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Passive smoking doesn’t
cause cancer — official

THE world's leading health orga-
nisation has withheld from publi-
cation a study which shows that
not only might there be no link
between passive smoking and
lung cancer but that it could even
have a protective effect.

The astounding results are set
to throw wide open the debate on
passive smoking health risks.

The World Health Organisation.
which commissioned the 12-cen-
tre. seven-country European
study has failed to make the find-
ings public. and has instead pro-
duced only a summary of the
results inan internal report.

Despite repeated approaches.
nobody at the WHO headquarters

by VICTORIA MACDONALD
Health Correspangent

in Geneva would comment on the
findings last week. At its Interna-
tional Agency for Research on
Cancer in Lyon. France. which
cpopdinarad the' xfudy, a3 epokex-
man woyld fav anly thar the Tull
report had been submmitted 1o a
acience journal and ne publication
abare had been get.

The Ninding: ars cArrain o be an
smbarrassment Ia the WHO,
which has spenl vear: and va3t
wims on anri-smoking and anti-
fwbacco Campaigns

The study is one of the largest
sver to look at the hink belween

jrassive amoking — of environ-
meital rabacee anpoke (ETS) —
and lune cancer. and had been
sagerly awalrad By medical
sxpart and Campalgning groups.

Yer the seicnlisty have fnund
that thers was no staliztical evi-
dence that pacmive smoking
cauzed lung Cancer

The ressarch compared G50 lung
cancer parients with 1.547 healthy
people 1t laaked at peoplé who
were married 1o smakers, worked
with smokers bath worked and
warg marnied 16 imaoksrs. and
Thirse who grew up wiih snnkers

The rezulin are consisicni with
thetr beine no addidienal rizk for a
persgn living or working with a

smoker and could be consistem
with passive smoke having a pro-
tective effect against lung cancer.

The summary. seen by The Sun-
day Telegraph, also states: “There
was no association between lung
cancer risk and ETS exposure dur-
ing childhood.™

A spokesman for Action on
Smoking and Health said the find-
ings **seem rather surprising
given the evidence from other
major reviews on the subject
which have shown a clear associa-
tion between passive smoking and
a number of diseases.”

Royv Castle. the jazz musician
and television presenter who died
from lung cancer in 1994, claimed

he contracted the disease [rom
vears of inhaling smoke while per-
forming in pubs and clubs. .

A report published in the British
Medical Journal last October was
hailed by the anti-tobacco lobby as
definitive proof when it claimed

THAT naf iR T IRE Wit

simokers had a 25 per cent pisk ot
developing ling cancer.

But yesterday, Dr Chris Proclor,
head of scicnde for AAT Indus-
tries. the tobacco groujp. 5akd the
{indings had to be taken seiously
“If this 5[-_.;1:,- cannat find any ala:
tiatically valid rizk vou have ia ask
il there can be any rizk at all.

It eonfirms what we and many
other sCientists have long

believad that while fmoking in
public mav be annexing 1o some
non-smokers. the aclence does nol
thow that being around 3 smoker
iz alung-cancer rizhk.”

The WHD siudy resulls Com# at
g time when the Brtish Govéra-
mant has made clear its intention
to crack down on 3making in thou-
zands of puble places. including
bars and restaurants.

The Government's own SCien
tiie Committes on Smaking and
Health s alag expectad to rapar
shortly — poaxibly in 1ime for this
Wednesday's Nabional No Smak-
ing day — o the hazards of pas
pive smoking

Editarisl Comment ~— Paga 12
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A setback
for nanny

5§ FAR as the World
Health Organisation 15
concerned, good news
is bad news. That 1s
why, as we reveal
today, it has chosen so far not to
publish the findings of the extensive
research which it commissioned into
the alleged association between pas-
sive smoking and lung cancer in non-
smokers. The research failed to find
any such association, thus destroy-
ing one of the articles of faith upon
which the church of anti-smoking is
founded. Can anvone doubt that if
the research had uncovered a posi-
tive association between passive
smoking and lung cancer in non-
smokers, it would have been given
the kind of publicity usually
reserved for the antics of film stars?
There are two reasons for the
WHO s deep reluctance to broadcast
the findings of its own study. First,
of course, the organisation had
already taken up a strong position
on the harmfulness of passive smok-
ing and, like every organisation anji
individoal, does not like to admit
that it might have been wrong.
Second, so strong has
the faith in the evils of
smoking become that
many people genuinely
feel that any intellec-
tual sleight of hand is
justified. as long as it
conduces to the
greater. indeed the
greatest, good: that is
to sav. the total elimi-
nation of smoking from

the repertoire of human behaviour.

There 15 vet another, deeper
reason, The WHO 15 a bureaucracy,
whose institutional raison d'éire is
to interfere as widely as possible in
the day-to-day life of as many people
as possible. The more serious haz-
ards to the health of humanity it can
uncover. the more plausible its
claims to lavish funding. larger
staffs, higher pensions and better
canteen facilities.

Its position is not fundamentally
different from that of the British
Department of Health, which only
last week was forced finally to con-
cede that red meat may not be as
cardiotoxic as previously alleged.
Again, the reason for ministers’
reluctance to admit this before is not
hard to guess. If red meat is danger-
ous. then the Government has
another excuse to intervene in our
lives. But if it is safe — heaven for-
bid that it should actually be good
for vou' — the Government need do
nothing. And if there is one thing
governments hate more than any
other. it is the need to do nothing.
Something far more precious than
mere lives is at stake here: govern-
ment jobs and ministerial power.

The anti-anti-smokers should not
rejoice too soon, however. All scien-
tific findings such as those of the
WHO research are provisional, and

continues



continues.

The quasi-religious fervour with
which the anti-smoking lobby car-
ries on its activities results not so
much from the desire to do good,
but from the desire to have a cause
in which to believe and with which
it may exert public influence. Once
smoking has been utterly sup-
pressed, we may be sure that we
shall not be left in peace to go to
Hell in our own way. First tobacco,
then meat, cholesterol, alcohol,
salt, chocolate, sugar, caffeine —
the list is endless. We shall never be
left to enjoy anything unselfcons-
ciously again, and in the meantime
health bureaucracies will have
waxed uncommonly, and unhealth-
ily, fat.

can be overturned by further
research. And even if passive smok-
ing does not cause cancer in non-
smokers, it may still cause asthma
and bronchitis in children, which is
bad enough.

Still, the WHO debacle should
alert the public to the fact that it
isn't only tobacco companies which
have vested interests, contrary to
what the anti-smoking lobby might
say. Orgamsations which claim to
work disinterestedly for the good of
the general public rapidly gain
vested interests of their own, even if
they didn't have them to begin with,
The truth is rarely pure, and never
simple.

If the public is not to be agitated
constantly by panics over health
hazards, most of which turn out to
be illusory only a few weeks or
months after they are first raised, it
will have to keep a few simple con-
siderations constantly in mind.

Our age is by far the healthiest
which has existed in the history of
humanity. A statistical association
between a disease and an environ-
mental factor does not prove cause

and effect; yet wide
publicity is given to
every claim that such
causal relationships
exist. In contrast, little
or no publicity is given
to evidence that they
do not. The result is to
strengthen the impres-
sion that the world is
ever more full of haz-
ards and dangers. In
fact, the reverse is true: it is safer
than ever before. When a large per-
centage increase in a risk is reported
— say, the dangers involved in eat-
ing beefl because of BSE —it is worth
asking how great the risk was in the
first place.

The dangers of passive smoking
have been grossly exaggerated for
political ends. Smoking remains an
unpleasant habit for those who do
not themselves smoke, and it is
undoubtedly bad for the health of
those who do. But there can be few
smokers left in the developed world
who do not know this, and therefore
die of, or in, ignorance,

ends.
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No ‘significant’

risk in passive
smoking

LEADING cancer experis
have conceded that the
World Health Organisation’s
study of the link between
passive ymoking aond lung
cancer [ailed to find aoy sta-
tistically significant extra
ritk, a2 exclasively revealed
by The Sunday Telegraph last
week.

The include Prof
Sir Richard Dall, the woarld's
leading authority on the link
between direct smoking and
cancer, who said that the
rejection was on the grounds
that the results were simply

Fldﬁ evl.-:l;!m; of the[

fi uoed arens o
earlier studies, which have
also usupally failed to give
conclusive results.

. He insisted, however, that
maken together the studies
point to a signifecant mish:
“On its own, the WHO study
is not defintive, buat it con-
tributes to the weight of
evidence,™"

However, the rejection of
the non-significant findings
from the WHO study locks
set to trigger accusations
that *politically correct”’ sci-
entists deliberately suppress
data which falls to support
their own beliefs.

Despite repeated requests
last week to the WHO ream
to put its own side of the
story, and an undertaking
from a senior team member
to give a response to specific

by ROBERT MATTHEWS and
VICTORLA MACDONALD

questions, none was given.

However, The Sunday Tele-
graph this week reveals the |
full extent of the flaws in the
WHO report. including the
fact the scientists appear (o
have over-interpreted the |
figures leading them to claim
ihe rigk is greater thao ot 8.

The study. conducted by the |
WHO's International Agency
for Research on Cancer. com:
pared 650 lung-cancer
patients with 1.542 healthy |
peaple. It looked at pecple
who were marmed to smok-
ers. worked with imokers,
both worked and were mar-
red to smokers. and those
who grew up with smokers.

The WHO scientists and
Ash incorrectly claim that
the retults ibhow that there
was a 1B per cent nisk of a
spouse living with & smoker
developing lung cancer.

Dr Rudelfo Saracci. a
jenor scientist on the WHO
team. yesterday declined a
request to give further
details of the research find-
ings pending publication n a
medical journal. However,
be insisted that the “soun-
dest interpretation’ of the
results wai 1hat there is
indeed an incredse in risk

relaged 1o spousal
exposunre’’
Fotus — Page 21




Sunday Telegraph
15 March 199§
Page 23

ehind the
smokescreen

Amid accusations of cover-up and misrepresentation in the
wake of our revelations last week, Victoria Macdonald and
Robert Matthews investigate the truth about passive smoking
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N THE mun up 0 & No

Tabacco Day lasl year, the

World Health Organisation

released its miss slate-
menk: “United for a tabacco-free
world™. The message was un.
eguivocal. Tobacco, seemingly
respansible for so many ills. must
be abalished from this planet. Vet
last week the WHO found wself in
an embarrassing position when
The Sunday Telegroph revealed
that it was behind a study — the
sgecond largest in the world and
the largest in Europe — which
had found no statistical evidence
that passive smoking cauies lung
CRMCET,

The findings from the WHO's
International Agency for
Regsearch into Cancer had been
published in an internal reper
but not made public, The WHO
denied that it had kept the find.
ings secrel and sabd il was waits
ing for the study io be publisbhed
im & science journal

Seceet or mot. it was 3 signal for
a clash of the Titans: the anbi
smoking lobby and the WHOD
against the tobacco industry, The
anti-smoking lobby accused the
tabaceo indusiry of manipulating
the media. The 1obaceo indusiry
actused the anti-imoking lobby
af migrepresenting stalislics,

Sir kenneth Calman. the Gov:
ernment’s Chief Medical Officer.
said the WHO's study redults had
been “miireported”. The WHO
denounced The Sunday Telegraph
report on the siudy as “false and
misleading .

But The Sunday Telegraph arti-
cle was nof “falie and mislead-
ing''. It did mot argue far or
against smoking: nor did it ad.
dredd th!hﬂthi[t on whether
sctual smoking cBuies Cancer. or
whether :.m-u-i:.mg in front of
babies can lead e con death. or
#ven that other studies have

thown a link befween paitive .
, they were expoded, such as urban

smoking and lung cancer.

Wer these were all arguments
wied by our crikics to Cprove  Last
Sundav's article was wrong. Ouf
article was based on one fact: the
WHE siudy bas failed (o ihow
anv statistically sigaificant risk
thal passave smoking causeld
CamcEfr

Im 103 repoart. the stedy team
stan=d its fendings e the recher:
che language of statistical analy-
4is. Thote exposed o envinon-
menial tobacco imoke [rom their
ppouss. it clamed. have a “rels-
tive mik” WA of lung cancer of
106 with a 4n-called 95 per cent
canfidencs inter sl mere al This
Later ranging ipem o5 ie 144

On the lace of i1, the conclusion
i5 cless the study had found a 16
per cent greaster risk of cancer
among those living with a smok-
ing spouse. That, at least, was the
message that the WHQ and its
supporters wanted emphasised,
Baut as ever with statistics, the
devil is in the details. And 1§ was
these details that the critics of
The Sundoy Telegroph article
chose to overlook,

The WHO study was based on
results obtaimed by recruitling
hundreds of people and taking
inla account all the chvious
sources of lung cancer to which

pollution,

Then. by sifting ouwf the cffect
afl all these other potential
cavies. the research team was
able to give an estimate of the
risk of lung cancer due toinhaling
samieone clies smoke,

el ng matter how careful the
researthers are to rule out other
explanations from such statistical
Studies, ane simple one remains,
fluke. Statisticians have devel
apeed wavd of stating their conli.
dence thal they haven'l been
fonded by & fluke. and the WHD
Leaim ¢ hode ofe Katwn as the cone
fidence snterval meibod, This
gives the range of results which
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the study might reasonably have
got if nothing more than chance
wore al wark_

And the bad pews for those
hiziling the WHO results as prool-
positive of 3 cancer Link with pas-
sive smoking 15 that the study’s
own confideace interval af 093 o
|44 includes a relative rsk of 1 —
that i5, mo extra risk.

In other words, the resulis are
— a5 Ther Sundoy Telegroph stated
— cansistent with there being no
real cancer risk for non-smokers,
and even with there being a
reduced risk,

The WHO last week accused
The Sundey Telegraph of concens
trating on the study’s confidence
intervals while ignering the
study's “headline® relative risk
figure of 116, But what the WHO
declined to point oul was that thas
headline figure alone is meaning-
fess — as. wnlike a confidence
imterval, it doees not show how
likely fluke is to give such a
result.

The chances of getting this
headline figure by Muke alone can
be calculated. And once again.
the bad news for the WHO and s
followers is that those chances
are 50 high that the headline fig-

Smoking in
the home

‘kills babies’
T

Who to beleve? Our report (Lop)
mmmn:mdrmmnﬂ;

Telagraph last Thursday

ure is nob even close to being sta-
tistically significant, “"They cer-
tainly seem to have been guilty of
spme over-interprefation.” said
one expert on medical statistics
at a major British aniversaly, who
declined 1o be named. *"The
results are definitely not
gignificant.”

Professor Sir Richard Doll, whao
firsit demonstrated the link
between direct smoking and lung
cancer, also conceded thatl the
WHO results were not stavisti-
« ally significant: *"0On its own. the
study is not definitive, but it con-
triules o the weight of evi

——ea—— ——

dence.” He sdded, howewver, that
(his was & [fall coommon 16 Many
srudies af passive smaking.

Sa why such a furmare? The Sun-
day Telegraph was saying that you
may fat like smoke in your [ace,
but ot doesn’t look a5 if it waill kill
you It appears that the violence
of the reaction o The Sendoy Tele
graph story was at least partly
because of the embarrassment
the article caused the World
Health Organisation. But more
than that is the emotion attached
to the arguments over passive
smoking. Each side has a vested
interest in proving that it does or
dipe s mal harm people.

The anti-smoking lobby, led by
Action on Smoking and Health
(Ashl, and backed by the British
Medical Association and cancer
charities. can scenl victory. Al
last it has a Government that
wanis to crack down on smoking
(even it fudged the issoe when
il came te Formula One and
tobacco sponsorship).

A White Paper on smoking
reduction is being prepared for
publication thii auvilumn and
alrésdy ministers have l&t it be
kncwn that they want a voluntary
ban on smoking in public places.

including pubs and restauranmis.

Memories of the cigar-pulfing
former health secretary Kenneth
Clarke have not vel [aded. But
there must have been jov at the
sight of Tessa Jowell, the health
minister, speaking a1 the launch
of last Wednesday's National No
Smoking Day. promising action
while taking a swipe at the
tobacco industry.

The big blow was delivered on
that same Wednesday (24 hours
earlier than planned), in a report
frem the Scientific Committee an
Tobacco and Health which pub-
lished a review of evidence col-
lected over the past four vears. [t
claimed that 130000 people a
year die from smoking-related
disease. that passive smoking
increases the risk of lung cancer
by 26 per cent and that 80 cot
deaths a year are attributable to
smokuag by mothers.

The Government sapd this was
definative and cancelled aut The
Sundsy Telegraph claims. [n fact,
the SCOTH report wad a collec:
tion aof presvious studies, sdded
together to reach a risk value
The WHO research was an origi-
nal spedy

Bant it was the knowledge that
the SCOTH report swas due that

iea Ash and other anti-smoking
groups to claim that the tobacco
indusiry was attempting a
counter-offensive, And this is
without a doubt true. The tobacco
industry i increasingly
beleaguered.

Danny Rogers, tobacco corre.
spontent of Markeling magazine,
said: "The industry has found
itsell backed into a corner and,
like all cornered animals, it is
fighting back."

Clive Bates, head of Ash, said:
“Passive smoking and addiction
destroy their civil liberties argu-
ment, The industry has always
maintained that smoking 15 a
habit that adults choose freely

and that the State and Govern:
meni showld not intervene. That
argument breaks down if other
people are harmed or there is
addiction, because addiction
means the smoker no loager
chooses to smole. ™

But the indusiry does not only
have ethical or moral concerns: it
is facing multi-billion-pound law
suwils in America and Britain from
prople with lung cancer. In this
country, too, there has been a
reduction in the number of adult
cigareiie smokers — 52 per cent
of men and 42 per cent of women
in 1972 1o 29 per cent of men and
28 per cent of women in 1996/97,

John Carlisle, the former Tory
MPF who is now the executive
directer of indastry affairs for the
Tabacoo Manufacturers” Associa-
tion, sdmitted that there was &
counter-offensive against the sci-
entific ¢laims made by the anti-
smoking lobby and the advertis-
ing and sponsorihip plans.

“We are hitting back because
we fundamentally belleve that
the evidence it [the Government)
has daes pnot warrant further
restrictions in public places.™

That was not an argument that
The Sunday Telegraph even
attermpted to enter. But what
became clear as the week pro-
gressed was how important it was
1o the anti- lobby that passive
smoking thould be seen to be
harmiul

The WHO was keen to stress its
sludy was the largest ever carmied
ol in Evrope and was conducted
im 11 centres from seven Coun-
iries, covering 650 cases of lung
cancer and 1,542 controly.

And ver despale il4 sige and the
care with which it was carried out
and even with all the huffing and
pulling. the simple fact reported
lasi week by The Sundey Tele
graph remains: the WHO study
Failed 1o make s case.

Eim Flatchar - Page 34



