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. Seme new and surprising scientific findings on' today’s most: controversial: medical question

THE CASE FOR THE

ou've no doubt been reading some of the reporis
Ycharging that there is a causc-and-effect rela-
tionship between cigarette smoking and lung cancer.
They've stirred a lot of comment. As a result of
this, perhaps you, like many others, have lost
sight of the fact that there are two sides to the
question of how much blame for cancer should fall
on smoking.

You may have concluded that there is only onec
side to the question and that the case against
smoking has been proven to the satisfaction of
everyone. This is a wrong conclusion. There is a
case, also. for the smoker, and it has been built up
by impartial and experienced researchers, some of
them medical scientists of national reputation.

Smokers, of course, will be particularly inter-
ested in this, and there still are plenty of them.
World tobacco consumption is greater now than
ever in the past, a United Nations report shows,
and cigarette smoking throughout the world is on
the increase. In the United States cigarette smok-
ing fell off in 1953 and 1954, the U. S. Internal
Revenue Service figures show, but it has been
sharply on the gain in 1955.

The public, although shocked by the cancer-and-
smoking reports, evidently is unwilling to give up
smoking, and in this consideration of the case for
the smoker we shall see why some noted cancer
experis also are not convinced by the reports.

Foremost in the minds of many authorities is

this fact: For years researchers have tried to find -

a specific chemical substance identifiable as a car-
cinogen in tobacco. A carcinogen is a substance
causing cancer.

They've found substances in arsenical dusts,
coal tar, petroleum derivatives and many other
things which, when isolated and purified, are ex-
tremely powerful carcinogens even when diluted.
However, experienced researchers report that they
have never been able to isolate or identify any
specific substance in  tobacco-smoke derivatives
that is accused of causing cancer even on the skins
of mice.

The charges against tobacco, and particularly
against cigarettes, are therefore based on other kinds
of evidence. One of these is statistical-—and it is
challenged by other figures that are contradictory.
The other kind of evidence is experimental—and
this one is challenged by contradictory experiments.

As you probably know, the experimental evi-
dence that has caused the most comment was
reported by two investigators, Drs. Ernest L.
Wynder and Evarts A, Graham. They painted the
shaved backs of 81 mice with tobacco-smoke tar.
applying this concentrate three times a week for
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71 weeks. Mouse-skin cancers developed in 36 of
the 81 animals.

What this meant is still disputed. Some scientists
point out that cancer has been caused in mice and
rats with such things as glucose, olive oil and even
tomato juice. These mice are bred, they say, to
develop cancer even without anything special done
to them. When Dr. Wynder's group tried again
with tobacco tars on another kind of mouse, they
got 12 mouse-cancers in 86 mice. Using still
another kind of mouse. they noted only two cancers
in 89 mice.

Even in Dr, Wynder's experiments no specific
substance was reported in the tobacco tar as being
isolated or identifiable as the cause of the cancers
that developed in the mice.

Their first experiment still stands as the only
report on record in which tobacco tar in some way
is claimed to have caused mouse cancer with any
significance. Other able investigators have tried
the same thing before and since and have not been
able to duplicate the findings reported by Dr.
Wynder's group. The most exhaustive research in
this respect seems to be that of the noted Yale Uni-
versity pathologist, Dr. Harry S. N. Greene, and
his associates.

“We've been interested in this question in our
laboratory for 10 years,” says Dr. Greene. “We've
tested a variety of tobacco products-—tobacco from
various brands of cigarettes, cigarette papers and
cake and crud from my pipe. P

“In testing for substances that might produce
cancer, it has been customary with others to paint
these substances on the skin of adult mice. We
have what I believe is a much more sensitive test
object, and that is tissue from unborn mice.

¢érphe desired organ is dissected from an unborn
mouse, impregnated and saturated with the sus-
pected substance, and then this fragment is placed
under the skin of an adult mouse. It grows there.
“Now, if this tissue has been saturated with

.one of the ordinary cancer-producing substances

such as the coal tar products, cancer develops in
the fragment in about 30 to 40 days in almost 100
per cent of cases. But in the lungs that we've infil-
trated or saturated with tobacco products, there
has bheen no change whatever from normal.

“We’ve used this great variety of tobacco prod-
ucts and we've used more than 800 animals, and
have held the animals for more than a year. But
not in any single case have we found anything in
the transplants remotely resembling cancer.”

The British Empire Cancer Campaign, report-
ing in July of this year, says that British research

has produced similar results. Intensive tests, the
report said, have failed to prove a connection be-
tween smoking and cancer.

One set of experiments was begun in 1933 at
Leeds University with a machine smoking 36 ciga-
rettes at a time. Extracts from the resulting tars
have been ‘injected into mice, thus far with no can-
cerous result.

“This suggests,” the report says, "thal al most
any carcinogenic {(cancer-causing) propertics pos-
sessed by the tars used are very attenuated (slight).”

+In many other university and hospital labora-
tories, the report discloses, large groups of mice
and hamsters have been exposed {or the greater part
of their lives to tobacco smoke, without a single
instance of lung cancer developing.

[

n the minds of many observers, this settles the
l question of tobacco tar and mouse cancer. If the
Yale laboratory and the British investigators can't
make one (tobacco tar) produce the other (cancer),
the observers think, they'll have to look for another
kind of evidence to link smoking and cancer.

The other kind of evidence commanding the
most attention, as you will recall, is based on the
number of cigarettes smoked and the prevalence of
cancer among the smokers. Here, too, onc con-
clusion contradicts another.

First, there is the contention, familiar to every-
one, that blame falls on cigarettes because their
consumption has paralleled the long rise in lung

.cancer deaths since the turn of the century.

But similar parallels with the lung cancer rise
can be worked out for many other factors in mod-
ern life—the use of fuel oil, the consumption of
carbon black in auto tires, the use of asphalt in
street paving.

“I don't think a single agent is concerned in
the cause of cancer at all,” Dr. Greene says. “I
think they are multiple in nature.”

Others are equally forthright and some agrec
with Dr. Milton B. Rosenblatt, Associate Pro-
fessor of Medicine at the New York Medical Col-
lege. He has made these poinls:

Lung cancer couldn't be recognized by exam-
ining doctors 25 or more years ago. Today, X-ray
techniques and new ways of studying cell formation
and structure are aids in surer diagnosis. Doctors
have been alerted to watch out for lung cancer.
More hospitals have pathology departments for
examining tissues. There are four times as many
people of 65 or over as there were in the country
at the turn of the century.

Dr. Elmer Hess, President of the American
Medical Association, voiced similar conclusions this



“Through scientific medical achievement,”
“we have prolonged human life from an
expected age of 47 (male) and 49 (female) at the
turn of the century to 67 (male) and 73 (female)

year.
he says,

today. That means a. larger proportion of our
population is going to live in the cancer age, which
is usually after 40.”

In short, it is the view of some investigators
that more people are reported suffering from lung
cancer now than in the past because-—for one reason

-more people live on into middle age and older
than used to do so—and for another--we are
better equipped than formerly to detect the discase.

The Meétropolitan Life Insurance Company says:

“Approximately half of this (cancer) increase
reflects merely the growth and aging of our popula-
tion, and a considerable part of the remainder!
represents improved diagnosis and more complet_'
case {inding. Nevertheless, there does appear to be

an appreciable real rise in the incidence of respira-

tory cancer, but data are not available to show
how much of it can be reasonably attributed to the
effect of specific factors.”

he life insurance companies make it no harder

or more costly for a smoker to get insurance
than f{or a non-smoker to get it. :

Those who blame tobacco for lung cancer, how-
ever, are not interested in this, and they point
to another statistical study as one of the main
pieces ol cvidence against tobacco.

This evidence concerns the lung cancer rate in
a group of 188,078 men between the ages of 50
and 69. questioned by volunteer workers for the
American Cancer Society; and observed during the
last two-and-a-half years.
©  Statisticians E, Cuyler Hammond and Daniel
Horn directed the study of this group. They re-
cently reported that in the two-and-a-half years
8,105 of the 188,078 men had died.

Of these 8105 deaths, 168 were proven to be
from primary lung cancer; that is, cancer originat-

': By WILLIAM ENGLE

ing in the Jungs. The statistics showed that two
of these deaths were among 32,560 non-smokers;
four were among 11,720 occasional smokers; four
were among 14,477 cigar smokers; six were among
12,121 pipe smokers, and 152 came fmm the group
of 107,978 cigarette smokers.

The heavier smokers, the figures indicated, were
most likely to develop lung cancer, and those who
had quit smoking weve less likely to than those
who had not. In this group, lung cancer death rates
were high among cigarette smokers and low among
non-smokers regardless of whether they lived in
rural or city areas.

In the study of a much smaller group, Sloan-
Kettering Institute scientists reported this year—
as you probably remember-—-that heavy drinking

‘apparently adds to the risk of cancer of the larynx

in men who also are heavy smokers. These scien-
tists guestioned 550 male patients, 209 of whom
had /larynx cancer, 132 who had lung cancer

" (studied for comparison) and 209 matched controls.

Only one of the men with larynx cancer was a non-
smoker as compared to 22 in.thé control group.

If these simple figures in these groups resolved
the question for everyone in the group, you could
say with assurance that smoking and cancer are
related. But other cancer authoritics cite other
figures of a different nature.

In the National Cancer Institute ol the U. S.
Public Health Service, Dr. W. C, Hueper, Chiel of
the Environmental Cancer Section, has records
from which dissimilar conclusions can be drawn.

“I don’t believe cigarette smoking -is one of the
major causes of cancer of the lung among the
various causes which may be responsible,” he says.
“In England we have a lung cancer rate which is
twice that of the United States, although the Eng-
lish smoke 30 per cent less cigarettes than Ameri-
cans do.

“In Greater London we have a lung cancer rate
which is two-and-a-half times that of the English
people living in rural areas, We have very similar

SCIENCE EDITOR

observations from the United States. For instance,
in Cleveland we have a much higher lung cancer
rate than we have in the agricultural areas of Ohio."

Other statistical studies bear out Dr. Hueper.
One example is the eight-city survey conducted by
the National Cancer Institute. A comparison was
made of the 1937 and 1947 cancer figures for
Atlanta, Birmingham, Chicago, Dallas, Denver, New
Orleans, Pittsburgh and San Francisco.

The patterns were puzzling. The lung cancer
rise, for example, in Dallas was about four times
greater than in Chicago or Pittsburgh. Among
women the extremes were even more -strange, the
Dallas increase being 1,180 per cent while the
Pittsburgh increase was only 12 per cent. Birming-
ham males showed an increase nearly three times
that in San Francisco.

“The irregular distribution of lung cancer in
these large cities,” says Dr. Hueper, “as well as in
different countries, hardly corresponds to the dis-
tribution of cigarettes.

he scatiered picture is far more suggestive of

the distribution in the air of such materials as
industrial wastes, asphalts from rvoads, exhausts
from machines and automobiles. The growth of
industrial establishments and the use of their
products in different sections have greatly lacked
uniformity in time, type and extent.”

In this case for the smoker, Dr. William F. Rien-
hoff, the noted lung-cancer specialist of Johns
Hopkins Hospital in Baltimore, also plays a signif-
icant part. “I have reviewed moie than 500 cases
of lung cancer that were operated on and a large
number that were inoperable, and I have found no
relation whatever to smoking,” he says.

“Actually the facts are these—cancer of the lung
began to show an important increase in Southern
and Central Europe long before cigarette smoking
became exceedingly prevalent. Many other things
besides cigarettes have become prevalent.

“We might as {Continued on page 24)
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THE CASE FOR THE SMOKER

well blame lung cancer on nylon or indus-
try. Chimney or bus exhaust pipes emit
more cancer-carrying substances than you
will find in tobacco smoke . . . Only re-
cently Baltimore doctors examined the
records of a convent in Canada and found
that nuns who do not smoke have a
higher lung cancer rate than the average
person.”

People live longer now than they used
to, he points out; diagnostic procedures
are better; and the resulting increase in
lung cancer detection-is the chief cause
for what he calls “mass hysteria.”

n the side of the smoker, too, is the fa-

mous English physicist and radiologist,
Prof. Sidney Russ. He challenges the
evidence against cigarettes in an article in
the British Medical Journal, and he men-
tions that Denmark and Switzerland have
lung cancer death rates nearly identical
with that of the United States—but the
Danes and Swiss smoke only half as
many cigarettes per capita as Americans
smoke.

Since the study reported by statisti-
cians Hammond and Horn dealt with
figures, the view of another statistician
seems to deserve a place, too, in the case
for the smoker.

Dr. Herbert Arkin, Professor of Sta-
tistics and Supervisor, Business Statistics
Division, City College of New York, co-
author of Statistical Methods, sharply
challenges the value of the Hammond
and Horn study. Writing in Current

Medical Digest after the first report was -

made last year by Hammond and Horn,
he said:’

“The statistical method is fraught
with dangers of misinterpretation. It
would appear that premature claims have
been made, based on inconclusive or in-
adequate data with attendant publicity.
Certainly more publicity has been ac-
corded the more sensational charges
against smoking with little attention to
the data in the opposite direction.

“The common statistical fallacy of
ascribing cause and effect relationship to
an association by rationalization has
again appeared.”

One of the leading medical scientists

(Continued from Page 7)

at the Mayo Clinic in Rochester, Minne-
sota, Dr. Joseph Berkson, also disputes
the statistical findings seeming to link
smoking and cancer. Dr. Berkson is head
of the Mayo Foundation's 'section of
biomet1y and medical statistics. The re-
ported statistical findings, he recently
said, reveal an error arising from the use
of “selected data.”

A re-valuation of the statistics, he
said, has convinced him that it is “un-
warranted” to conclude from them that
smoking causes cancer.

Cancer is such a tremendous mystery,
s0 many vast studies of it are being made
all over the world, that some cancer
men hesitate to accept any ‘cut-dnd-dried
answer to any phase of the problem. Dr.
John R. Heller, Jr., director of the Na-
tional Cancer Institute, is one of these.

“We do not say that smoking is a
cause of cancer,” he says. “There are
other factors, such as air pollution, that
may be quite important in causing lung
cancer. It is possible that hormonal im-
balance may be still another factor. There
may be others about which we know
nothing. Only time will tell.”

He hit upon a phrase, there, that long
has been in the minds of men who are
dedicating their lives to cancer research:

“Only time will tell.”

omeday the whole mystery of the
S strange wild cells that multiply and
proliferate — like evil flowers — will be
clear. The dedicated men will make it
clear, justifying the long years of hope
and work and faith.

Meanwhile, the American Cancer So-
ciety, the National Cancer Institute, the
Alfred P. Sloan Foundation, the Damon
Runyon Memorial Cancer Fund and the
Tobacco Industry Research Committee
are devoting millions of dollars to further
lung cancer research.

The dedicated men are hard at it—
probing the mystery of all cancer—and
they believe that some day they will have
all the answers,

For the time being, if you are a
smoker, you will have to make your own
decision whether any scientific answer
given thus far is satisfactory. < <«

- -
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~_ that really
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You probably know this about
Kellogg’s All-Bran:it's the original
whole bran cereal, scientifically
milled to bring you natural food
bulk in its most effective and ap-
petizing form. But did you know
this? Kellogg’s ‘All-Bran served
with milk is a fine aid to fitness.-
This delicious, wholesome dish
supplies 9 body-builders you need
daily. Besides this, All-Bran can
improve your “Intestinal Tone’
(often below par when diets lack
bulk), so essential to comfortable,
regular elimination. So why not
enjoy the natural benefits of these
two fine foods, All-Bran and milk,
for fitness and regularity? Be sure
you get the original, the one and
only, Kellogg’s All-Bran. It really
works. Double your money back
if a daily dish of All-Bran and
milk doesn’t have you on schedule
within 10 days. That’s a promise
from Kellogg's of Battle Creek,
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Miracle Cushion
Holds False Teeth

\

Snug® brand
Denture Cushions
are a triumph of
sclence, a sensa-
tivna! new plastic
re-lining that gets rid of the annoyance
and _irritation of loose, badly fitting false
teeth. Snuy eases sore, irritated gums due
to loose fitting dentures, Applied in a few

i makes the bbli plates stay
firmly in place—yives perfect comfort. Eat
anything—talk, laugh—nplates ‘“stay put.”
Harmless to gums or dentures.

Snug re-liners can last from 2 to 6
months, Stays soft and pliable—does not
harden and ruin plate. Peels right out
when replacement is needed. No daily
bother with adhesives. Get Snug brand
Denture Cushions today! 2 liners for up-
per or lower plates $1.50. Money back if
not satisfied. At all druggists,
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Gentle Philip Morris
puts on a bright

new modern package

OREVER IMPROVING, Philip Morris has brought X
Fyou gentler tobaccos, advanced quality controls,
the Snap-Open pack.

Now comes a bright new red, white and gold
package—graceful to look at, hold and offer. It’s right
in keeping with modern taste in design . . . just as
the cigarettes within are right in tune with the
modern taste for gentleness.

For a short time, you’ll be seeing Philip Morris
in both the new package and the familiar brown.

Soon you can get the new package everywhere.
Inside, of course, are the same identical gentle
Philip Morris. '

So pardon us while we change.
And today why don’t you change,
tooy..to the gentle ple;\sure, the
fresh unfiltered flavor of today’s
Philip Morris? In the convenient
snap-open pack . . . regular or smart
king-size.

You'll see both these packages for a while - | ph i l i p
Morris

.. until the change-over is complete.
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... gentle for modern taste = ——
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