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Communicating to Reduce the Risk for Breast Cancer
Educators and Communities Collaborating

In addition to continued research, an improved information base, and the development of appropriate policies,
reducing the risk for breast cancer requires a variety of community based efforts, using various strategies for
various groups. BCERF has initiated several regional and community based projects which draw on ideas from
researchers and practitioners in the fields of health, science and risk communications (see “Research Commentary”
in this newsletter). Key to these efforts, which include four Community Demonstration Projects, is a high level of
familiarity with, and involvement of, the target community or group. These ideas and efforts are described here,
with the hopes of motivating educators, other professionals, and concerned groups and individuals to become
involved with community efforts to further understand and reduce breast cancer risk.

In educating about environmental risk factors for breast
cancer, BCERF is challenged in many ways. We are
working with emerging science in toxicology, in nutrition,
in genetics, in cancer biology, and in many of the other
fields relevant to the study of breast cancer and
environmental risk factors. Emerging science means
uncertainties. These uncertainties, to which scientists are
accustomed, may become incorporated into an estimate
of risk. Estimates of risk, by nature, are never exact. Even
when based on the best available science, any expression
of risk involves assumptions and judgments. Risk is a
complicated concept; there is not even agreement on how
to define risk.

Scientists define risk in a technical manner:

Those at risk or who feel they might be at risk expand
the definition of risk to include their personal concern

about the hazard and potential for exposure for
themselves and/or their family :

BCERF’s critical evaluations of the scientific literature
on the relationship of selected pesticides and diet and
lifestyle factors to breast cancer risk contributes to
characterization of the hazards. This involves the use of
the available science — epidemiology, animal studies,
and studies of breast cancer cells in the laboratory — to
determine whether there may be an effect by the given
chemical or dietary factor on breast cancer risk. Risk
characterization involves a specific description of a
hazard, requiring information on exposures, and possible
differences in susceptibilities of various populations. The
lack of research on exposure remains one of the major
challenges associated with risk characterization.
BCERF’s approach is to acknowledge the gaps and
uncertainties, characterize the hazards based on what is

Risk (technical) =
Hazard (potential to do harm) x  Exposure to that hazard

Risk (perception) = Hazard x Exposure x Vulnerability
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currently known, and take into consideration the
vulnerability factor by working with target groups to
develop and carry out risk reduction strategies.

Communicating Health Risks

To develop and carry out appropriate risk reduction
strategies, BCERF builds on ideas from researchers and
practitioners in the fields of public health, biomedical
science and risk communication. Two interrelated
principles that help inform BCERF’s public education
work include: 1) educators should be grounded in the
community or group to be addressed, and 2) they should
provide opportunity for real participation on the part of
the community or group. These are good guidelines in
all kinds of communication, and are critical in
environmental health risk communication.

June Fessenden MacDonald, Director of BCERF, and her
research group more than 14 years ago first argued that
new perspectives were needed if risks are to be managed
effectively in our society. They emphasized the
importance of social values in the perception of risk, as
well as the role of trust and the localness of the messenger
in the understanding of risk. June and her group
concluded that risk communication processes with
improved methods of public involvement offered the best
hope for finding satisfying and successful ways to manage
risk (1). With breast cancer, these ways may vary between
different individuals, communities, and groups. BCERF
risk communication activities are based on the tenet that
one must focus on the local level, recognizing that
receivers of risk information are not empty receptacles
waiting to be filled with simplified technical information
about an environmental risk, but rather play a critical,
interactive role in the process of risk communication.
Their research findings emphasized that risk
communication should be looked at not only in terms of
how accurate, detailed, or intelligible the information is,
but also in terms of how the information will be
interpreted. (1)

An educator based in the community starts from a better
vantage point in understanding the information, values,
and events that shape a local, or specific group’s,
understanding of a problem. Communication of risk is
often mistakenly seen as simply getting the public to
understand the facts. This “technical” approach
unfortunately leads to educators spending their time and
resources trying to improve the scientific message, with-
out regard for understanding the real differences in the
meaning of the problem for various individuals, groups
and communities. Just as health risks are not uniformly

spread across society, subsequent risk reduction strategies
can not be uniform if they are to be successful.

As Max Lum, the Director of the Division of Health
Education at the Agency of Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry, summarizes, we “... need to stop thinking of
health risk communication as a process in which health
experts deliver information to a passive audience. Instead
there must be an exchange of information during which
all sides interact.” He acknowledges that initiating this
outreach process can be difficult, but encourages as a
starting point: being there in the community to be able to
experience and identify with residents’ concern; being
concerned and showing it through action; being honest,
using science where it exists and admitting where it does
not; and being accessible by allowing people access to
the educator and his or her institution (2). Likewise,
individuals and groups must make it their business to
become involved, bringing their important contributions
— interests, knowledge, values, and concerns — to the
table. An opinion poll cited in a Presidential/
Congressional Commission on Risk Assessment and Risk
Management 1997 report stated that an overwhelming
majority of US citizens think that communities and
individuals should be involved at all levels in health and
environmental protection (3).

Community Educators, Participating
Communities

A community-based educator, with the support of a solid
background in the relevant scientific research, and
availability of scientists as resource people, is in a good
position to take a complete “communicative problem-
solving” approach to health and environment issues, as
suggested by researcher Katherine E. Rowan (4). A
problem-solving approach precludes the possibility of
relying on the “recipes for ‘quick and effective results’”
to which Craig Trumbo refers (see “Research
Commentary” in this newsletter). In this approach,
educators know what goal they have selected and why,
based on their knowledge of the issue and the group to
be addressed. The goal(s) may be building trust, creating
awareness, deepening understanding, gaining agreement
on solutions and/or motivating action, depending on the
situation and the group with which the educator is
working. Educators can then anticipate likely obstacles
and develop participatory approaches for overcoming
them.

BCERF has oriented its work toward the community level
for practical as well as these theoretical reasons.
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Practically, the small core staff of this statewide program
simply cannot carry out educational interventions locally,
and with all of its interested audiences. Therefore, 1997
was a year of “train-the-trainer” programming for
BCERF, designed to enable community educators around
the state to incorporate information on breast cancer and
environmental risk factors into their ongoing work. In
1998 we are initiating three focused community
demonstration projects (one was begun in 1997), in which
we plan, carry out, evaluate and hopefully replicate in
other settings, education and risk reduction projects based
on the ideas described in this article.

Risk reduction strategies may involve reduced exposure
to pesticides and toxic other chemicals in the environment
(including home, play and garden environments),  dietary
and other lifestyle changes, and new policies. Different
communities, target groups, or individuals may be
inclined to focus on particular risk factors and develop
appropriate risk strategies related to those factors. These
BCERF community demonstration projects are designed
to respond to those specific needs.

BCERF’s partnership with Cornell Cooperative Extension
(CCE) provides the possibility of community-based projects
on a variety of themes and with a variety of groups. The
four BCERF Community Demonstration Projects are
taking place in Greene, Nassau, Suffolk, and Ulster counties.

Greene County. The newest BCERF Community
Demonstration Project has just started in Greene County,
in the Hudson Valley. BCERF Extension Educator

Marilyn Wyman, an
experienced environmental
educator with CCE in this
county, will facilitate
communication on breast
cancer and environmental risk
factors with members of the
public and with policy
makers. This region is a site
of much active debate about
environment and health. The
county itself is a rural county

which does not have an extensive public health infra-
structure. Marilyn’s previous experience and involvement
in community-based projects in Greene County allows
her to access community contacts that will help integrate
the objectives of BCERF into a rural setting. Objectives
will be developed which reflect the unmet needs
expressed by the groups with which Marilyn has
developed relationships and programs, with regard to
environment and health. For example, she will be

investigating liaisons with the local agricultural
community. She says, “we’re looking at a range of key
players who will assist us in determining the best way to
provide our resources to educate our community
members on this crucial and timely topic.”

Nassau County. In Nassau County, BCERF Extension
Educator Maria Sant’Angelo is working collaboratively
with local agencies and breast cancer groups on
intergenerational efforts to
reduce the risk for breast
cancer. The emerging
science is beginning to
clarify the importance of
breast cancer risk reduction
for girls and young women.
Exposures and lifestyle
patterns during this time may
be important predictors of
breast cancer risk later in life.
Because girls’ and young
women’s exposures and lifestyle patterns are so
dependent on features of their homes, schools, and
communities, and actions of those around them, these
projects closely involve family members and community
organizations.

In addition, efforts with CCE of Nassau County include
proposals for several intensive interventions to be
initiated as funding sources are confirmed. One proposed
project is called, “Healthy Together: An Intergenerational
Program for Women and their Daughters to Reduce the
Risk of Breast Cancer.” Healthy Together Advisory
Committees will guide the project throughout its life
cycle, with a separate committee representing each
community involved. Limited resource families, more
than half of whom represent ethnic minority groups,
comprise the selected communities. This project directly
taps into the ideas, relationships, and programs of the
community organizations which have evolved to help
meet the needs of this population. Another proposed
project involves intensive work with school personnel,
establishing a team of health, home and career skills,
physical education and science teachers, as well as school
nurses, coaches and school lunch staff. This team will
provide important insights and channels for
communication with pre-adolescent girls and their
mothers.

Aside from numerous other community collaborations,
Maria participates in the Long Island Breast Cancer
Network, and works cooperatively with local breast
cancer groups. Maria says that “these members of the

Maria Sant’Angelo
Nassau County CCE

Marilyn Wyman
Greene County CCE
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community have unbelievable energy and creativity, and
are a key part of the shared goal of reaching pre-
adolescent girls and their mothers in Nassau County.”

Suffolk County. The
question of whether Long
Island’s agricultural history
of pesticide use has a
relationship to breast cancer
incidence continues to be
explored. In the meantime, it
is important for industries
which use pesticides and the
customers they serve to be
informed of the emerging
science in this area.

Horticulture and landscape professionals have had a
particular interest in this issue because of their and their
families’ greater exposure to these chemicals. Robin
Buoniello, a New York State certified professional
arborist and BCERF Extension Educator with CCE of
Suffolk County, is leading an effort to: provide research-
based information on breast cancer and environmental
risk factors to this group; facilitate communication
between professionals and customers; and encourage risk
reduction through safe and proper use of, and, where
possible, alternatives to, pesticides. An advisory group
comprised of professionals and customers will be formed
to identify issues, concerns, and needs.

Because this project addresses a very contested and
unresolved question within the study of breast cancer and
environmental risk factors, it makes sense to keep in mind
that the goals of a risk communicator are not to bring
about consensus, but rather to help raise the level of
understanding of a relevant issue, using the most complete
information available at the time, and therefore providing
tools for decision-making. Although all questions can’t
be answered today, Robin’s approach is that “we must
continue to have the patience that is necessary to see our
efforts through, and reap the benefits that research can
offer us.”

Ulster County. With a grant from the Cornell Statewide
Program Committee, a BCERF educational intervention
and research project is taking place cooperatively with
CCE of Ulster County. Along the same lines of reasoning
described above for the intergenerational risk reduction
projects in Nassau County, this project, entitled “Growing
Healthy Girls,” focuses on the role of community youth
leaders in promoting and  establishing healthful behavior
patterns in girls. June Strand, an experienced extension
educator in the areas of family resource management and
nutrition, and adult and 4-H youth, works with Dawn

Scribner, a registered dietitian and certified dietitian-
nutritionist. Together they are developing and pilot-testing
intervention strategies to help youth leaders serve as
positive role models in this realm of healthful lifestyle
behaviors. Integral to this effort is the inclusion of a
variety of youth organizations, with which CCE in Ulster
County has a history of successful collaborations, and
the involvement of these organizations from the
conceptualization stages of the project.

Work with these youth leaders provides important insight
into participants’ understanding of the relevant health
risks, as the intervention is designed to allow for the
emergence of ideas and perceptions from the point of
view of the participants. This in turn provides an
opportunity to work with these perceptions and help
enable the leaders to understand and make the most of
their close and lasting connections with girls in the
community.

These projects represent BCERF’s current efforts to make
use of the emerging science on breast cancer and
environmental risk factors in educational interventions
which have a strong chance of achieving enhanced public
understanding, and breast cancer risk reduction. BCERF’s
translational research and written educational materials
comprise the risk messages, which are one part of a risk
communication process. Supplementary “tools for
understanding” provide information on topics such as
breast cancer rates and biology. All of this information
needs to be accompanied by focused, participatory efforts
with defined target groups, in order to increase the
likelihood of understanding risk, and risk reduction.

It is hoped that these projects contribute to a model of
environmental health education which is in tune with the
realities of contemporary
public health issues. Breast
cancer is a multifactorial
disease, and its known and
suspected risk factors will
need to be addressed through
a variety of strategies —
spanning personal lifestyle
to policies on environmental
changes. There is much
more to be learned with
regard to whether, and the
extent to which, a given risk factor contributes to a
population’s breast cancer incidence. In the meantime,
educators can work within communities to understand
concerns, facilitate communication, involvement and
learning, and identify and carry out appropriate, workable
risk reduction strategies.

Robin Buoniello
Suffolk County CCE

June Strand
Ulster County CCE
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Risk Communication

Our preoccupation with chance extends through history
and the modern conceptualization of risk (as control)
originated in the Renaissance (see Bernstein). Yet the
notion of risk communication has only appeared within
the last 20 years. During that short period of time
membership in risk-related societies, the number of
research articles on risk communication, and the amount
of federal research dollars awarded to the study of risk
communication has mushroomed (see Krimsky and
Golding).

Risk communication means two things, depending on
your perspective. On one hand, risk communication is a
subject of study in which researchers strive to understand
social, psychological and cultural aspects of risk as they
apply to the creation, transmission, and effect of risk
information (typically in context of health, environment,
or technology). On the other hand, risk communication
is also an instrument to control information used by
parties with vested interests. Within the latter domain,
“control of information” runs the gamut from health-
outreach organizations like BCERF that strive to serve a
public need to industries intent on minimizing
government regulation of-and public resistance to-their
activities.

The critical aspect of the current state of affairs in risk
communication is that the foundation of reliable
knowledge is still very thin. Psychologists have provided
some insight into how individuals process risk
information and form attitudes. Sociologists have more
recently been describing institutional relationships that
give meaning to risk and direct its burden to segments of
society. Cultural theorists have told us that the existence
or nonexistence of risk is dependent on shared systems
of values and constructed social realities. Because this
kind of cumulative knowledge grows slowly, it accounts
for only a fraction of what we think we know about risk

communication. The rest has come from practitioners in
government and industry.

In terms of volume, the current body of knowledge on
risk communication (what it is, how it should best be
done, what its effects are) has come largely from the
successes and failures of its instrumental application. This
is the source of notions such as the “7 Golden Rules” of
risk communication and other similar “how to” lists.
However, the proliferation of recipes for “quick and
effective results” has effectively retarded the evolution
of risk communication. Risk communication needs to
transition from a “black box” model in which messages
are manipulated until they produce the desired outcome
to a transactional or dialectical model in which egalitarian
participation drives the definition and resolution of a
given risk concern. The latter approach surrenders
attempts to control the audience and abandons the
misplaced ambition of converting everyone to
theoretically-perfect rationalists.

Efforts such as those undertaken by BCERF can be seen
as a model for redefining risk communication and moving
it down this path. It is in the environment of extension
and outreach that practice and research share motivations
shaped by desire to serve rather than to profit.

Bernstein, P. L. (1996). Against the Gods. New York: John
Wiley.

Krimsky, S. & Golding, D. (1992). Social Theories of Risk.
Westport CT: Praeger.

Research Commentary

Craig W. Trumbo, Ph.D. is Assistant Professor in the
Department of Communication at Cornell. His research focuses
on: the social effects of the mass media; the effective
communication of information involving science, health, risk,
and the environment; and the social-psychology of
environmental conservation. One of his present research areas
involves a series of case studies examining community concerns
about cancer rates.
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The Ad Hoc Discussion Group met in Albany on February
27 with 44 stakeholders participating. June Fessenden
MacDonald, Director of BCERF, described BCERF’s
progress in all of its activity areas, for example, its
community demonstration projects. She introduced the
newest BCERF Extension Educators working on these
projects (see lead article in this newsletter) and indicated a
need for additional funding to further expand BCERF’s
educational program with a “rural initiative.”

June announced the near completion of seven Critical
Evaluations of the research on prioritized pesticides and
breast cancer risk. Corresponding fact sheets have been
prepared and are now available (see tear-off on page 7).
Other pesticides will be addressed in the coming year, as
will the heavy metal cadmium, and the DDT/DDE and
phytoestrogen fact sheets will be revised to incorporate new
data. BCERF is seeking funds to conduct the same type of
translational research on non-pesticide toxic chemicals.

Bob Haggerty of the NYS Department of Environmental
Conservation (DEC), provided an update of the Pesticide
Use and Sales Registry. A smaller number of reports than
anticipated have been received to date. He described the
continuing efforts to facilitate reporting, e.g. letters sent
recently to all regulated parties. The DEC responds to many
calls each day that come in on the toll-free number (1-888-
457-0110). They have addressed over 5,000 people at
informational meetings. Multiple ways of submitting the
information were developed to facilitate the process.

Bill Smith of the Cornell University Pesticide Management
Education Program (PMEP) described progress made on
software development, including the completion of the data
model now that a full project team is in place (the Pesticide
Sales and Use Database Group). He announced that the
electronic file specifications are available on the PMEP web
site, with instructions for registered pesticide businesses,
commercial permittees, and commercial applicators. See
http://pmep.cce.cornell.edu/

John Gallivan, the DOH Commissioner’s Representative
to the Health Research Science Board, provided an update
on the Board and described the proposed guidelines for
receiving research and education funds. He described the
membership, functions, and responsibilities of the Board.
The amount of tax contributions collected at the time of
this meeting was $673,000. The guidelines and forms to
apply for breast cancer research and education grants are
now available by contacting: Carol Samsonoff, New York
State Department of Health, Empire State Plaza, PO Box
509, Albany, NY 12201-0509, phone (518) 474-8543, fax

Ad Hoc Discussion Group
“We Need to Know”

“Learning Together”

(518) 473-2900, e-mail samsonc@wadsworth.org. The
deadline is June 1, 1998.

Renu Gandhi, a BCERF Research Associate, described the
findings from her critical evaluations of two pesticides, 2,4-
D and Lindane.  2,4-D is a contemporary-use herbicide
widely used to control weeds in wheat and corn fields, and
for a variety of other uses such as home lawn care. Because
of the significant knowledge gaps, there is not enough
evidence to come to a conclusion about 2,4-D and breast
cancer risk. Two mechanisms by which exposure to this
herbicide may affect breast cancer risk include an effect on
estrogen levels and on the immune system.

Lindane, an insecticide not widely used in agriculture, has
many other uses, including control of head lice. Lindane
causes hormonal disruptions, suppresses the immune system
in experimental animals and can act as a “tumor promotor.”
To receive the fact sheets on these pesticides, use the tear-
sheet in this newsletter.

Carmi Orenstein, editor, The Ribbon, initiated a discussion
evaluating whether the newsletter has met Ad Hoc
Discussion Group participants’ expectations, it’s usefulness,
and choice of topics. Some participated in the discussion
and some filled out forms, and others have written letters
with their feedback. Several breast cancer activists
commented on the usefulness of the newsletter for their
educational activities; “it enables us to respond to critically
asked questions.” Many activists and educators said that
the language, quality and content were “impressive,”
“successful” in its goals, and that the “concise, clear and
understandable” writing is encouraging.  However, pitching
the newsletter at the right level and covering the topics in
which the group is interested  is an ongoing challenge. There
was a comment that the articles should be written at a higher
level and be more research-oriented, including more
information on research gaps, and encompassing more
research with full citations. Many topics were suggested
for inclusion in future issues.

Next Ad Hoc Discussion Group meeting
Thursday, July 9, 1998

New York Hospital-Cornell Medical Center
White Plains, NY  from 11:00am to 4:00pm.

Ad Hoc Discussion Group meetings are open to any
and all stakeholders to come together to discuss issues
related to breast cancer and environmental risk
factors.

Mark Your Calendars!!!
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__FS #1--Phytoestrogens and Breast Cancer

__FS #2--DDT, DDE and the Risk of Breast Cancer

__FS #3--Understanding Breast Cancer Rates

__FS #4 --Reducing Pesticide Exposure in the Home
and Garden: Alternatives and Proper and Legal Use
Resource Sheet

__FS #5--The Biology of Breast Cancer

__FS #6--Tumor Suppressor Genes—Guardians of  Our
Cells

NEW!!NEW!!NEW!!NEW!!NEW!!

__FS #7A--Reducing Potential Cancer Risks from
Drinking Water--Part I: Contaminant Sources and
Drinking Water Standards

__FS #7B--Reducing Potential Cancer Risks from
Drinking Water--Part II: Home Water Treatment
Options

__FS #8--Childhood Life Events and the Risk of Breast
Cancer

PPPPPLEASE CHECK OFF THE FACT SHEETS YOU WOULD LIKE TO RECEIVE AND RETURN THIS PAGE WITH YOUR ORDERLEASE CHECK OFF THE FACT SHEETS YOU WOULD LIKE TO RECEIVE AND RETURN THIS PAGE WITH YOUR ORDERLEASE CHECK OFF THE FACT SHEETS YOU WOULD LIKE TO RECEIVE AND RETURN THIS PAGE WITH YOUR ORDERLEASE CHECK OFF THE FACT SHEETS YOU WOULD LIKE TO RECEIVE AND RETURN THIS PAGE WITH YOUR ORDERLEASE CHECK OFF THE FACT SHEETS YOU WOULD LIKE TO RECEIVE AND RETURN THIS PAGE WITH YOUR ORDER

__FS #9--Estrogen and Breast Cancer Risk: What Is
The Relationship?

__FS #10--Estrogen and Breast Cancer Risk: What
Factors Might Affect a Woman’s Exposure to
Estrogen?

__FS #11--Pesticides and Breast Cancer Risk, An
Evaluation of Chlordane

__FS #12--Pesticides and Breast Cancer Risk, An
Evaluation of Heptachlor

__FS #13--Alcohol and the Risk of Breast Cancer

__FS #14--Pesticides and Breast Cancer Risk, An
Evaluation of 2,4-D

__FS #15--Pesticides and Breast Cancer Risk, An
Evaluation of Lindane

__FS #16--Pesticides and Breast Cancer Risk, An
Evaluation of Simazine

__FS #17--Pesticides and Breast Cancer Risk, An
Evaluation of Cyanazine

Cornell University
Program on Breast Cancer and Environmental Risk
Factors in New York State
110 Rice Hall, Cornell University
Ithaca, NY  14853-5601
Phone: (607) 254-2893; FAX: (607) 255-8207
E-Mail: breastcancer@cornell.edu.

—add me to your mailing list

—send me a copy of the BCERF Brochure

__remove me from your mailing list

NAME________________________________________________

Address_______________________________________________

______________________________________________________

______________________________________________________

Telephone ____________ Fax ____________ Email ___________

TWELVE NEW FACT SHEETS
AVAILABLE
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Cornell University
Program on Breast Cancer and Environmental
Risk Factors in New York State
110 Rice Hall, Cornell University
Ithaca, NY  14853-5601

Interview with Rachel Clark,  former BCERF ‘Webmaster’

WHAT’S NEW “ON THE WEB”
http://www.cfe.cornell.edu/bcerf/

Cornell Cooperative Extension
Helping You Put Knowledge to Work

Are you working on new changes for the BCERF web site?

The BCERF web site will be undergoing a makeover this spring and
summer. The site will have a new look that is designed to be friendlier
for our users. This will include a  table of contents bar on the left side of
every page, so it will be easier to keep track of where you are in the
site. In addition, the menu bar will be able to be “exploded” to show a
comprehensive list of all the pages within the site. We also will have a
“site search” option that will let you search the site topically. Look for
these changes mid-summer on the BCERF web site.

What changes have you already made?

Our materials are now organized both by Resource and by Topic. For
example, you can find a fact sheet on the pesticide DDT via the Resource
menu heading titled Fact Sheets or under the Topic menu heading titled
Pesticides. We’ve added a new menu page called General Information
on Breast Cancer, which lists our fact sheets that provide information
to help understand breast cancer concepts, such as biology of breast
cancer, and the role of estrogen in breast cancer risk, as well as providing
links to other breast cancer web sites. It will be easier to keep track of
What’s New on the BCERF web site because there is a special section
on the home page describing new additions and updates.

What new resources are on-line?

We have added four new bibliographies, thirteen new fact sheets, and
two of our pesticide Critical Evaluations to the web site. During the
summer, we will be posting an additional four pesticide Critical
Evaluations.

Can I download publication-quality documents?

You may have heard of documents on-line that are available as “Portable
Document Files (PDF).”  This means that resources like fact sheets and

Critical Evaluations that BCERF publishes as formatted printed material
can now be downloaded as PDFs by most site users. You need to have
Adobe Acrobat Reader in order to read PDFs, and we have a link to the
Adobe site so you can download this free software. We encourage you
to share BCERF materials with others. Feel free to copy our publications,
just be sure to acknowledge the authors and the Cornell BCERF program.

Are there special resources for educators?

BCERF fact sheets are available to users, and educators may be
interested in downloading formatted versions in order to reproduce and
provide them to audiences who may not have access to the internet.
More detailed information is available on a variety of topics by down-
loading a particular Critical Evaluation, using the searchable ERF
(environmental risk factors) Bibliographic Database, clicking on a
particular bibliography organized by topic, or clicking on a relevant
hyperlinked site.

Are there special resources for researchers?

The BCERF “Information for Researchers” web page now includes
additional links to related sites including breast cancer tumor registries,
on-line scientific literature search engines like Med-Line, and on-line
scientific journals. In addition, the BCERF searchable ERF
Bibliographic Database now has over 1700 references to research papers
dealing with breast cancer and environmental risk factors including
pesticides, other chemicals, and diet.

We thank Rachel Clark for her excellent job serving as our webmaster
in the past year. Rachel is now working as a technical writer for Cornell
Information Technologies (CIT).


