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CANCERAND SMOKING

THE CURIOUS ASSOCIATIONS with lung cancerfoundin relationto smokinghabits
do not, in the minds of someof us, lend themseleseasilyto the simple conclusion
thatthe productsof comhustionreachingthe surfaceof the bronchusinduce,though
afteralong interval, the developmentof a cancer If, for example,it werepossibleto
infer thatinhalingcigarettesmole wasa practiceof considerablg@rophylacticvaluein
preventingthe diseasefor the practiceof inhalingis rareramongpatientswith cancer
of thelung thanwith others.

Suchresultssuggesthatan error hasbeenmadeof anold kind, in arguing from
correlationto causationandthat the possibility shouldbe exploredthat the different
smokingclassescigarettesmolers, cigar smolers, pipe smolers, etc., have adopted
their habitspartly by reasorof their personatemperamentanddispositionsandare
notlightly to beassumedo beequivalentin their genotypiccomposition.Suchdiffer-
encesin geneticmake-up betweenthoseclassesvould naturally be associatedvith
differencesof diseasencidencewithout the diseasebeing causallyconnectedwith
smoking. It would thenseemnot so paradoxicakthat the strongerfumesof pipesor
cigarsshouldbe so muchlessassociatedvith cancerthanthoseof cigarettespr that
the practiceof drawing cigarettesmole in bulk into the lung would have apparentlya
protective effect.

A letterof minein Nature' includeda brief first reportof somedataon thesmoking
habitsof twins in Germaiy kindly suppliedby Prof. v. Verschuen Whatwasevident
in thesedata,which concernednly males,wasthat the smokinghabitsof monozy-
gotic, or one-@g, twins wereclearly morealike thanthoseof twins derivedfrom two
eggs.Themonozygotidwinsareidenticalin genotypeandthecleardifferencen these
datagave prima facie evidencethatamongthe mary causesvhich mayinfluencethe
smokinghabit,thegenotypds notunimportant.

Unfortunately considerablgoropagandas now beingdevelopedto corvince the
publicthatcigarettesmokingis dangerousandit is perhapsaturalthatefforts should
be madeto discreditevidencewhich suggesta differentview. Assumptionsare put
forward which, if true, would shav my inferencefrom von Verschuers datanot in-
deedto be falsebut at leastto be inconclusve. | may referto an anorymouswriter
“Geminus”in the New Scientist?, who supportsn this way “what is rapidly becoming
anacceptedruth—thatsmokingcancausdung cancer”.

If it could be assumedsknown facts(a) thattwins greatlyinfluenceeachothers
smokinghabits,and(b) thatthisinfluenceis muchstrongebetweermonozygoticdhan
betweendizygotic twins, then an alternatve explanationwould be afforded for the
resultl have emphasizedThe assumptionsanbe supportedy eloquencg, but they
should,for scientificpurposesbe supportedy verifiableobsenations.

IFisherR. A., Nature, 108(1958).
2“Geminus”,New Scientist, 4, 440(1958).



Sincemy letter was written, however, | have receved from Dr. Eliot Slater of
the Maudsle Hospital (London, S.E.5),somefurther data,the greaterpart of which
concerngirl twins, andin this way supplya valuablesupplemento Verschues data,
andin which, moreorer, a considerablemumberof pairswereseparatedt or shortly
afterbirth.

For theresemblance smokinghabits, thesefemalepairsgive:

Alike Unlike Total
Monozygotic 44 9 33
Dizygotic 9 9 18

Sofar, thereis only a clearconfirmationof the conclusionfrom the Germandata
thatthe monozygoticaremuchmorealike thanthe dizygoticsin their smokinghabits.
The peculiarvalue of thesedata,however, lie in the subdvision of the monozygotic
pairsinto thoseseparateat birth andthosebroughtup together Thoseare:

Alike Unlike Total
Separated 23 4 27
Notseparated 21 5 26

Of the 9 casesf unlike smokinghabits,only 4 occuramongthe 27 separatedt
birth. It would appearthatthe small proportionunlike amongthese53 monozygotic
pairsis notto beascribedo mutualinfluence.

Thereis nothingto stopthosewho greatlydesireit from believing thatlung cancer
is causedy smokingcigarettesThey shouldalsobelieve thatinhalingcigarettesmole
is a protection.To believe this is, however, to run therisk of failing to recognizeand
thereforefailing to prevent,otherandmoregenuinecauses.

* The quotationfrom “Geminus”wastoo shortto do justiceto the techniquef “modernpublicity”.
The two paragraphsvhich follow desere carefulreading. They shav how a simple assumptionwhich
might have beentrue (thoughthefirst factualevidenceat onceshavedit notto be)is progressiely built up
into confidentassertionshat both my methodandmy resultswereerroneousandasit is built up, soit is
progressiely ornamented.

Thepublic shouldnotthink thatpublicity, evenif supportedy the Ministry of Health,is alwaysaimed
atimproving publicknowledge.

“But thingsarenotreally assimpleasthis. Comparison®f identicalandnon-identicatwins areunim-
peachablevhenthey areusedto assessheinevitability of purelyphysiologicalcharacteristicdyut the habit
of smokingis not necessarilphysiologicalat all. And in theformationof psychologicakttitudestowards
smoking,onewould expectthatidenticaltwins would bemorelikely to go alongwith eachotherthanwould
non-identicaltwins. For onething they mustconstantlybe remindedof their identity by all thosearound
them,andthey areboundeventuallyto be blessedwith a corviction thatthey oughtalwaysto do similar
things.This, afterall, is whatsocietyexpectsof them.

“Suchacorrelationof all kindsof habitsmighteasilyaccounfor Sir RonaldFishersresults.Soit is too
muchto saythatthesemply theinheritanceof smokingandof a susceptibilityto lung cancemaybejointly
inherited. Thereis thereforeno supportfor the corollarythatthosewho aregoingto die of lung cancewill
do whetherthey smole or not. | hopethatheary smolerswill not seeksomekind of solacein this latest
smole-screerbetweerthemandwhatis rapidly becomingan acceptedruth—thatsmokingcancausdung
cancef
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