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Secondhand doubts

HOFFMAN, Matthew C.

The Congressional Research Service has criticized the
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) controversial report
on environmental tobacco smoke (ETS) in its own report
“Cigarette Taxes to Fund Health Care Reform.” 1t says the EPA
study made subjective judgments, failed to account for important
factors and relaxed a crucial scientific standard to achieve the
results it was looking for. The studies on the effects of ETS on
spouses of smokers come in for especial criticism for their
methods of data collection and other statistical problems. Two
studies which did not find any significant linkages were excluded
from the EPA report. The report is now being used in new anti
smoking advertising campaigns. The author concludes that it
“may be bad science, but it is stunningly effective propaganda.”
The EPA is now said to be “rummaging” into other controversial
issues such as substances in the stream from hot showers and
electromagnetic fields.” Allowing EPA bureaucrats into the
private lives of smokers may open new vistas for “environmental
protection” at the expense of individual rights.”
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1998-07-20
USA: Judge voids study linking cancer to secondhand smoke

MEIER, Barry

A federal judge has ruled that the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) made procedural and scientific mistakes when
it declared in a 1993 report that exposure to environmental
tobacco smoke “causes” up 3,000 deaths a year among non-
smokers, according to an article in the “New York Times’. The
report was considered critical in helping to establish full or
partial bans on smoking indoors, the newspaper claims.

The judge, W.illiam Osteen, reportedly found that the

composition of the report’s study panel was flawed because

none of its representatives were drawn from the industry, and

that the agency researchers had frequently shifted theories and
selected the data they wanted in order to reach a preordained
conclusion.
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Passive smoking doesn’t cause cancer - official

By Victoria Macdonald, Health Correspondent

THE world’s leading health organization has withheld from publication a study which shows that
not only might there be no link between passive smoking and lung cancer but that it could even
have a protective effect.

The astounding results are set to throw wide open the debate on passive smoking health risks. The
World Health Organization, which commissioned the 12-centre, seven-country European study has
failed to make the findings public, and has instead produced only a summary of the results in an
internal report.

Despite repeated approaches, nobody at the WHO headquarters in GENEVA would comment on the
findings last week. At its International Agency for Research on Cancer in Lyon, France, which
coordinated the study, a spokesman would say only that the full report had been submitted to a
science journal and no publication date had been set.

The findings are certain to be an embarrassment to the WHO, which has spent years and vast sums
on anti-smoking and anti-tobacco campaigns. The study is one of the largest ever to look at the link
between passive smoking — or environmental tobacco smoke (ETS) — and lung cancer, and had been
eagerly awaited by medical experts and campaigning groups.

Yet the scientists have found that there was no statistical evidence that passive smoking caused lung
cancer. The research compared 650 lung cancer patients with 1,542 healthy people. It looked at
people who were married to smokers, worked with smokers, both worked and were married to
smokers, and those who grew up with smokers.

The results are consistent with their being no additional risk for a person living or working with a
smoker and could be consistent with passive smoke having a protective effect against lung cancer.
The summary, seen by The Telegraph, also states:” There was no association between lung cancer
risk and ETS exposure during childhood.”

A spokesman for Action on Smoking and Health said the findings “seem rather surprising gibing
the evidence from other major reviews on the subject which have shown a clear association between
passive smoking and a number of diseases.” Roy Castle, the jazz musician and television presenter
who died from lung cancer in 1994, claimed that he contracted the disease from years of inhaling
smoke while performing in pubs and clubs.

A report published in the British Medical Journal last October was hailed by the anti-tobacco lobby
as definitive proof when it claimed that non-smokers living with smokers had a 25 per cent risk of
developing lung cancer. But yesterday, Dr Chris Proctor, head of science for BAT Industries, the
tobacco group, said the findings had to be taken seriously.” If this study cannot find any statistically
valid risk you have to ask if there can any risk at all.

“It confirms what we and many other scientists have long believed, that while smoking in public
may be annoying to some non-smokers, the science does not show that being around a smoker is a
lung-cancer risk.” The WHO study results come at a time when the British Government has made
clear its intention to crack down on smoking in thousands of public places, including bars and
restaurants.

The Government’s own Scientific Committee on Smoking and Health is also expected to report
shortly — possibly in time for this Wednesday’s National No Smoking day — on the hazards of
passive smoking.
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Passive thinking is fatal
By Tim Luckhurst

AS MPS CHOOSE today between partial or total bans on smoking in public places
they must ask themselves whether lying to promote a cause is ever legitimate.

The question is urgent because the claim that secondary smoking kills is alchemy, not
science, and honest anti-smoking lobbyists know it. The theory that cigarette smoke
kills non-smokers was dreamt up 30 years ago by anti-smoking activists; only after
inventing it did they attempt to prove it.

Dozens of peer-reviewed scientific studies have followed. All point to a compelling
consensus that there is no causal link between passive smoking and fatal illness. One of
the most comprehensive studies was published in the British Medical Journal in 2003.
It concluded: “The results do not support a causal relationship between environmental
tobacco smoke and tobacco related mortality.”

That was unsurprising. The International Agency for Research on Cancer notes that of
23 scientific studies into the effects of workplace exposure to second-hand smoke only
one found a statistically significant risk for lung cancer. One in 23 is what objective
science calls an anomaly.

Even the research director of Action on Smoking and Health admits: “A lot of the
studies that have been done on passive smoking produce results that are not statistically
significant according to conventional analysis.” In plain English that means there is no
convincing evidence that secondary smoking Kills.

That is why anti-smokers have resorted to asserting that secondary smoke is
responsible for problems such as asthma and bronchitis instead of fatal diseases. It is
why they claim that “there is no safe level of environmental tobacco smoke” instead of
trying to enumerate a death toll from a syndrome that does not exist.

In 2003 the BMJ’s editor confessed that the debate about secondary smoking is “more
remarkable for its passion than its precision”. Sir Richard Doll, the scientist who
proved the link between smoking and lung cancer, said: “The effect of other people
smoking in my presence is so small it does not worry me.” It should not worry MPs
either.

Parliament should assert the primacy of facts. Disliking cigarette smoke is reasonable,
but pretending that secondary smoking kills means abandoning science for quarter-
truths and irrational sanctimony.
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