Losing the War ﬁﬁ-géinst Cancer

"Who’s to Blame and What to do about it

2

by Samuel S. Epstein

In 1971, the US Congress launched 8 War on Cancer. Sixteen years and biltions of dollars later,
the US is still in the grips of & cancer epidemic—and the number of viclims grows every year,

n
Muchoflhemoneyfnbamsquaudnwona

nothing has been done to prevent

despite ample evidence that chemical pollution of our air, uxler, and food

fruitless search
exposure Lo carcinogenic chemicals in the environment—this -

aancer “cures’’. -Liitle or

is the major cause of

aancer, On the contrary, government, industry and & small coterie of scientists have combined to

stymie efforts to int

uce preventive measures, such as strict pol

lution control standards. But

cancer remains @ preventable disease. It is up lo citizens lo push for action.

Cancer is now a major killing disease in the industria
ised world and ils rates are sharply sising.! In contrast,
there have been major reductions in deaths from cardio-

vascular disease, still the number one killer in the US,

because of a recent decline in smoking and
attention 10 diet and exercise.

With over 900,000 new cases and 450,000 US deaths

last year, cancer has now reached

with an incidence of one in three and a mortality of one

in four. Analysis of overall cancer rates, standardised
for age, sex and ethnicity, has demonstrated a steady in-
aease In cancer rates since the 1500s. In recent years,
the incidence rate has risen sharply, by some 2 per cent
a year, with mortality rates rising by 1 per cent a year.
. Striking confirmation of these recent increases comes
from estimates of the lifetime probability of getting
cancer for bom at different times. For white
males bomn in 1975 to 1965 for instance, the probability
. of developing cancer has risen from 30 to 36 per cent,
whilst the probability of dying from cancer has risen
from 19 to 23 per cent. Such increases in overall cancer

incdluding noa-Hodgkin’s * Lung

responsible for about onethird of the overall recent .

increase in incidence mates. It should be stressed that
some 75 per cent of all cancer deaths occur in

over 55 years, and that recent increases are lLargely
restricted (o these ages.

Static Cure Rates
The overall cancer “‘cure rate”, as measured by

survival for over five years following disgnoeis, is cur
rently 50 per cent for whites but only 38 per cent for

o is e cxiecials adiior of The Ecologie,
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blacks. There is no evidence of substantial improve- -
ments in treatment over the last few decades, during -
which the survival and age-adjusted mortality

rates for the major cancer killers (lung, breast and colon) - -

and for most other
The only

organa, have remained essentially
-have been for

hood leukemias treated with radiation and/or chemo-
therapy. Apart from immediate , Such treatment,
while effective, can increase the subsequent risk of de-
veloping a second cancer by up 10 100 times.

Increasing Carcinogenic Exposures

Cancer s an age-old and group of dis-
eases. ils recognised causes and influences are awlti-
factorial and indude natural environmental carcinogens
(such as aflatoxing and sunlight), lifestyle factors, - -
3 ity, and more ‘recently industrial

exposures.
. era in the early
19403, by when technologies induding (ractional distil-
Lation of petroleum, catalytic and thermal cracking and
molecular splicing became commercially established, .

over 400 billion pounds snnually. The overwhelming
majority of these industrial chemicals has never been
adequately tested—i tested at all—for chronic toxic,
carcinogenic, mutagenic and teratogenic eflects, let
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Aune L evidopwal viloves, ad muct ol the limiled
available indusirial dota is o best susp xt. '
Quecupatioonal exposure to industrial carvinogens has
clearly emcrged a3 a4 mapw rish lactor (o cancer.? The
National Institute kw Occupational Safety and Health
(NIOSH) estimaics that some 10 million, workers ace
now exposed to 11 high volume carcinogens. Five to
10-fold increases in cancer rates have been demon-
strated in some accupalinns, Also persuasive are Britlsh
data on canczr mortalily by sociu-economic class, largely
doefined by occupation, which show that the lowest
class, panticularly among males, has approximatety
twice the cancer mortality rate of the highest class.
Living near petrochemical and certain other industries
In highly urbanised communities increases cancer risks,
as demonstrated by the clustering of excess cancer rates.
High levels of toxic and carcinogenic chesmicals are de-

liberately discharged by a wide range of industries into

the alr of surrounding communities. Fatliowt from such
toxic air pollutants is also an important source of con-
tamination of surface waters, particularty the Great
Lakes. While there siill are no regulatory requirements
in the US jor reporting and moaitoring these emissions,
unpublished government estimates indicate that they
_ are in excess of 3 billion annually,¢
Ancther example of the effects of run-away toch-
nology Is the hazardous waste crisis. The volume of
hazardous wastes disposed of every yeas in the USA
has risen from under | million tons in 1940 to well over
X0 million tons in the 1980s—more than 1 ton per US
citizen per year. The industries involved—fossil fuel,
metal mining and g nuclear, and petm-
chemical—have littered the entire land mass of the US
with some 50,000 toxic waste land(llls—20,000 of which
are recogniscd as potentially hazandous— 170,000 indus-
trial impuundments {ponds, pits and lagoons), 7,000
underground injection wells, nat to mention some 2.5
million u nd gasoline anks, many of which are
leaking. Not surprisingly, an increasing number of rural
and urban communities have found themselves located
on o nea hazardous waste siles, or downsiream,
down-gradient or down-wind from such sites.
Pasticularly alarming s growing evidence of contamin-
ation of ground water from hazardous waste sites, con-
tamination which poses grave hazards for centuries to
come. Once contaminated, ground waters are difficult,
~and sometimes impossidle, to clean up.
Environmental contamination with highly potent car-
cinogenic pesticides has reached alarming and per-
vasive proportions. Apast from high level exposure of

wockers in manulacturing, formulating and applicating

industries, the contaminalion of ground and surface

waters has become commonplace. Residues of etylene .

dibromide in excess of 1,000 ppb in raw grains, cereals

and citrus fruits have been weil known to industry and

the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for as long
as len years after its very high carcinogenicity was first

demonstrated; not until 1984 however, did EPA develop

20 ppd tolerance, which was rejected by the Common-
wealth of Massachuseits and the States of New York
and Florida, and replxed by much lower and less
hazardous levels. While the exact numbers are un-
certain, it ls probable that tens of millions of homes

nationwide are contaminated with varying levels of
chlordanc/heptachior, pesticides still registered by EPA
or lermile treatment. It should be noted that, on the
basis of extensive hearings some 14 years easlier, the
Agency concluded that exposure to chloedane/

posed an “imminent hazard” due to cancer
(besides other chronic loxic effects) leading to a subses
quent ban on their agricultural vses.

Much cancer today reflects events and exposures in
the 19503 and 60s. The production, use and disposal of
synthetic organic and other industrial carcinogens was
then miniscule in terms of volume when compared to
currend Jevels, which will determine future cances rates
for younger populations now exposed. There bs every
reazon to anticipate that even today’s high cancer raies
will be exceeded in coming decades. '

Concern has understandably focused on Incveasing
cancer rates but these substantially underestimate the
extend and scope of the public health effects of environ-
mental pollutants. Only » small proportion of the tens of
thousands of petrochemicals in commerce, well under
500, are carcinogenic. However, many of these, together
with other non-carcinogenic petrochemicals, can induce
other chronic toxic effects, including neurological, res-
piratory, reproductive, hepatic and probably immuno-
logical diseazes, whose true causation Is generzlly not’
suspected let alone investigated. . .
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\'i- #Industry has used various strategies to con
. the public...and divert attention from their
~own responsibility for the cancer epidemic.’

_'How lnduslry Flghts Regulation

- Twentieth century industry has aggressively pursued
“shost-term economic goals, uncaring or unmindful of

~harm to workers, local communities and the environ-
ment. So far, industry has shifted responsibility for the
damage i has caused onto society-at-large. Belated gov-
-emment zfforts to control polluting industries have gen-
erally been neutralised by well-organised and well-
financed opposition. With the exception of special pur-
pose legislation for drugs, fopd additives and pesticides,
there were no regulatory requiremen
industrial chemicals untll the 1976 Toxic Substance
Control Act, legislation which the industry had stalled
for years, and  which'is now honoured more in the
brezch than in the observance.

Apart from the failure to pre-test most chemicals, 2
key characteristic of industry’s anti-regulatory strategy
has been the generation of sell-serving and misleading
data on toxicology and epidemiology, and on regulatory
costs and cost-benefit analyses. The record of such un-

_velioble and often fraudulent data is 30 extensive and
well-documented 23 o justify the presumption that
mich indusiry data must ‘be treated as suspect until
proven otherwise,

Attempts by the Carter Administration to develop
comprehensive, ‘generic’ regulation of occupational cas-
cinogens, later reversed by the Reagan Administration,
were attacked by the Manufacturing Chemists Associ-
ation, which created the American Industrial Health
Council to organise opposition. Such reactions gener-
ally reflect a short-sighted preoccupation with perceived
seif-interest rather than with efficiency and economy.
The virtual uniformity of industry opposition lo regu-

" lation is in marked conlrast to the heterogeneity of the
industries involved, both in terms of size and the
diversity of their interests. Regulation has, in fact, gen-
erally resulted in substantial improvements in industrial
efficiency and economy, particularly in large industries,
by forcing development of lcchnolog\es for recovery
and recycling of valuable resources. A deplorable result
of regulation, however, has been, and continues to be,
the éxport ol the restricted product or process to the so-
called lesser developed countries.?

Apart from well-documented evidence on control and

manipulation of health and environmental information,
industry has used various sirategies 10 con the public
into complacency and divert attention from their own
recklessness and responsibility {or the cancer epidemic.
Key among these is the ‘blame-the-victim’ theory of
cancer causation, developed by industry scientists and
consultants and a group of pro-industry academics, and
tacitly supported by the ‘cancer establishment’, This
theory emphasises faulty lifestyle, smoking, and falty
diet, sun bathing or genetic susceptibility, as the major
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ts for pre-testing

causes of preventable cancer, while trivialising the role
of involuniary exposures to occupational and environ-
mental carcinogens. Another misleading diversion |s
the claim that there is no evidence of recently increasing
cancer rales othet than tung cancer, for which saoking
is given the exclusive credit. While the role of lifestyle is
obviously important and cannot be ignored, the acien-
lific basis of this theory is 23 unsound s R s sell-
serving. Certainly, smoking is 2 major, but not the enly,
cauuo! lung cancer. But » wealth of evidence cleadly.in-
criminates the additional role of exposure 0 occu-
pational carcinogens and carcinogenic community alr
pollutants. Hence, some 20 per cent of lung cancers
occur in nof-smokers; there have been major recent
increases in lung cancer rates in non-smokers; an in-
creasing percentage of lung cancer is of » histological
type (adenocarcinoma) not wsually associsted with
smoking: high lung cancer rates are found with certain
oocupational exposures dmklncmd
excess lung cancer rates are found in communities
where certain major industries are located. The cheanical
industry thus dlearly uses tobacco as » smoke sceen 1o
divert attention from the role of carcinogenic chemicals
in inducing lung cancer, besides other cancers.

When i comes to diet, the much touted role of high
{at consumption, while clearly linked 10 heast disease, is
based on tenuous and contradictory evidence with re-
gard to breast and colon cancers. The evidence certainly
does not justify the wild claims by lifestyle theorists that
some X0 lo 40 per cent of all cancers are due to faulty
diet. Forinstance, a 1962 National Academy of Sciences
report concluded that * . . . in the only human studies
in which the total fibre consumption was quantified, no
associalion was found between total fibre consumption
and colon cancer.”” Similarly, 3 large scale 1967 study,
based on the sating habits of nearly 90,000 nurses, con-
cluded that “~there is no association between dietary
fat and breast cancer.”’

Anocther illustration of grossly misleading strategies
relates 1o the identification of chemical
i3 threatened

When a particular chemical or
with regulation on the basis of animal carcinogenicity
tests, the industry invariably challenges the significance
dMImwhﬂemwnlyuungmpﬁwkumdu
as proof of safety. M&wumlmb\duﬂtyhhtson
the need for long-term hmiythmb
obtain definitive human evidence of
ldthuappumudmondmhumm:c-
searchers at Mt Sinal Hospital in New York compiled 2
list of some 100 chemicals accepted as carcinogenic on
tlnbahdanmmbul‘btwhkhmcpida\b-
logical information is available, and sent this list to some
80 major chemical industries. Respondents were asked
whether any of the listed carcinogens were in use and, if
30, whether epidemiological studies had been con-
ducted, whether they were being conducted, or
whether & was intended to conduct them in the future,
and if not, why not. The responses were revealing. The
great majority of those industries using particular car-

cinogens replied that they had done no
studies, were not doing any, and didn’t intend lo do

any for various reasons, including alleged difficulty, im.
practicality, expense, or because of their belief that these
93
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carcinogen, )
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-umwmmm “white™ sstesion is in widersresd vsa, despite being § polent

du.-mtab mld not be carcinogenic to
humans. A perfect catch-22: knock the animal tests and
insist on human studies, but make sure that the human
studies are never done. )

Industry positions zre vigorously advocated by trade
assoclations, such as the Chemical Manufacturers
Association, public relations firms, such as Hill and
Knowlton, front organisations, such as the American
Council on Science and Health (the contributions of
whose director, Whelan, have been aptly characterised
as “voodoo science’), and lay writers such as Efron
(who charges that the American scientific community
mm:mmmmwmm

**spocalyptics”). Disturbingly, another major source of
support for anti-regulatocy strategies is a stable of
academic: consultants who advance the industry pos-
ition In arenas including the scientific literature, federal
advisory commllees.mdnguhtoq and congressional
hessings.®

« Government and the Cancer Epldeinlc

Presidents play a role in setting national
- public health priorities, not unnaturally reflecting their

v own political agendas. Reagan, however, is unique'in

having run for office on an ideclogical anti-regulatory
platform, and in having then systematically used his
olfice to implement this ideclogy, often in contravention
to the spirit and letter of the law. Reagan has thus
neutralised legislative mandates on controls of toxic and
carcinogenic exposure by direct frontal assaults on regu-

“latory agencies.” Strategies employed include: staffing

5 seniof pmams with unqualiﬁed. M&“"‘Y selected

Viewrr

Ao

staffl hostile to thelr agency mandates; budget cutting;
insisting on formal cost-benefit analyses which focus on
industry costs with little (or biased) considcration of the
costs of failing to regulate and which effectively stall the
regulatory process; illegal, behind closed doors meet-
ings with industry; and making regulation dependent
on the Office of Management and Budgd wﬂh its sub-
servience to the White House,

An example is ihe White House decision to block the
$1.3 million 1964 request by the National Institute fos
Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) to notify

some 200,000 workers of risks from y undis-
_ closed exposure to workplace ¢. a3 identified
in some 60 ment studies, in order to enable

medical follow-up and early diagnosis of cancer. The
reason for this refusal of modest funding seems to have
been a desire to shield corporations from possible legal
claims.® Such a track record justifies the conclusions of a
1984 Con Study Group report that “effocts 10
protect public health and the environment from the
dangers of toxic pollution have ground to a standstill
under the Reagan Administrition . . . (which was
charged with being) a public health hazard.*

The US Congress has become sensitive (o public
health and environmental concerns, as exemplified in a
plethora of legislation in recent decades.® Such legis-
lation has evolved fragmentarily, reflecting particular
interests and priocities. New laws have focused on indi-
vidual environmental media—air, water, food or the
work on individua! classes of products or con-
taminants, such as pesticides or air pollutants, with Jitile
or no. considcmlon of needs for more comprehensive
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@ and integrated approaches. Furthermore, the legislative

Ian;unse has traditionally been ambiguous, thus allow-

ing maximal regulatory discretion to bureaucracies -

_which in some instances, have subsequently become
¢closely associated with or- even *captured’ by the
" regulated industries. A noteworthy exception s the
1958 Delaney Amendment (0 the Federal Food Drug
. and Cosmetic Act, with its absolute prohibition n;tlma
the deliberate introduction of any level of
into the food supply. Even 8o, the Reagan FDA ls're-
defining the Delaney Amendment to allow carcdinogenic
food additives at levels alleged to be devoid ol
significant risk.

Congress has also tended to abdicate deciaon-mkhg

to scientific suthority (or perceived authority), rather

than questioning its basls in the open political arena. Of
particular importance was passage of the 1971 Cancer

Act in response 10 orchestrated pressures from the

“cancer establishment’’, the National Cancer Institute

(NCT), American Cancer Society (ACS), and cliniclans

aggressively pushing chemotherapy as a primary cancer

. treatment. The cancer establishment misled Congress

into the unfounded and simplistic view that the cure for

. cancer was just around the corner, provided that

Congress made available massive funding foe cancer
treatment research. The Act did just this, while falling to
emphasise needs for cancer prevention, and also gave
the NC1 vistual autonomy from the parent National
Institutes of Health, while establishing a direct chain of
command between the NC1 and the White House, Some
16 years and billions of dollars later, Congress still has

. not yet appreciated that the poorly-informed special

interests of tHe cancer establishment have minimised
the importance of critically needed cancer prevention

. effonts, and have singularly failed to support such

efforts. Nor has Congress a the long everdue

"+ meed for an Investigation into the conduct and prioritles

of the NC1. Given the het of con

interests, the complexity of the problem involved, the
heavy lobbying by industry, the indifference of the
general scientific community and the well orchestrated
pressures of the cancer establishment, i is not surpris-
ing that Congress has still to recognise that we are
- losing the war against cancer. :

Until* recently, state governments have largely

deferred lo federal suthority, exercising relatively minor -

roles in cancer prevention. Reagan’s federal de-
regulatory efforts have begun to reverse this relation-

ship. Regulatory actions against carcinogens are now

emerging at the state level, such as the banning of -

chiordane/heptachlor and aldrin/dieldrin for termite
treatment by Massachusetts and New York, the banning
of daminozide (Alar) for apple ripening and tough
restrictions on ethylene dibromide food tolerances by

Massachusetts, and the introduction of informative oc-
v evidence relating diet to colon, breast, and other

_ cancers.

cupaliona! libeling laws by various states, such as the
"right-lo-know** workplace legislation of New Jersey.
In some cases, such state initiatives have evoked
federal preemption by restricted regulations—such a3
the 1983 Hazard Communication Standard’of the

. Occupational Safety and Health Administration—

despite Reagan's avowéd commitment to getting big
government off the backs of the people. In, February

_ The Lologrns, Vid 12, No. 2. 1987 _ . sy s

3

[ R

e

1987, » coalition of labour and citizen organisations
asked the US Coust of Appeals to enforce its 18 month-
owmd«dmﬂngosmwcwmngtdh
communication standard from eanufactusing to all
workers. In an apparent sbout face tumn, the Chemical
Manufacturers Association is supporting the expan-

" soa ln conformity with regulations developed for

various states.

The Cancer Establishment: Standing in the
Way of Prevention

The cancer establishment still continues to mislead the
public and Congress into believing that “‘we sre
winning the war against cancer”, wih “victory”’
possible only given more time and money. The NCl and
ACS:hohs&thﬂlhmhwb«nmprMh
treatment and cure of cancer, and that there has been no
increase in cancer rates (with the of lung
cancer which is exclusively utrhtedbumkhg) Yet,
the facts show just the

The cancer establishment ically beats the drum
to announce the latest ““cancer cure”. and dramatic
*“breakt ", These announcements reflect optim-
bm and wishful thinking, rather than reality. The ex-
travagant and counterproductive daims for Interferon
as the magic cancer bullet of the late 19708 have been
followed by the unpublicised recognition of its limited
role in caficer treatment.® The latest NC) “*break-
through claims for interleukin-2 as a cancer cure are
grossly inflated and rest on questionable data. These
claims fail to reflect the devastating toxicity and lethality
of this drug, and gloss over the high treatment costs,
which ¢an run into six figures.

Equally questionable are clainu by the NCl and ACS
that oversll cancer survival rates have improved drs-
lmtkally oyer recent years. These claims, based on

“*rubber numbers’ acrording 10 ene promhm! critic,
igmnfmmdlu“lud-ﬂ:mha easlier diag-
nosis of cancer resulting in apparently pwbnged sur-
vival even in the absence of 2ny trestment, and the
“overd " of easentially benign tumours, par-
ticularly those of the prostate, breast and thyroid, 3
malignant. Recently the director of the NCI, DeVita,
resorted to blaming community doctors for using in-
adequate doses of chemotherapy drugs as the “’real”
reason why cancer cure rates are no better than they are.

The NCI misrepresentations sre well reflected in

" budgetary priorities which are largely and dis-
- propostionately directed to cancer ireatment research~

to the neglect of cancer prevention. Even the very
modest funding on cancer prevention is largely directed
to endorsing industry’s **blame-the-victim** concept of
cancer causation. Thus, the MCl exaggerates the role of
tobacco for a wide range of. other cancers besides lung
cancer, and treats as fact the slim and contradictory

Apparently still oblivious to mounting criticisms, the
NCi continues vigorously to propagate these misrep-
resentations. A 1986 NCI document on canter controf
objectives, the executive summary of which fails to even
mention environmental and occupational eaposutes to
carcinogens’ and focuses on diet and tobacco an the
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major causes of cancer, rashly promises that annual
cancer mortality rates could be reduced by 50 per.cend
by the year 2000,

More disturbing than Indifference 10 cancer
prevention is evidence uncovered in September 1562 by

Dave Obey that the NCI has
the Intemational Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC)
funded in part by the NCI, to downplay the carcinogen-
kity of benzene and formaldehyde In IARC mono-
" on industrial and other chemicals. Such evidence bs
noteworthy since, contrary to the sclentific literature
and Uis own explict guidelines, IARC has also down-
the

trichlosoethylene and perchloroeth .
Over the last decade, consistent with its low priorities
* for eancer the NC] has little or no
- role_in. providing the data base in support of critical
+ federal or state legislation and lation on cancer
prevention. Examples where NCI scientific input could
have been reasonably expected include aitempts to
prevent the exposure of much of the US population to
carcinogenic pesticides, such as ethylene dibromide
- residues in food or chlordane/heptachior in the air of a
high percentage of the many million homes treated for
termites, and also exposure to industrial discharges of
carcinogenic air polluiants or drinking water
~contaminants. 7
: wing nearly a decade of fruitless discussions with
the ACS, at a February 7, 1984 press conlerence, a
* national coalition of major public interest and labour
“  groups, headed by the Centre for Science in the Public
-Interest (and mysell), and supporied by some 24
m\:;u h el l!::CS he publ
“is not to uce { e
.wmmnmécmhimwm. .o P“eiu
promises to the public to ing 10 ‘wipe out
cancer in yout hifetime’, the ACS failed to make its
voice heard in Congress and the regulatory arena,
where it could be a powerful influence to help
reduce public exposure to "
More specific criticisms included the following:
0. .ACS fails to su and at times has been
. +hostile to, critic jon that seeks lo reduce
_~ or elitminate exposure to environmental and occu-

Dimes,

lon, and the American Lunse Association,
to su the Clean Ale Act. ACS has ed
s from Congressional subcommitiees,
unjons, and environmental organisations to
support their efforts to ban or te & wide
range of ocgsigalloml and envl:m.mennl

carcinogens. nl corporalions, w,
. ha while they pollute the air, water and
; food with cancer causing chernicals, must be
T ' grestly comforied by the ACS’s silence.

" '® ACS’s record on sup&m' efforts to ban
-carcinogens is dismal. lenmiCS'. statements
are expressly or implicitly hostile to regulation,

® ACS's » h lo cancer prevent
m’..l ity lifestyles, ths &
empasises (av est rat n wWot
of mvironmenl’al camy ens. For instance, ACS
blames the higher incidence of cancer among

9%

an Heast

me the victim* &l;umopbﬂ}ﬂﬁ{ '

..

#

blacks primarily on their diet and smokind@nabits,
which diverts Imm from the fact lhaiﬁbl‘xl::
work in the distiest, most s jobs, and
live in the most polluted communities.

A few days after the press conference, ACS

.announced a “’new set of policies*’, paising resolutions

for the improved regulation of such chemicals as
asbestos and benzene, and the deaning up of toxic
waste shes. However, there has been no evidence of
any real change of heart in the ACS, since then.

The Lifestyle Academics o

The lifestyle academics are a group of -conservative
sclentists Including Sir Richard Doll, the Warden and
Director of the industry-financed Green College,
Oxford,© his protégé R. Peto, a statistician also from
Oxford, and more recently Bruce Ames, a California
geneticist, The purist pretensions of “’the lifestylers’’ for
critical  are only exceeded by their apparent
indifference to or rejection of a steadily accumulating
body of information on the permeation of the environ-
mend and workplace with industrial carcinogens, and
the impact of such involuntary exposures on human

cancer,

Consclously or subconsciously, these academics have
become the mouthpiece for industry interests, ‘urging
regulatory inaction and public complacency. Among the
more hoteworthy contributions of these academics is a

series of publications claiming that smoking and fatty

. diet are each responsible for 30-40 per cent of all cancers;

that sunlight, drugs and personal susceptibility account
for another 10 per cent, leaving only a few per cent
wnaccounted for which, just for want of any other better
reason, was then axcribed to occupation. According to
the lifestylers, this then proves that occupation is an
unirnportant cause of cancer, which really does not
warrant such regulalory concern.

Apart from circulatory referencing each other as
authority for these wild the lifestylers have
neves attempted to develop any estimates of how many
workers are exposed to defined levels of specific

Without such estimates there is no way of
attempting to determine just how much cancer is due to
exposure, o

The Klestyle theory was further advocated in 2 1981
report dealing with causes of cancer in the USA by Dol
and Peto where they denied evidence of increasing

" cancer rates other than for lung cancer, which was

largely sxcribed to lobacco without adequate con-
sideration of the importance of community and oc-
cupational exposure to carcinogens.®, To reach thelr
misieading conclusions on stati¢ cancer rates, Dolt and
Peto excluded from analysis pecple over the age of 65
and blacks, those groups with the highest and
increasing cancer mortality rates. Not content with such
manipulation, they claimed thal occupation was only
responsible-for some 4 per cent of all cancers, without

" apparent consideration of » wide range of recent studies
= dealing with the. carcinogenife effects of such
" exposures.™ This wild 4

| per cent guess was matched by
“guestimates’ that diet was determinant in some 38 per
cent of all cancers. To trivialise the significance of animal
carcinogenicity data on industrial chemicals, Dol and t\'
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.up bond by Ntw Yoxk. the Environmental Quality Bond
ol 1986; and passage of Proposition 65,- the Safe

R
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0 rrphdn; the NCY's director, De Vita, whe, in spite of

. his.contrary protestations, has been indifferent Uf not

.. . Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986, by - =

: -California,
“T > Proposition 65, masterminded by
™" the Environmental Defense Fund and supported by 2
coalition of Californian public interest citizen and Labour
groups, Is a sophisticated referendum which imposes
.ough financial penalties on industries ‘knowingly dis-
w{ha:ging carcinogens inio the drinking, water supplies,
~and which makes mandatory the full public-disclosure
of such discharges by industry and staie¢ olficlals. A
vocal opponent of Proposition 65 was Bruce Ames, who
nonetheless failed to impress the California public with
his lifestyle advocacy and his trivialising the significance
of carcinogens {n drinking water, Potentlal opposition
by the petrochemical indusiry was anticipated and
muted by the earmarking of some 50 per cent of
revenues from fines for the stale superfund budget.
" "Howevér, Governor Duckmejian, resporisive to special
Unterest lobbying, has:recenily mmliieg the scope of
the new legislation by restricting its lcopeg only .to
agpadem:ologkally ‘confirmed carcinogens. - This re-
“striction is now under legal challenge.” lmsp«ﬁvc of
“the outcome of this challenge, Pcoposilion .65, has
~-excited national interest and is being used as'a model for
similar regional initiatives, such as the 1967 Safé Drink-
ing.. Waler Act of New York which is cummly being
drafled
hmong early Con;maoml priofities. should be en-
"adtment of compnhemiv? whii¢ collar crime legistation.
“ThHis would impase !nugh sanctions on individual
‘execulives, ‘anagers and professionals of industries
found guilty of wilful “’non-disclosure” of information
on hazards to workers, lotal - communities and the
nation. While collar crime-tegislation should also be
extended to US and multinational corporations which
export carcinogenic produm or processes which have
been banned or regulated.in the US to *“lesser devel-
oped countries”, especially T the ibsence of full dis-
closuré-of‘hazaids directed to ultimate-users and con-
suinérs. Attention should also be directed 10'developing
comprehensive new “’cradle-to-the-giave™ legislation as
the basis for regulating loxic and carcinogenic
chemicals. Such legislation can be designed 1o comple
ment regulation by the ;udmus application of market.
place-predsures, in’ iheform of financial incentives and
disincentives designed to wean industry away from un.
sale practices, and to ensure that responsible induslq is
not penalised or subjected to unfair competition. Al
present, other than the prospect of toxic tort litigation,
there are vlmully no incenllvn for industry to develop
safes newiproducty i rid processes. Legislation is needed
to devélop ftderal funding .for-research and develop
ment into such bcnign technologies and to ensure that
they are closely courdinated with envnronmenlal
energy and resource policies.

A critical legislative priority is the amendment of lhe
Natisnal Cancer Act 1o give the highest pussible priority”
ey cancer prevention; 1o redress the histurical imbalance
exisling in the NC1 betwueen cancer prevention and re-
search on diagnosis and treatment; and also to insulate
the NCI from direct Presidentiol influence, In addition
The Foadinnet L 1 AW 8 paee
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“5’major role in perpetrating the myth that we are win- -

ion efforts and-who has played

ning the war against cancer, senior NCJ stalf should be
restructured and boosted by professionals competent in

"“environmental and occupstional cancer and committed
" to cancer prevention. The National Cancer Advisory
.-Board should be reconstituted with a balanced mix of
. "independent cancer prevent
. ..sentatives of public interest and labour
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Congressional scrutiny. Such scrutiny should ensure
that the institutional resources are largely directed to
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1Nl by quantitativs coniTast, . sorlality from AIDS
{ancither preveniable disease) shhough highly alarw.
i ¥ et catastrophic, Is srlasively low. About X000

canrs,
-Snore than kel (aiad, have been reported since 198) when
" disesse wae first sdditionally, B Is extimsied that 2.3
times a5 many Amwnicons sulfer fram acivanced symplons of the
AIDS-relaied complen which ohen o full-blown
AIDS. Rapidly incressing swmbrvs of cases, Jolilling some
270,000, are prejecied by 1911, ki

estimaling raposure 10 cevtain of the nared carcinogera,
ip:'.“ - Hui.-.mi'udt i
e ifxord : wis wr-
confirmed by y ~Stallones snd
bld‘numd wx28 School-of Poblic Healh, In o
" confidential” wpon M ”&Jh Amitsn Industrial
Healin Councid.

from polivtants such a8 cigsrwtte samiking, radon siid pesikides. *

mportans regulatory Lamges than Souir air emnissions. in
spite of this pese enchasive on indoor sle w, ETA
will rrfuses we ban the continued vse of such carcmogenic prli
-coden 20 Chlurdane and Aldrin, Db used eviensively b
dwneslic termete treaiment,
$  Inhwmation on sxch eapairts i bewng sysiematised by Consumey
Interpad, & prgtsmme of Ihe Internatamal Organnsiinn of Con,

10,

1.

12,

1.

14.



T

10.

Il

1.

0.

Apert from the noted rxceptions, the IARC monographs are

wnipat snd well of data on the cheonic
Mouicity, icity and wees of » wide range of industrial
and othey chewucals. . )
According 1o # felow, Hermana, Green wae

founding
easblished bn 1978 a0 » “opecial poind of eniry bov
intzrests wishing o collsborate with university departments in
resadoch—", ) o
This study was sponsored by the Otfice of Technology Aserss
wevl, whose condvact sificer Couph was apparenily urable to
lﬁnmﬁhlm-bdzdcmnhlhtus.uﬂn
British lifestyle advoraien for the project. {Cough Is also
redsequenily on record im & book on Apewd Ovange 58 dismissing,
2 eoinageniiy dourd om eumine shirmed doo. Congh
€ A ON erlendive ani 2.
mthAh.mhaMqum?-:
frm.) A responseve 10 criticiems of & desht repurt. The
Oifice’ed Teghnnbngy Assrssament decided agmnet #13 publicativen,
whech intiesd was b
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accupationsd Wy origin, this idvplies 1hat cocupaton
bt sve N0 fwt crnt o BB cancers i vponesd woekers.
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