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CIGARETTE SMOKING AND. CAJSAL RI_ATIONSHIFS

i The public positicn cf tobaczs companies with
rescect o causal explanatlons of the asscclav.on of clgarette
smcking and diseases {s dominated ty legal considerstions.

In the uitimate companies wish to te able to dispute that a

% particuiar product was the cause of Injury to a partlicular

'
g

l;' perscn, By repudlatlion &f a causal role for clgare:te i
3 smcking in general they hope to avold llabillity in particular ¥
E cases. This domination by legal consideratlion thus leads )

the industry Into a public rejlectizn in to?al of any causal

relatliz-ship between smoking and disease and puts the

industry in a peculiar position wizh respect to product

safety ciscussions, safety evaluatlons, collaborative

reszarst etc. Ccmpanles are actively seexing to make

products acceptable as safer while denying st:enuduslf the ]
need tec <5 so0. To many ‘the Industry appears intransigent _ f
and irresponsible. The problém of causallty has been . t
inflatez to enormeus proportlons.
re*'ﬁateﬁ bﬂhlnd -mposslble demands

‘The lndustry has

vvor"sc-eﬂtiﬁie-h

whe:eas s;ch proof has never'n {roquired as’a basLs for
action {n the legal and polltical fields. Indeed lf the

docirire were wldely adopted the results wculd be disas;rous.

I belleve that with a better understanding of the nature of
causality it 1s plain that while eridemiological evidence

does Inciczate 3 cause for concern and acticn it cannot form

a basis on which to clalm damage for i{njury to a specific
indlvidual,

e oo
e

In the Surgecn Ceneral's Adviscry Commlttee
Flrst Fazcrt the question cf causallitry is raised. They
(:? rezcgnlesad the difficulties but agreed that causal signifi-
\ cance cf an association §s 3 matter cof Judgment and noted

r of criteria which may be utlllsed tcgether, not

g
»
=
&
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o
o

{‘ one of which alone would be sufficlent, e.q. the consistency,
A strength and spec!flclty of the asscciatlion, the tempeoral
relatlcrsnip and the coherence of the assoclatlcn. They
caonsldere? characterisation of the assessment of an
i%acc‘ati:n as a "factor", a "determinant” or a "cause".

They reccjinised "factor”™ as a source of variation but not

i ~ necessarily as a cause. Further there can be co-existence
i;. e of several factors requlred for the occurrence of a disease

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

was held to convey the notlon of a significant effectual
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relationsh!iy betwean an azent and an assz:lated dlsorder in
the mcmbers acceptez a multiple etliolcogy
In the end they cdefined

the host. All
view of bizioglcal processacs.
"cause'" merely to ¢3nflrm tnelr cznvlcilans,

The Surgeon Caneral's Committee had such great
difficulty with the problem of ‘causality because the tests
for causallty we "instinctively" adcot are those of necessity
and suffi:iency’spe t out kv J.S.Mll{llhereas epicemioclogy

g
e .

W ed

requlires - as the Ccmmittee demonstrates in practice - .

different ‘reatment, It s my thesis that the tests of .

M1l (whiz= I will call tests for sceclal causality) apply
only to meznanistic systews whereas epldemiology, for
requires a probabliistic azgroazh.

In the nineteenth century it was assumed that
T2 prove that A cause2 B

example,

every effezt must have a c::se.
it would tsve to be demonsicated that event A prezedes event
8 and tha: event A {s both recessary and sufficlent to

ensure tha' event B will fzilow. The view of sclence

ltsélf'was mechanlsttcp¢Lt‘3§§j£elt that ‘If everythlng
e of that system
£s linftsitnis v

ertsiE,  Cwitning

concept is stglf viild, ¢ 1= spite :f-é&bearanéés-ﬁhe
behaviour of billlard balls is entirely predictable and, . . .
is calculakle. This cancept still ' ' -
Although the extension of

glven the data,

dominates legal thinking.
c:ntribut:fy negligence inzreasingly recosgnises multiple
causes’thé concept ls nevertheless mechanistic - there

Is an underlylng assumpticn that, glven the facts, the

results are predlctable, calzulable and legally apportlionable.
This mecha~istlc corcept of causality Is still also the
spular czngept. In the =zZern wsrld of advertlsling even

the most complex svstems {rmizgzinable

situatlons) are presented as predictably controllable by

(human emotional

simple events such as using Erand X,
Jullan Huxley in 192S8 wrote "The conclusion to

be drawn from the evidence s deflnite: (ncreased smcking

increases the prcbatlility cf develcping lung cancer,
Unfortunately the significa~cze of such a statement is not
clear to many people,. Ohsessed by the nalve ldea of
findi{ng a single cause for every effect, they shake thelr

heads and say that the evizence 1s only statlstical, as

1f that invalldated it, In point of fact, every sclentliflic —
law 1s statistlical, and all that physlicists can tell us EE;
about electrons within the atom Is the probablility of their o
occupyling any partlcular pesition”. EE:
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Thus Jullan Muxley began to scell out a
probabllistlic viaw :f.causal:t; (which I will call general
causallty) based zn twentieth century sclerce. When we
have a sclence whizh embraces *he uncertalnty principle -
the unknowabllity of the tctal cdata for some systems ~ and
probability to dﬂscrlbe the przpert! es of . large populations
then we cgnnoﬁne*p -t spe*‘al *ausallty to be very, useful.
However, Jjust as Newton'sLaws ace true enouqh for everyday
experlence and relativity would be supeffluous the tests
for spezi{al causality can still be applled to very siTple
unifled systems. But for czmplex systems Invelving the
properties of lar<_ numbers exgerimentally established
relationships may be used to rpredict the behaviour of the
pcpulation with aczuracy. .

1. For exaﬂple from the ea‘dencn we have that
smoking is a factor in multiple carrelatlons and s stronqu
associated -1th scme dlseases, thls may be sufficlent to

substantiat° a cla m that snok'ﬂg {s a cauyse of the disease

or causes an lnc ease in the"
MR

'dence of the. disease.

in a pooula*ion;

I
.dlsease then smok!rc 1s a caus= ln thn genefal or prﬁbab[llstlf -

sense,
But the evidence obtalned from populations is
not relevant to the Individual ~.as far as the {ndividual

Is concerned. general causality has no validity and it would

be quite Imcroper to imply predictabillity. And this apblies

to the legal question "Could smtking have caused damage to
this man?" as well as to the guesticn "Did thls brand do
this to thls mani”

In an indlvidual czase, to prove an agent |is
a cause f2r an effect one must fall tack tc establlishing
that the particular agent was for that Indlvicual in all
his special clrcumstances both necessary and sufflicient.
But these sgeclal circumstances {nclude genetic comstitutlon,
acnermal pRenotype or genotype, social status, exposure to
other known agents (e.g. carcinogens) together with a host
of relevant conslderatlions. Diseases In fact are not
caused merely by the presence of a partlicular agent. If
such a simple cause were assumed then there Is a necessity
to explain why it cnly cccurs In a minority of "susceptible”

individuals.
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In sum~=ary, fsr s:cial policy purposes it is
sensible anc iotally relevan~ tc use the experimental
evidence per:alning ts large g¢iuns and also to select
tre simplest “ypothesis. It may therefore be concluded
that for certaln gr:u:s of pecple ;moking causes the
.? incldence of certalin diseases tz be higher than it would
£ otherwlse bé. But nc vaild czncluslons may be drawn from

the epldemizizgical studles with respect to any particular

- of kxnowing or of calculating tre probabllity whether smoking

will cause dlsease In any specific indlvidual or whether

by giving ur smoking he will avczid disease. Thus I find
t completely consistent bzcth itz accept that the evidence
e ' demonstrates the need for s>me action on smoklng as a soc!fal
’ prcblem and zlso to reject a message to the individual smcker
tha:_"smoki:; causes lung cancer', ekc.
(z: Feotnote » e (7/4
1. M1 Vas concerred to estatlish methods employed by
methcds ¢f incduction, which would act as

sclentiscs, .
Reck gn Te'e observation
a)-Iﬁ7Eu3'9 mcre inst ances of”the phenomenon under

fnv ﬂs.lgation have Only one clr*umstance ‘in common

S

..;"~hls is tre cause, -
b) If an instanze in which the'phenomenon occurs and

an instance in which It does not occur have every

cirzumstance in csmmon except cne, that one only
ozcurring in the fzrmer, this one differing

g clrcusstance is the cause ... (or an indispensible
part of it).

) c) 1If t<o or more lnstances in which the phenomenon

3 {"_ oczurs have conly cte clrzcumstance in common, while

= twd cr more instarczes [a which it does not occur

) have nothing in cewmon (save the absence of that

? cirgunstance) the clircunstance In which alone the
twec sets of instances ciffer is the cause.

d) Whatever phenamencn varies in any manner whenever
ancther phencmenon varles ln scme particular way,
is either cause or an effect of that phenomenon
or is concerned with it through some fact of

causation,
B : Mi1ll was never clear whether his methods were
of discovery ocr of proof but they did influence the approach
5 of experimental scientists. Nevertheless his inductive
‘Q method necessarlly assumes that every event must have a cause,
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SAFITY EVALUATICH CF CIGARETTES

The evaluatlon =f safety of s=cking =z cf
cigarettes is impcsed on two maln bodles, :he clgareite
manufacturers and the publlc authoritles. It might te
sald that such an evaluatlion !s entirely the respcnsiti
of every adult smcker and for the manufacturer this ls a
tempting pfopbsal. But {f thls view were '5 be sustalned
then clgarettes would have tc be regarded entirely c¢.fferently
from most other {tems - agro chemicals, cosmetics, focd
additives, motor cars, etc, In any case thls argument
merely transfers the onus of declslon - guldance on the
evaluation would still ke requlred from marufacturers and
public authority. It {s unlikely then that the'clcarette
manufacturer can avold involverment with safety’evaliation
and 1t might be helpful to lczk at the factscs invelved.

Safety 1s not a measured or Indeed a measurable
factor,  Safety Is best defired as, the degree to which
attendan& risks; are: Jud e to be“acceptable.: And risk 1s
the prcbabillty and pro“ab&e saverlﬂy cf ihdea - “Whizh 1§
measurable. Because it is neasurable the evaluaticn of
risk 1s susceptible to a scie-"fic approacﬁ Judsing or

evaluating safety (the accepta:ility of-risk) however is a -
normative, political activity and ‘is nct therefore susceptible
to a scientific apprdacﬁ It {s to be expected then that.
there will be wide variance in safety Judgment between, say
government and interested incdusiry or between one wel 4
{informed smoker and another. There should not be - and
in truth there is not - as much varlance of the views on
risk between scientists whether in industfy er publlc

service,

. As far as smokling ls concerned there !s much
confusicn caused by scientists and particularly by daclors
becoming emoticnally invclved and making judsments in the
political area where they may rot be cormpetent, Cn the
other hand politicians and irdustrialists venture int5 the
sclentific area of risk where they may be clearly {nz:zmpetent.
The position is not helped by szme doctors bellef that they
are tralned to be competent 1n both areas. Whereas, in my
judgment, thelr general tralning quite properly leads them
to preoccupation with individual (i.e. unique) decisicns
and away from both soclal or sclentific generallsaticn.
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But even in the risk area the positicn !ls

nzt clear cut for smoking. In splte of the general
siatlarity In the results of various epldemiological studies

there are no preclise measurements of the varlous rises
{nvelved In smoking. There s also considerable scice for
different interpretations of data and some falrly fcr=icatle
prcblems with self se!ected sa~p1es in epldemlologlical
studles. Thus although the évidence on which risks of
smcking may be estimated’ {s well known, perhaps the cnly
csnclusicn supported by ali sclentlsts ls that the rlsk
{s ‘above zero,

When it comes to safety evaluation, although it
Is true that the same sor: of factors are Involved whether
judgments are made for soclal or business purposes, when

presented with a varlance {n rlcsk probabilitlies industriallsts

are just!flably {nclined (at least publicly) to chocse the
lower anc those held respensible for public safety sizllarly
to chcose the higher risk., . There is thus an understandatle

';ndjus:ifiabledivergence in. the evaluation of "the s~’°*1 of .

clgarettes, . In a hlghly cl vi‘lsed society it s i the

interests of all to aim to ;e% these evaluations to ::nverge.

This can be done by. 'more research’ .to get closgr ag;genent
on risk, Howevér, value ‘udgrments must still be made and
it may te wocrthwhile Indicating scme of the factors which
are invcived in making such judzments. One factor s
ccncerned with benefits ~ and it must be made clear that
benefits are value judgments. Sclentific research can
indicate efficaclies in achiaving measurable results
it cannct indicate or measure beneflits,

The sort of guestisns which mﬁst be asked are
as fcllows:ia

Is the risk voluntary cor invciuntary?

Is the effect lmmediate 2r deiayed?

Ace *here alternatives?

Is the risk known with cartainty?

Is the exposure essentlal?

Is the risk encountered cccurationally?

Is the hazard common or "dread"?

Dces |t affect average pecple or senslitive people?

Will the product be usec as intended or is it likely
tc be misused?

Are the consequences reversible or irreversible?

We are thus concerned with considering, as well
as risk, soclal cost, custcm, reasonableness, best avallable
practlice, benefits etc., and in making a declsicn these
several cr many. components nust te appralsed, compared and
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-2i3hed agalnst each other.
The diff{culties In f2>¢ safety eva.uaticn

i

2re sinilar to those for clgarettes. There are c:znsiderable
¢ifferenzes in judgment on food and It is to be e-:e:ted that

IR TRIE Sl s SR

~at

The ci{garette manu(ac:&rers, in my zointon,

Pt

: re entitled to say: “As long as there !s Insufflclent
' ssasensus on risk (but not unti{l there ls clinical proof
:f the mechanism} we are not able to make useful safety
iuggments” - this 1s In effect the tight rope, Czupled

=i¢h my grevious argument on genefal (crzbabliistiz) and

E LT

zlal (mechanistlc) causality which eratles the

RINE L AN
"
t)
m

facturer to say, even if there ever is consensus on

y thls can only be cons;rueﬁ as a general causal

ticnehlp applying to the Incldence cf disease !n
:;ulati:ns and {s not appllicable tc any uﬂique {ndividual
these are very effectlve défens!ve P. R. 2nd legal pcsitlens,
Czupled: firther with 5upport for researc*, a rec:;ﬂition vt
that this cnly can establlsﬁ tor’ reduce) risk etc.,{and '

2k in.the end safety, bénefits, falrness dnd balince are S _é;
alue judgments our public position is logically quite ‘ K

-
N3

va
ectable, If at the same t!me we recognise:. that those
wider responsiblilities to the public are entltled tz
£ make dlfferent value judgments with respect to the
a : azceptability of risk and the loss of berefit and to act
: cn them, I believe we have the best pobliz position
E sktainable in the circumstances. In summary thils {s -

d ? (a) Alsx is the busliness cf sclence and there !s
s OO rot consansus.

f ¢ f (5) Safety is dependent on values juds—ents and

: . wide differences are to Ee expaztied

LS (¢} Mcr2 research at all levels shoulid “elp
jﬁ evaluatlons to converge.
i (d) wniie there is evidence that smoklng is asscclated
with higher incldences of some dlseases and
i general causality may be clalmed, speclal
3 causallity can never be proved.
é (e) The slogan Is informed responsibllity - 6f adults
3 governments and industry.
3 A e -
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