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Possible Corsecuences of the 'Aocli.14-cationof t-e Co;-,ros-*@t4@onof C,-zare"teSmoke

The Committee on Smoking, Ai.- Pollution and Health of the Royal College

of Fhysicianshas clu.-ingt)aepast five vears been enga4ed in 'he :@.-spar-ation

of a report on effectsof air pollutionon healthand of a fux--herreport

on smoc4-ngand health. The President was recently a-i-aroFLchadby tl-eSecretary

of theTobacco Research Council *no told him of the res-.;Itsof researchesinto

the carcinogenicaction of cigarette smokecondensatecarried out by the Council's

laboratoriesat Harrogate, and put to him car-.ainquesz-'@onsconcerning possible

mod.-@.fication 3 in cigarettes which might be desirable as a result of these

researches. The President called a meeting of the Committee with some additional

co-opted members to consider these questions and their replies are given belo-.T.
I

The Committee re-affirmed. the conclusion of.the Royal College of

Physicians Report on Smoking an& Health that full protection agalns'. the hazards

of smoking cigarettes could be given only by abs@aining from the habit, and

the following rerlies should not be quoted out of context with .his view.

Question 1. C:D

"Does the Committee consider that, on a balance of probabilities, the

sc4-ent'.ficevidence suggests that "o reduce the tar y-'-eldsof cigarettes is CZ)

un'--'-kelyto be harmful to health and may well be helpful?" (-n
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The Committee agrees that reducing the tar yields of cigarettes is

unlikely to be harmful provided that:-

(a@i smokers ao not smoke more of the modified cigarettes

(b) they do not inhale the smoke more (possibly as a result of

reduced irr-'-tation)

(c) the cigarettes are not modified in-any other way that might

increase the hazards of smoking them.

The Committee also agrees that in view of the Tobacco Research Council's

experimental work, which has confirmed the findings of many previous investiga-

tions, it seems possib-e that reduction of the tar yields might reduce the risk

of lung cancer; but whether this woul-dbe so and how great any reduction might

be could be shown only by carefully controlled.observations carried out over

many years. The Co=4-t-.ee'3resei-i,,@tionson this matter are based ch--eflyon

two considerations:-

First that com=onents of'the smoke other than tar may be more 4@mportan'L.

in causing lung cancer than the tar itself.

Second, that o"'-er:cmponents may al.socontribute to the causaz4.onof

and mcrtali'.yfrom care@---c----espiratorydiseases (especially coronary hea.-:-t

disease, chronic bronc.,i,4-t4.sand emphysemai so that if the modified c--ga,-ettes

were smoked in greater quaz-.-'-tiesor more deep!- an-,rre(luc"--:nin cancer

r4-skmighz be ou,4weig',ie,-a'o,,-3.ncreases in otier risks.

Cuestion 2.

"Does the Com='--.tee--onsider that n-'-cotiiein the quan-.-'-t-*@esa*osoeoea

by smokers can have some psychotha=acological ef"ec'6s?"

Renlv

The Committee agrees that there is evidence of a wide range of

pharmacologicaleffects of iicotine on man, especially on the card-ovascular

system. There is also sub.4ectiveevidence that smoking has helpful

psycho'Logicaleffects on @hosehabituated to it, especially n the re'-iefof

temporary anxiety and '@ens-'-cn.Recent ex-@erimen'6alstudies have sho,7npossibly

advantageous effects of nicotine on certain functions of the cen-@.-al@ner-,roua

system of'animals, but the @"ommit'@eeknows of no controiled obiect4-ve

demonstrationsthat 3uci effects, attributablesolely to the action of

nicotine, result from 3mokirg in man. In non-smoker3 amoking or paren-.eral
CD

administrat-'.onof nicot-'-neusually produces unpleasant psychological ar-a

physical effects.

question 3

"in 1962 the U.S. -1-u:-3ean@eneralls Ad-,risoi-,rComm4.ttee on Smck4-ngancl
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r r--,.'erringooviouslyto smokersfree from cardiovasculardise-3,se,

concluded(P. 75) that Ithe chronictoxicityof nicotinein quant-.t-*-es

absorbed from smokingand other forms of tobaccouse is very lovrand probably

does not representa significanthealth problem.' Does the Committeeagree

or di
0-
ree with this conclusion?"SA

at2iz

The Committee has noted the conclusion of the U.K. Surgeon General's

A6visoryCommitteewhich, it it refers only to that proportionof the adult

populationwho are free .fromcardiovasculardisease(though this is not clear

from the ccntextin the re-jort),must be of limitedpracticalimportance.

The Surgeon Genera--'3Committee based their conclusion largel,,ron the

supposit-Lc.,ithat pi-.eand c-'@garsmokers with the4-rnearly normal tc-.al

morbidityand mortalityrates abso3@b*quantitiesof nicotine similar to those

-ab.gor'bedbl.,cigarette smokers. lforedefiniteevidence than this be

requiredbefore it can be confirmed that nicotineplays no part in the increased.

mortalitycf cigars-.tes=ckers,in --arzicularfrom ca,--@-io-.ascula.--@---3ease.

Since recent evidence sux@ests that n@.cotine,in the amounts abscr'--edfrom

cigareti@e -@moking, may be har.-a.'ulor even dangerous to patients with heart

a-'-sease, reser-4-at-'@crccncerm,'-ngthe safety of chrcric nicotine ex-zcsuremust
be maintained.

C,ue3tior.'-

"lic-g7would',@neCommitteeview lower tar c4-g-ar--ttes-'-awhic*-riicot-@ne

-.7asnot reiuced be7-c-.va le7e!- that was sati3fying to smokers @vhen cc=mred with

--4-garet'.es"'

The Commi'6tee was zrovided b-,rthe Tobacco Research Council -,4-thevidence

confir=:L,izthe im:;'--*-cationin this c*clestionthat ha'ci'6uat.;.on'@os,-.o'@-ingis

probably attributable '4onicc'@ine absorption -*@nthat smo'Kers claim less

"satisfaction" from cigarettes with lo?terthan froa cigarettes higher

nicotine ccntent. If lowezing nicct4.ne content were to increase t*-enumber

of lower tar cigarettes '6',@ak'were smoked 'he risk might be increased for

reasons g-;-7enin the answer to Question 1. Since, however, nicotine itself

cannot be absolved from blame, especially in relation to cardiova@cular disease,

& reduction of both nicot--.ieand I.armight be desirable if some other means

(such as an appropriate increase in price) were adopted to discourage increased

consumpt4.cn of the modified cigarettes.

Question 5

"',7culdthe Ccmcittee agret "hat -itis impossible to establ4.sh a

reial@4,ons@.4--.)between spec-*-f--cirr4-'.arts, '@n t.ieform and concen'@.-az--onin

which t"-,e-.-are prese@it-n s4-gare@Itps7,oke,and adverse effects?"
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ReDl.r

The Co=ittee consider that while the irritant effects of cigarette amoka

on the bronchial mucosa and the consecuent adverse effects upon health have

been demonstrated, no 3Decilliocomponent of the 3moke has yet been identifted

as solely responsible of these Undesirable eftects.

In ConclusQ4-ovLnLThe Committee is agi@eed:

First. That the only way in which the very real hazards of cigarette

smoking can be avoided is by not smok--ngthem. Reduction of the quantity smoked

or of the depth of inhalation would reduce the hazard, but in practice most smokers

appear unable to modify their habits -@nthis way, and some find.it less difficult

to stop smoking al'voge-her.

Second. That if the composition oilcigarettes is to be c.,iari-edit is of

the greatest importance that research s*-oulibe car--ie(iout to discover what

effects upon health such alterations M4.@h'6have. For this reason alone

ir-lo=ation about the composit-'-onof the smoke of all marketed brands of

cigarette should be made resaly available.

cc
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