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Thz evaluation of saf=ty of =mshing or of

cigarettes is imposed on two main bodies, the cligarotte j}/
manufazlurerss end the public authorities. It might b= ’
said that suzh an evaluation is entirely the respsnsibility
cf evary adult samdxer and for the manufacturer this is a
tempting peogpozal. But if this vizw were to be sustalnzg
then

cigarettes would have to be regerd:d entirely diffarcantly

from most othar items -~ agro chemicals, cosmetics, food
ves, mot>r cars, etc. In any case this argument
y transfars the onus of descision - guidance on tha
evaluation would still be required from marufacturers and
public autnhority. It is unlikely then that the cigarette
manufactuvrer can avolid involvement with safety evaluatiosn
and it might t2 helpful to look at the factors involvzd.
Safety is not a measursd cr indeed a measurable
factor. Sarfety is best defined as the degre2 to which
attendant risks are judged to be accsptadle. And risk is
the probability and probable severity of harm - which is
m=2asuradble. S=2cause it is measurable the evaluation of
risk is suscsptibls to a sclentific approach. Judging or

evaluating szafety (the acceptabi ick) however is a

or

1

normativa, political activity and is not therafore susczzptidle
acoroach. It is x
there will be wicds variance in cafety judgmant between,

a nterested industry or betwzan onz2 well
mokar and another. ~ There should not be - and
in truth there is not - as much variance of the views on
risk betwesan scientists whether in.industry or public
service. '

As far as smoking is concerned there is muzh
confusion czusz

.

by scientists and particularl]ly by docters

becoming emotlionally involved and making judgments in the

politica2l arez whaore they may ncoct ba compoetent. On tha
other hand politicians and industricalists venture into the
szientific araa

0

risk vwhere they may be clearly incomp:tent.
The éosition is not helped by som= doctors belief that thay

are trained to be compa2tent in both arens. . Wheresas, in ny
judg%znt, their g=neratl trainin; cuite properly leads tham

to preozzupatzion with individu (i.e. unique) dec

P

sions
and away Trom Dath sotial or scientific genzcalisetioan

Chntd
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But even 1p Lhe i area the pauiticn wo
nzt clear cut for smcking. In cpite of the general

similarity in thz results of various cpicdemiological studies

there are no precise measurenents of the various richs
involved in smdking. There is also considerable scspe {or
different interpratations of data and some faicly fornicadle
problems with self selected samples in epideminlogical
studie Thus although the evicence on wnich risks of

smaking may be estimated is well known, perhaps the only
conclusion cupported by all scientists is that the risk
is above zero. : ) .

When it comes to safety evaluation, although it
is true that the same sort of factors are involved whether
judcments are madz for social or business purposes, when
presanted with & variance in risk probabilities industrialists
are justifiably inczlined (at least publicly) to choose the
lower and tnose keld responsible for public safety similarl
to choose the higher risk. There is thus an understandable
and Jugtlflabled‘V°rgence in the evaluation of the safety of
cigareattes. In a highly civilised society it is in the
interests of all to aim to get these evaluations to converce.
This can be done by 'more researcn' to cet clecser agreement

on risk. Howevsr, value judgments must still be mada and

[N

7
it may be worthwhile indizating some of the faciors which
Y

are involved in na

N

ing such judgments. One factor is
concerned with banefits - and it must be made clear that
benefits are value judgments. Scientific research can
indicate efficaciss in achieving measurable results but
it cannot indicaiz or measure benefits. ;

The sort of questions which must be asked are
23 follows:— ' V

Is the risk voluntary or involuntary?

Is the effect imnadiate or delayed?

tre there altarnztives?

Is'the ris® %Xnown with certainty?

Is the exposurz essential?

Is the risk eaczountered occupationally?b

Is the hazard csmzon or '"dread”"?

Does it affact avesrage peaople or sensitive people?
1Will the procuzt k2. used as intendad or is it likely

L

to b2 misus2d?

t

Are the consaguanzes reversible or irreversible?
Yie are thuo concern2d with considering, as well

cial cost, custom, reasonableness, best availabla

., and in =2aking o datision thoae

oAl 9r many ATEpaneniioanuge Lo oeuptdised, cuomnavel ol

Cornttl
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weighed azainst each other.
The difflculties in food safety evaluation
are similar to those for cigarettes. There are consicderable

differenzes in judgment on food and it is to be expected that

there will te wice differences in the judgments of smok

3]

cs,

politiczians, arncd industrialists.
The cigarette manufacturers, in my opinion,
are entitled =z s5zy: "As long as there is insufficient

L

o - AL

consensus oa risk (but not thil'EheééJié‘bliﬁiéai procf
of the mezhanlsm) we are not able to make useful safety
judgments" - this is in effect the tight rcpe. Coupled
with =~y previous argument on general (probabilistic) and
special (mechznistic) causality which enables the .
manufacturer o say, even if there ever is consensus on
risk, this can cnaly be construed as a ceneral causal
relationsnip zzslying to the incidence -1 disease in
pcpulaticns and is not applicable to any unigue individual
these are very effective defensive P.R. and legal positions.
Coupled further with support for rasearch, a recognition
that this only can establish (or reduce) risk etc., and
that in the end safety, benefits, fairness ancd balance are
all vzlue judcments our public position is logcically quite
respectable. If =zt the same time we recognise that those
wi;h\wider resp:cnsibilities to.the public are entitled to
make different value judgments with respect to the
acceptability 2% risk and the loss of benefit and to act
on tnem, I believe we have the best puoblic position
obtainable in tha circumstances. In summary this is -

(a) Risk iIs the business of science and there is
not consensus.

(b) Safety is dependent on valu= judgments and
wide cdifferences are to be expected.

(c) More research at all levels should help
evaluations to converge.

(d) ¥hile thare is evidence that smcking is associated
with higher incidences of some diseases and
general causality may be claimed, special
causality can never be rroved.

(e) The slogan is informed responsibility - &6f adults

governaants and industry.
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