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CIGAnE7TE SMOKING A7.D CA'j5AL Zr-'-A71ONSH.,S

The public positicn cf tobac=o companies. with

res=ect to causal explanations of the assccal.on of cigarette

s..ickingand diseases is do-inated ty legal constderat!ons.

In the ;Itirnate C,.)mpaniesQish to te able to digpute't.iat a

part!c-j'@arproduct was the cause of injury to a part!c,,jlar

perscn. By repudiation df a causal role for cigarette

sncktnc in general they hope to avoid liability In particular

cases. This domination by le3al consideration thus leads

the Ind-.;stryinto a public relecticn in total of any causal

relati:-ship bet-.4een smoking and disease and puts the

ind-istr-,-in a peculiar position wi-.h respect to product

safety t-scussions, safety evaluat'-ons, collaborative

researz- et,:. C@:.-ipaniesare acti7e!y seeking to make

products acceptable as safer while denying strenuously the

need tc eo so. To many the indus6@ry appears intransigent

and irzesponsible. The problen of causal.ity has been

Lnf2atet to enormcus p@oportions., Tlie Industry @ps

a
I

d' 1-,npos.@ib'l-e .6@rp.@tn@s 'foret.,

-@§s s-ich proof has never r@le-jui-re,@as a bas@-@ forwhe,-.

action I -i the legal and-poll-tical fields. 'Indeed It the

doctrine were widely adopted the results wculd be disastrous.

I belie-.-ethat with a better unders,anding of the nature of

causality It is plain that while epidemiol@@gical evidence

does a cause for concern and action it cannot form

a basis cn which to claim damage fcr Injury to a specific

lndivid-.;al.

In the Surgecn General's Advisory Committee

Firs" F2::,rt the qjestion of causal'-@--yis raised. They

reccgnise@ tie difficulties but agreed that causal slcnifi-

cance cf an association Is a rmatter of judginent and noted

a nu.-tberof criteria which may be utillsed tcgether, not

one of --@@!chalone would be suffic!ent, e.a. the consis'lency,

strength and specificity of the ass@.,ciation, the tenpc.,ral

relaticnsi!p and tie coherence of the associa"icn. e y

consideret character! sat Ion of the assessment of an

asscciati:n as a "factor", a "deter-.iinant"or a "cause".

They rec--gnised "factor" as a source of variation but not

necessarily as a cause. Further there can be co-existence

of several factors required for the occurrence of a disease

but one factor may play a determinant role. The word cau3e

was held to convey the notion of a significant effectual
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relation.,-!:) bet,.cen an and an ass-:,:iated d.sarder in

the host. A 11 the -tembers accl-ptet a r-.ulttpleetli:ilcc;y

view of bi:logical processes. In tie eid they c!efined

e.Tly to c@nfirm tne!r c-@n-.-Jr.".ZnS.use" m

The Surgeon Caneral's C@r-.nittqe had such great

difficult.e -4ith the proble-7.ol causality b@-ca-isethe tests

for causality we "Ir@stinct,@.-ely"a,@-;otare those-of necessity

and suffic.eticy sp-tit out I:-,-J.S..Mllflw"ereas epideniology

requires - as the Ccnmittee demonstrates In practice

different treatment. It is my thesis that the tests of

Mill (wh!-:"I will call tests for scecial causality) apply

only to r.-.e:nanisticsyste-rs whereas epide-.ilology, for

example, requires a probabiristic &=proacli.

In the nineteenth century it was assumed that

e,.,et-yeff,!@-tmust hatie a,cz--,se. pr-zve that A caused 8

it would have to be denonst:ated that e-.,entA precedes event

8 and that event A is boti necessar-@ and sufficient to

'he view of scienceensure that event 8 will,fclllow.

itself was mec,hanisl@Lc@,,it,:1-1-3s,@ftell@that If everything

-jp ')cnown t P,,of, that systema sys@ em,wa@ t u ti@@,

s Ir'n@'ts';:th I swou'l0, be pt.-ed'ic iats,'i e!,;rt a I t 1-@'ino il@'

concept is.stili v, Id. 7. spite z:@-a"tptaran(t-.-sthe

behaviour of billiard balls is ent.rely pre@ictable and,

@ncept stillgiven the data, is calculat!e. Ti's c:

dominates legal thinking. Altho%.,cl%the extension of

c@ntribut=ry negligence Increasing ly recognises multiple

causes the concept Is never'heless rechanistic - there

Is an underlying assumpticm that, given the facts, the

results are predictable, ca'sulable and legally apportionable.

This mec@,anistic cdrcept of c3usalllv Is still also the

p-pular c:ncept. -,-ithe 7:@ern @.:rld cf advertising even

L@%e most c=nplex systems iricinable (hu@nan emotional

situations) are presented as predictably controllable by

sinple e,;ents such as usinc Brand X.

Julian liuxley in wrote "The conclusion to

be dra-,@n Er:@m the e,.-idenceis defi,)ite, Increased s.-icking

Increases tie prcbatility cf deve1c.oing lung cancer.

Unfortunately the significance of sich a statement is not

clear to mamy people. Obsessed by the naive Idea of

finding a single cause for every effect, they shake their

heads and say that the evidence is cnly statistical, as

If that ln-@alidaled It. In point of fact, every scientific

law is statistical, and all that physicists can tell us

about electrons within the atom Is the probability of their CD

occupying any particular pcsition".

Cc j-i
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T,.u s -'u!.Ian 14ux!ey be-,ailto szell out a

probabilistic view cf,causal!ty (which I will call general

causality) based -n t-,ienL!ethcentury scierce. When we

have a science embraces the urcertainly principle

tfleuti*knowability of the total data for so-.iesystems - and

probability to des.cribe the pr-;p'ertlesof large populations

then we caririo,teepect s-pecial causality to be very, useful.

Hc:,aever,just as fiewtcn'slaws are true enough for everyday

experience and relativity woulc! be supe@fluo-is the tests

for special causality can still be applied to very simple

unified systems. out for c-z-)plexsystems lnvolvina the

properties of large nuribers experi.-.ientallyestablished

relationshi.zs may be used to Predict the be@iaviour of the

pcpulatior.'-.withaczuracy.

ii Fcr eianpl:e frc.@ tie e-i@dence we have that

s.-.ioking13 a.factor in.multiple correlations and Is strongl-y

associated with sc'.iediseases, t,il@may be sufficient to

substantiate a clalm that.sr-lokl-.igIs a cause of the disease

or causes a'@ I.ncre@4se In ;tie.@'lr':C,Idence:of@ the- disease. .if.

'i.it'can t*h!a't:,"If",srh,6;,k:l'ng.ls.dq@t:rdased

'nc.dentti,,@ol.ta ionin a po'Dul @ils 6e,. that

disease then Is a cause*- In -LI.II-g@ne.,@al or pr,@bab:fli!itlc

sense.

But the evidence obtained f,rornpopulations is

not relevant to the Individual -.as far as the individual

is concerned. aeneral causality has no validity and it would

be quite 1,-I.Croperto imply predictability. And this applies

to the legal question "Could s.-i.-kinzhave caised damage to

this man7" as well as to the (;---esti:;n"Did this brand do

t.-i-sto this man7"

In an Individual case, to prove an agent is

a cause f2r an effect one must fall back to establishing

that the particular agent was f2r that lndivid-jal In all

his special circt;-.istancesboth necessary and suffic!ent.

But these s.c@ecialcircumstances incl@,@e genetic constitutiong

alncrmal phenotype or genotype, social status, exposure to

other known agents (e.g. carcinogens) together with a host

of relevant considerations. Diseases In fact are not

caused merely by the presence of a particular agent. if

such a simple cause were assumed then there is a necessity

to explain why I',only ccc-irs in a minority of "susceptible"

Individuals.
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In surr,.@ary,f.;rS:cialpolicy purposes It is

sensible and totally relevant to use the experimental

evidence pertalning to large @-'4-,jpsand also to select

the simplest @%ypothes, S. It ray therefore be concluded

that for cer,,a'.n grc;.--sof petple smoking causes the

Incidence of c:ertain dise3ses ts be higher than It would

otlier-.iisebe. But nc valid c:nclusions may be dra%.n from

respect to any particularthe epidemic' :,gical st--dies

individual. In this case, at present, there is no way

ol knowing or of calculatl-no the orobability whether smoking

will cause c!lsease in any specific Individual or whether

by giving up s.-nokinghe will a-jz:lddisease. Thus I find

it completely consisteit Lcth t: accept Ltiat the evi.dence

demonstrates the need "or s@me action on smoking as a social

problem and also to relect a message to the individual smoker

t)at causes -@ng ---3ncer*",etc.

Fcotnote

1. Mill "was'concerned to es'lablish methods enployed by

scient@4@s ts,.'methcds c, induction, which would act as

a '$,v c -@ck on -re,e c@b.!i.ervat'i6n:h
T7.

a) ...;o 'more In,s-tancee-of''tbe @he@nomenon under

1-,r,,,;es:,'ilatLon h @ve only one@ circumstance in co mmon

liis,;I:s t,@e c-a-..,s e

b) If an instance In whic@i the pho-mmenon occurs and

an instance In which It does not occur have every

cl.r:--nstance I% c:7.non except one, that one only0

zc,.rcing in the f:rmer, this one differing

cirzj-.stance is the cause ... (or an lndispensible

par6, of it).

c) If t.@o or more instances in which.the phenomenon

ocz.;:s have --nly c-@e circ,imstance in common, while

t-@ooor more instanzes in which it does not occur

ha-.-enothinc I.-,cc-n-ion(save the absence of that

eirc--;-Istance)the circu-istance in which alone the

t-.ocsets of ir,.slancesdiffer is the cause.

d) Whatever pher.@-.iencnvaries In any manner whenever

an@,t.ier phencrnenon varies In scme particular way,

is either caise or an effect of that phenomenon

or is concerned with it through some fact of

causation.

Mill was never clear whether his methods were

of discovery or of proof but they did influence the. approach

of experimental scientists. N*evertheless his Inductive

method necessarily assume$ that every event must have a cause.
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22rd C--'Ot:er----,6

SAR-TY E'IALUATIC@I Cr CICARE77ES

-Lh e eval,--ation cf safety of s!-@king :r =f

cigarettes Is i,7pcsedon two r:-.ainbodies, '.heciga:e;-.te

manufacturers and the public authorities. It M!(;@itt--

said that such an evaluat!on is entirely tie respcr;s!@ility

of every adult s,-nckerand for the manufacttirerthis is a

tempting proposal. 13u' If t'-Iisview were to be sustained

then cigaret'6eswould have tc te regarded entirely differently

from most other items - agro cnemicals, cosmetics, f@cd

additives, motor cars, etc. In any case this arg-.;7nent

merely transfers the on-is of decision - gu!dance on the

evaluation would still be req-jired,frorl-narufacturersand

public authority. It is unlikely then that the"cic-3rette

manufacturer can avoid involve:nent @with safety'tval-.:azion

and It night be helpful to lc=.Kat the factirs

Safety is not a -neasured or indeed a r-.easurable

factor. Safety is best -as. t@def i,ned @.e Oe@,ree,.to hi@h

-d t iwi 'tbl Xnd'r isk Isare ju,e-;e c e accep,,,a e..a t t,enlctan,E;,.ri.sk,s,

the probability and prol-@able s--@@@eri.,y,of ihart-.i

measurable. lbecause It. is r-ea@ 4)@Ie' the 'eva Iu a t c -n ofur

r:isk is'$Usce.otible to 'a'5-Ciert-I
t.I

Judg!ng or
Vol:.

e-.,aluatingsafety (the accepta'--ilityof risk) however is a

normative',political activity and is not therefore s,-,sceptible

to a scientific aoproac). l@-is to be expected then that.

there will be wide variance in safety judg7-,entbet-.4een,say

government and interested Ind-.:stryor between one well

informed smoker and another. There should not be - and

in truth there is not - as muc@tvariance of the views on

risk between'scientists whether in Industry or public

service.

As far as smokinz is concerned there is riuch

confusion caused by scientists and particularly by dcctors

bec,.@mingemotionally involved and making jud;-.nentsin the

political area where they may not be ccrpeteit. C-i the

other hand politicians and ind-.;strialisllsventure into the

scientific area of risk where t@%eymay be clearly in=:.-.ipetent.

The position is not helped by scme doctors belief that they

are trained to be competent In both areas. Whereas, in my

judgment, their general training quite properly leads them

to preoccupation with Individual (i.e. unique) decisi@ns

and away from both social or scientific generall3aticn.
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But even In the risk area the position is

not clear cut for smoking. 'Inspite of t!iegeneral

siiilarity in the results of various epidemiological st-idies

there are no precise measurenents of tie var!ous ris*-.s

in-.,cl-,redIn smoking. There is also considerable scz;e !or

different interpretations of data and some fairly f@r7idable

prpble-is -4ith self selected safnples I,n epidemiological

s'l-idies. Thus although the evidence on which risks of

s..iokincmay be estimated' Is well known, perhaps the znly

c:.-nclusicnsupported by all scientists is that the risk

is'above zero.

When it comes to safety evaluation, al@'-;ouchit

Is true that the same sort of factors are involved whether

judg!,-.entsare made for social or business purposes, -.;hen

p:-esented with a variance in risk probabilities industrialists

are justifiably inclined (at least publicly) to chocse the

lower and those held respcnsible for public safety s.:-.Ilarly

to choose the higher risk.. There is thus an understandable

and justifiable diyergenc:4 In the evaluation of't-he safety of'.

cigarettes. 'In a hi(g@l@ 'c

'

'-Vi'!'Is-edsocigey it is in:'t.@e

rinterests of all to aim to ;elt't'hese,-ival'u,atons to -.znve ge.

This ca.-,be done by 'more resear::h.1-to get--cl'oser ag.--3e.-lent,

on risk. However, value udgments must still be made and

it may be worthwhile Indicating some of the factors which

are invclved In making such jud:ments. One factor is

concerned with benefits - ar%d i@--must be made clear that

benefits are value judgments. Scientific research can

Indicate efficacies In achieving measurable results but

it cannot indicate or meas-.;rebenefits.

The sort of q,.@esti@ns which must be asked are

as fcll:-@s:-

Is the risk voluntary or inv--Iuntary7

Is t@-eeffect i.-nmediale zr delayed7

Are there alternatives7

Is the risk known with ce:tainIly7

Is t'@e exposure essentla!7

13 the risk encountered occuLallonally7

Is the hazard common or "dread"7

Does it affect average people or sensitive people?
r

Will the product be-used as intended or is it likely

to be misused?

Are the consequences reversible or irreversible7

We are thus concerned with considering, as well

as risk, social cost, cu3t---n,reasonableness, best available

practice, benefits ete.t and in making a decision thesa

several cr many. components -iust t:e appraised, compared and C.'O
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.-2-;ned a-,al..nsteach other.

The difficulties in safzt-y eva.---ation

t:e si.-ni:ar to those for cigarette@s. T-ere are c:n3ider3ble

0-"leren:es In judgment on food and It is to be en;ected that

-r:e:,e-@ililbe wide differences In the @ud@:-ientscf smokers,

and industrialists.

The ciga:rette manufacl.,jrers, in my @::ainion,

a-e entitled to say: "As long as there is Insufficient

an risk (but not until tiere Is clinical proof

zf tie me@--'nanism) we are not able to make jseful safety

th13 Is in effect the tight :-,pe. Cz-jpled

'-h my previous argument on general (pr@-tabi list!=) and

szecial (.Te!@-hanistic) causality which er-a'zies the

!r@z-nufacl,uterto say, even if t@-.ere ever is consens-js on

rlsk, this can only be construed as a general causil

applying to the inct dence cf disease in

;,@=ulati-zns and Is not applicable to any unique individual

"-.ese are very effective d4feri.@;ive P.R.- @nd legal pcsiticns.

f:@-rther with s 6 p.0,!@e't for :t4s.e-3'fc, a rec,-'@--liti.on

6-at tils cnly can establ'isli (:or'reduce):' el@@k etc.. i:.@and

t@ial-in. the end safety, benefits, fairness :And bal ar)ce are

a'@l value judgments c;ur public position is logically quite

res-necta@,-.Ie.if at the same time we recor..-.ise@.that those

-.L@h wider responsibilities to the public are entitled tz

na.,e different value judgments with respect to the

a@-zeptability of risk and the loss of benefit and to act

cn the,,n,I believe we have the best pabli: position

:'--taina'@,lein the circumstances. In sL:rnn-.arythis Is

(a) g-sk Is the business ef science an.@ there is

r-ot consensus.

(b) Safety Is dependent on -.ral-jeJ,.jd---entsand

-ide differences are to be e:<=e@-ted.

(c) !,:-e research at all levels shoul.,-@',elp

evaluations to converge.

(d) there is evidence that s-rio;('-:-.9is ass::,-iated

-alth higher incidences of some diseases and

general causality may be claine-1, spec!al.

causality can never be proved.

(e) Tie slogan Is informed responsibility - 6f adults

governments and industry.
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