomas oc-
curred in workers with detectable plutonium burdens, and
8 of these occurred in females. All but one of the workers
with hemangiosarcomas had external doses exceeding 1 Sv.
Thirty (30) of the 41 male workers with cancers consumed
alcohol, whereas only 1 of the 19 female workers consumed
alcohol. Alcohol consumption data were based on self-re-
ports from workers as provided in medical records except
for two cases where chronic a coholism was diagnosed clin-
ically.

Results of Satistical Analyses

Table 3 shows comparisons with Russian liver cancer
incidence rates. The SMR for all females is twice that for
males. No evidence of excess risk is found for those with
external doses less than 1 Sv or for workers with no de-
tectable plutonium exposure. There is clear evidence of ex-
cess risk for workers in the plutonium plant, workers with
external doses exceeding 1 Sv, and workers with detectable
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TABLE 2
Characteristics of Liver Cancers (ICD-9 code: 155) in Mayak Workers Hired 1948-1958 by Plutonium
Exposure Status and Sex

Total Died

liver in Ozyorsk Source of information Alcohol consumption
cancers  (yes, no) (autopsy, VSB?, relatives) Histological type® (yes, no, unknown)
Total 60 42 18 45 14 1 24 8 10 2 16 31 23 6
No detectable exposures 13 9 4 10 2 1 6 3 0 1 3 8 3 2
Detectable exposure—I4 23 22 1 21 2 0 8 3 9 1 2 9 13 1
Detectable exposure—I1¢ 10 5 5 8 2 0 7 0 1 0 2 4 5 1
Unknown' 14 6 8 6 8 0 3 2 0 0 9 10 2 2
Males 41 28 13 29 11 1 16 8 2 2 13 30 5 6
No detectable exposure 11 7 4 8 2 1 4 3 0 1 3 8 1 2
Detectable exposure—I¢ 12 11 1 11 1 0 5 3 2 1 1 9 2 1
Detectable exposure—I1¢ 4 4 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 3 0 1
Unknown' 14 6 8 6 8 0 3 2 0 0 9 10 2 2
Females 19 14 5 16 3 0 8 0 8 0 3 1 18 0
No detectable exposure® 2 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Detectable exposure—I|¢ 11 11 0 10 1 0 3 0 7 0 1 0 11 0
Detectable exposure—I1¢ 6 1 5 4 2 0 3 0 1 0 2 1 5 0
Unknown' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

aVital Statistics Bureau.

b Hepatocellular/cholangiocel lularfhemangiosarcoma/nondifferentiated cell type/unknown.

¢ Reactor plant workers.

d Detectable exposure based on routine urine measurements and for whom quantitative estimates are available.
e Detectable exposure based on non-routine monitoring prior to 1970 and for whom quantitative estimates not yet available. These workers are not

considered as monitored in statistical analyses presented in Tables 3-5.

fWorkers in the radiochemical and plutonium plants who were not monitored for plutonium exposure. For one hepatocellular cancer in this group,

nonroutine monitoring indicated no detectable exposure.

plutonium burdens, with especially large SMRs for female
workers in these categories. Modest evidence of excess risk
is seen for workers in the radiochemical and reactor plants
who were not monitored for plutonium exposure. Patterns
by calendar year and age at risk are unremarkable, although
there is some evidence of a decline in the SMR with in-
creasing age in female workers.

Results of comparisons within the cohort, without the use
of externa rates, are shown in Tables 4 and 5 both for the
entire cohort and separately by sex. Relative risks by plant,
shown in Table 4 and not adjusted for external dose or
plutonium exposure, indicate risks for females in the plu-
tonium plant that are higher than those for females in the
reactor and radiochemical plants. The relative risk for these
females is also higher than that for males in the plutonium
plant, although this difference is not statistically significant
(P = 0.08) and occurs in part because there were only two
liver cancers in female reactor plant workers. The relative
risks (with 95% CI) for females compared to male reactor
plant workers are 0.4 (0.07-1.6), 0.2 (0.04-0.9), and 2.2
(1.0-4.9) for reactor, radiochemical and plutonium plant
workers, respectively.

Table 5 shows relative risks by categories of plutonium
body burden. These analyses, which were adjusted for ex-
ternal dose by including it as a linear variable (Model 2),
indicate elevated risks among those with estimated body
burdens exceeding 7.4 kBq; this relative risk is larger for
female than for male workers (P = 0.024). The body bur-

dens for the 16 liver cancer deaths among those with bur-
dens exceeding 7.4 kBq ranged from 11 to 173 kBqg with
a mean of 76 kBq; the means for male and female deaths
were 45 and 101, respectively; 12 of these 16 deaths oc-
curred in plutonium plant workers.

Elevated risk was found for femae plutonium plant
workers who were not monitored for plutonium exposure,
but there was no evidence of elevated risk for female work-
ers in the radiochemical plant, and little evidence of ele-
vated risks for male workers in either plant who were not
monitored for plutonium exposure. Estimating the relative
risks separately for unmonitored workers in the two plants
improved the fit for the data for females (P = 0.0013) over
amodel in which a single variable for unknown plutonium
body burden was included, but no improvement was found
for the data for males (P = 0.28). Adding a term that sep-
arated those with plutonium body burdens of O (primarily
reactor workers) from those with positive burdens less than
1.48 kBq did not significantly improve the fit for males or
females.

Analyses in which both external dose and the estimated
body burden were treated as quantitative linear variables
(Model 3) were also conducted, both for the entire cohort
and for the two sexes separately. In these analyses, indicator
variables for plutonium plant workers without plutonium
monitoring data were included as linear terms. Although
this did not significantly improve the fits of the models (P
= 0.06, 0.23 and 0.36 for the entire cohort, males and fe-
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TABLE 3
Observed Deaths and Standardized Mortality Ratios (SMR) Based on Russian Liver Cancer Incidence Rates
by Sex, Calendar Year Period, Plant, External Dose, and Plutonium Exposure Status

All workers Males Females
Number Number Number
of liver SMR of liver SMR of liver SMR
cancer (95% ClI) cancers (95% ClI) cancers (95% ClI)
Total 60 1.8 (1.4-2.3) 41 15 (1.1-2.0) 19 3.0 (1.9-4.6)
By age at death:
<55 15 1.7 (1.0-2.7) 7 1.0 (0.4-1.9) 8 5.2 (2.4-9.8)
55-64 31 23 (1531 24 2.1 (1.4-3.1) 7 2.7 (1.2-5.3)
65+ 14 1.3 (0.7-2.0) 10 1.1 (0.6-2.0) 4 1.8 (0.6-4.2)
By calendar year period:
1948-1969 6 1.9 (0.7-3.8) 5 1.8 (0.7-3.9) 1 2.1 (0.1-9.5)
1970-1979 10 1.6 (0.8-2.8) 5 1.0 (0.3-2.0) 5 4.7 (1.7-10)
1980-1989 26 2.1 (1.4-3.0) 17 1.7 (1.0-2.6) 9 39(19-7.1)
19901996 18 15 (0.9-2.3) 14 15 (0.8-2.4) 4 1.6 (0.5-3.8)
By plant:
Reactor 13 1.4 (0.7-2.2) 11 1.3 (0.7-2.3) 2 1.4 (0.2-4.5)
Radiochemical 19 14 (0.8-2.1) 17 15 (0.9-2.3) 2 0.7 (0.1-2.3)
Plutonium 28 2.8 (1.9-3.9) 13 1.6 (0.9-2.7) 15 6.9 (4.0-11)
By external dose:
0-0.1 Sv 9 1.0 (0.5-2.8) 8 12 (05-22) 1 0.5 (0.03-2.0)
0.1-1 Sv 12 1.0 (0.5-1.7) 9 0.9 (0.4-1.6) 3 1.3 (0.3-3.4)
1-3 Sv 26 2.8 (1.9-4.1) 15 19 (1.1-3.1) 11 7.9 (4.1-13)
3+ Sv 13 3.8 (21-6.2) 9 3.0 (1.4-5.4) 4 9.2 (2.9-21)
By plutonium exposure status:
No detectable exposure? 13 1.1 (0.6-1.8) 11 1.1 (0.6-1.9) 2 1.0 (0.2-3.2)
Detectable exposure 23 3.4 (2.2-5.0) 12 22 (1.2-3.7) 11 8.3 (4.3-14)
Not monitored® 24 1.6 (1.0-2.3) 18 15 (0.9-2.3) 6 2.0 (0.8-4.1)

a |ncludes reactor workers and monitored workers in the radiochemical and plutonium plants with no detectable exposure.
b Workers in the radiochemical and plutonium plants who were not monitored for plutonium exposure.

males, respectively), including them seemed desirable since
it is reasonably certain that many of these workers were
exposed to plutonium and since some coefficients were
large (the coefficients were 1.4, 0.8 and 5.1 for the entire
cohort, males and females, respectively). Indicator variables
for unmonitored workers in the radiochemical plant were
not included since there was little indication of improve-
ment in fit.

Both the overall and the sex-specific coefficients for
body burden differed significantly from zero (P < 0.001),
and including the body burden as a quantitative variable
provided a significantly better fit than simply including an
indicator variable for plutonium plant workers with pluto-
nium monitoring data (P < 0.001). Both the ERR/kBq for
plutonium exposure and the ERR/Sv for external exposure

were larger for females than for males, but differed signif-
icantly only for plutonium exposure (P values for differ-
ences by sex were 0.03 for plutonium and >0.5 for external
exposure).

When all workers were assumed to have the same ERR/
Sv, an association was suggested for external dose (P =
0.05), but this association was not statistically significant
in the sex-specific analyses (P = 0.21 and > 0.5, for males
and females, respectively). Because of concerns regarding
confounding of the effects of external dose by plutonium
exposure among the unmonitored, analyses were conducted
in which the effects of external dose were estimated sepa-
rately for three categories. These were workers with
““known” burdens, radiochemical plant workers with un-
known plutonium body burdens, and plutonium plant work-

TABLE 4
Numbers of Person-Years and Liver Cancers and Relative Risks (with 95% CI) by Plant
All workers Males Females
Person-years Relative risk® Person-years Relative riska Person-years Relative risk®
Plant (liver cancers) (95% ClI) (liver cancers) (95% ClI) (liver cancers) (95% ClI)
Reactor 110,043 (13) 1.0 80,108 (11) 1.0 29,935 (2) 1.0
Radiochemical 193,421 (19) 1.0 (0.5-2.1) 131,925 (17) 1.2 (0.6-2.7) 61,496 (2) 0.5 (0.06-4.1)
Plutonium 124,036 (28) 21 (11-4.2) 81,144 (13) 1.3 (0.6-3.0) 42,891 (15) 5.2 (1.5-33)

a Stratified by age, calendar year, and sex.
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TABLE 5
Numbers of Person-Years and Liver Cancers, and Relative Risks (with 95% CI) by Categories of Plutonium
Body Burden
All workers Males Females
Plutonium body Person-years Relative riska Person-years Relative riska Person-years Relative riska
burden (kBq) (liver cancers) (95% ClI) (liver cancers) (95% ClI) (liver cancers) (95% ClI)

0-1.48 162,540 (16) 1.0 112,996 (14) 1.0 49,544 (2) 1.0
1.48-7.40 15,614 (4) 15 (04-4.2) 11,278 (2) 0.9 (0.1-3.2) 4,336 (2 7.1 (0.9-59)
7.40+ 4,410 (16) 17 (8.0-36) 3,159 (7) 9.2 (3.3-23) 1,252 (9) 66 (16-453)
Unknown

Radiochemical 147,878 (10) 1.0 (0.4-2.2) 101,801 (9) 1.1 (0.5-2.6) 46,078 (1) 0.6 (0.03-6.1)

Plutonium 97.058 (14) 28 (1.3-6.2) 63,944 (9) 2.0 (0.8-4.8) 33,114 (5) 13 (2.4-94)

a Stratified by age, calendar year, and sex and adjusted for external dose as a linear variable (Model 2).

ers with unknown plutonium body burdens. This model fit
the data substantially better than a model in which the ef-
fects of external dose were assumed to be homogeneous (P
< 0.001), and indicated that the evidence for an association
with external dose was strongest among plutonium plant
workers without plutonium monitoring data, while workers
with known plutonium burdens showed no evidence of an
association (the ERR/Sv was negative). Furthermore, these
differences persisted (P = 0.004) in analyses that adjusted
only for working in the plutonium plant without adjusting
for plutonium body burden; however, in this case, the ERR/
Sv inthe **known’ burden group was positive, and differed
significantly from zero (P = 0.012). Sex-specific analyses
indicated that the ERR/Sv for external dose was especially
large for unmonitored female plutonium plant workers.

To estimate the number of liver cancers that were due to
plutonium exposure, we used only data for workers with
known plutonium body burdens, and assumed that the
ERR/Sv for external dose was zero [since the estimated
coefficient was negative and did not differ significantly
from zero (P = 0.24)]. Using sex-specific estimates of the
ERR/KBq, it was estimated that 19.5 of 36 liver cancersin
this group (54%) were due to plutonium exposure. The sex-
specific estimates were 8.7 of 23 cancers (38%) in males
and 10.8 of 13 (83%) cancers in females.

The shape of the exposure—response function was inves-
tigated by considering whether the addition of either the
squared external dose or the squared body burden improved
the fit. The addition of the squared external dose did not
improve the fit (P > 0.5), but the addition of the squared
body burden significantly improved the fit of the model (P
< 0.001). With the inclusion of the squared term, the linear
coefficient for body burden was negative, and including the
linear term did not significantly improve the fit over amod-
el in which only the quadratic term was included (P =
0.24). Similar results were obtained when maes and fe-
males were analyzed separately. The analyses described in
the four paragraphs immediately above were repeated using
the squared body burden instead of the linear term. The
only result that this affected substantively was the differ-
ence between the sexes for the effects of body burden. As
noted above, the sex-specific ERRs/kBq differed signifi-

cantly with P = 0.03; however, the ERRS/(kBq)? did not
differ significantly (P = 0.21), although the coefficient for
females was still larger than that for males.

DISCUSSION

This paper is the first to provide evidence of increased
risks of liver cancer in a human population exposed to plu-
tonium. Other studies have involved much lower levels of
plutonium exposure. No deaths from liver cancer occurred
in plutonium workers at Los Alamos (11), Rocky Flats (12),
or the Sellafield plant of British Nuclear Fuels (13). A sin-
gle death from liver cancer (with an estimated body burden
of 0.1 kBg) was reported in Hanford workers, but liver
cancer was not statistically evaluated as a separate category
in this study (14). To our knowledge, these are the only
plutonium-exposed human populations that have been stud-
ied.

Comparisons of liver cancer mortality with Russian can-
cer incidence rates could be biased for the purposes of com-
parison with the Mayak cohort. The completeness of the
ascertainment and the reliability of the diagnoses for these
data are not clear. Furthermore, liver cancer rates vary con-
siderably within the Russian Federation (15) and were
available only for the period 1990—-1994, so these rates may
not be fully appropriate. However, the patterns of these
comparisons by plant, external dose, and plutonium expo-
sure status are indicative of excess risk among early Mayak
workers. It seems unlikely that bias could explain some of
the larger SMRs that are observed among those with de-
tectable plutonium burdens. It should be noted that none of
these comparisons were adjusted for variables other than
age, calendar year, and sex; thus excesses among those with
large external doses could reflect the effects of plutonium
exposure, and vice versa. A striking feature of these com-
parisons is that SMRs are much larger for female workers
than for males among those with large external doses and
among those with detectable plutonium burdens. This may
result in part because plutonium burdens are larger in fe-
male than in male workers. In addition, baseline risks are
smaller for females than for males; thus similar absolute
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risk resulting from exposure for the two sexes would lead
to larger relative risks for females than for males.

Internal comparisons by level of exposure should be less
subject to bias than those based on comparisons with ex-
ternal rates. Based on such comparisons, a strong case can
be made that liver cancer risks are related to plutonium
exposure in the Mayak cohort. Both categorical and con-
tinuous analyses demonstrate an increase in risk with in-
creasing estimated body burden, and, in addition, an ele-
vated risk was found among female workers in the pluto-
nium plant who were not monitored for plutonium expo-
sure. Categorical analyses (Table 4) indicate that the excess
is found primarily among those with very high body bur-
dens, although female workers also exhibited excessrisk in
the intermediate category (1.48-7.4 kBq).

Both acohol consumption and infection with hepatitis
are strong risk factors for liver cancer (9) and are potential
confounders of the association with plutonium exposure.
Data on hepatitis infection were unavailable, and alcohol
consumption data were available only for the liver cancer
deaths and were based on self-reports. However, the large
effect we observed could be produced by these factors only
if they were very strongly associated with plutonium ex-
posure, and this seems highly unlikely.

Evidence was found that liver cancer risk was not a lin-
ear function of body burden, and that a pure quadratic func-
tion fitted the data reasonably well. Although the body bur-
den is highly correlated with currently available estimates
of liver doses (correlation coefficient = 0.95), further anal-
yses based on better estimates of liver dose are needed to
examine further the shape of the dose-response function.
These analyses should take account of the pattern of ac-
cumulation of liver dose over time.

With regard to the excess in unmonitored female pluto-
nium plant workers, all five cancers occurred in females
who had detectable plutonium exposure based on nonrou-
tine monitoring prior to 1970 and also had cumulative dos-
es exceeding 1 Sv. It is also noted that 15 of the 16 liver
cancers in workers with body burdens exceeding 7.4 kBq
had external doses exceeding 1 Sv. Thus some of the excess
in both these groups could have resulted from exposure to
external dose and/or interaction of plutonium exposure and
external dose.

Although it may be reasonable to assume that most of
the larger plutonium exposures occurred in the 1940s and
1950s, we do not yet have reliable estimates of the pattern
of liver dose accumulation over time. Thus we cannot
meaningfully examine the dependence of risks on time
since exposure. However, 54 of the 60 cancers occurred at
least 20 years after the initial date of hire, including all of
the cancers in those with detectable plutonium burdens.

As noted above, other studies of workers exposed to plu-
tonium have not indicated increased risk of liver cancer.
However, workers in these studies had much smaller body
burdens than in the Mayak cohort. For example, the highest
estimated body burden among the 26 Manhattan project

workers at Los Alamos in the U.S. was 3.2 kBq (16).
Among Sellafield workers, the highest burden was about 7
kBqg (13). By contrast, workers at the Mayak plutonium
plant who were monitored for plutonium had a mean body
burden of 8.4 kBg and a maximum burden of 173 kBq.
Furthermore, several studies of patients injected with Tho-
rotrast have clearly demonstrated that exposure to a-parti-
cle emitters can result in excess risk of liver cancer (9, 17,
18). In the large German study (18), the average cumulative
dose to the liver was estimated to be about 5 Gy, larger
than the average dose for monitored Mayak plutonium plant
workers of about 1 Gy (Table 1), but probably more com-
parable to liver doses for Mayak workers in categories
where excess liver cancer risk was most clearly demonstrat-
ed.

In experimental studies conducted in beagle dogs in the
U.S., excess liver cancer risk has been demonstrated in
dogs exposed intravenously to 2*°Pu citrate (19) and in dogs
exposed to inhaled 2°Pu(NO,), (20) and 2*PuQ, (21), both
of which are soluble forms of plutonium. In the latter study,
liver doses ranged from 0.0004 to 12.5 Gy, and a linear
dose—response function provided an adequate fit to the data.

With regard to externa radiation exposure, recent anal-
yses of both mortality and incidence data on A-bomb sur-
vivors have demonstrated a dose response for liver cancer
(22-24). Thus it is reasonable to think that external expo-
sure would contribute to liver cancer risks in Mayak work-
ers, and anayses in which the ERR/Sv was assumed ho-
mogeneous for the entire cohort suggest this. However, no
evidence of an association was found among workers mon-
itored for plutonium (where it was possible to adjust for
the plutonium burden), and the strongest evidence was
found in female plutonium plant workers who were not
monitored for plutonium (where adjustments for plutonium
burden could not be made).

Analyses addressing both internal and external exposure
result in larger relative risks for females than for males.
This is due at least in part to differences in baseline risks,
which are smaller for females than males and which are
probably affected by differences in alcohol consumption.
Only two liver cancers occurred in females without detect-
able plutonium burdens, making it impossible to adequately
evaluate the relationship of risks from exposure to baseline
risks. A contributor to the larger female risks resulting from
plutonium exposure and shown in Tables 4 and 5 may be
that females in the plutonium plant had larger body burdens
and liver doses than males (Table 1). Among workers with
body burdens exceeding 7.4 kBq, the average burden for
males was 20 kBq, whereas that for females was 46 kBg.
However, differences in relative risks persisted in continu-
ous analyses that adjusted for the magnitude the body bur-
den, athough the evidence of a difference between the sex-
es was lessened when a quadratic rather than a linear func-
tion was used. In the Thorotrast studies, absolute risks were
larger for males than for females in the German study (18).
However, in a study conducted in Denmark (25), absolute
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risks for the two sexes were similar and relative risks were
larger in females. In the most recent analysis of liver cancer
incidence data from the A-bomb survivor study, the sex-
specific relative risk estimates of the ERR/Sv were nearly
identical (24) even though these are larger for females than
for males for most other cancer types (22, 23).

We did not attempt to perform detailed analyses for spe-
cific histological types of cancers. However, examination of
Table 2 suggests that hemangiosarcoma exhibits a particu-
larly strong relationship with plutonium exposure. Accord-
ing to London and McGlynn (9), Thorotrast exposure is a
major risk factor for hemangiosarcoma, and also increases
the risk of cholangiocarcinoma and hepatocellular carci-
noma, a pattern that appears consistent with the findings in
Mayak workers. In the A-bomb survivors exposed exter-
nally, only one hemangiosarcoma was reported. Also, the
A-bomb survivors showed no difference in the dose re-
sponse for hepatocellular carcinoma compared to cholan-
giocarcinoma, athough this may have been because the
number of cancers of the latter type was small.

In the future, better plutonium dosimetry that includes
data from more workers than currently is expected to be-
come available. This will include improved estimates of
doses to the liver along with the pattern of accumulation
over time. Although it will never be possible to obtain pre-
cise estimates of liver dose for al workers in the Mayak
cohort, it is hoped that improved plutonium dosimetry will
alow better quantification of liver cancer risks from both
plutonium and external exposure than is currently possible.
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