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Reversing the Cancer Epidemic

Samrel 8. Epstein

¢ are losing the winnable war against cancer.
Over recent decades, the incidence of cancer
i industrialized nations has escalated 1o epi
demic proportions, with lifetime cancer risks
in the United States now approaching one in two for men
and one in three for women. For 2001, the estimated num-
ber of new cancer cases was 1.3 million; the estimated num-
ber of  deaths from  cancer,
930,000 (Greenlee et all, 2001).
The overall increase in the ind
dence of all cancers among whites
i the United  States  from
1930- 1997 was 58 percent, of
which lung  cancer, primarily
attributed to smoking, accounted
tor about 25 percent [Surveil-

Our total environment—arr,
water, consumer and medicinal
products, and the workplace—

has become pervasively

like SEER are adjusted to reflect this wrend (rechnically
speaking, incidence and mortality rates are age-standard-
ized). In short, the numbers already take into account the
fact that we are all getting older; they show that cancer rates
have increased more than would be expected it the popu-
lation simply lived longer and cancer rates stayed the same.

Nor can the epidemic be largely attributed to fauley per-
sonal lifestvle factors such as
smoking. Although smoking is
clearly the single most important
cause of cancet, the incidence of
lung cancer in men (though not
women! s declining because
there has been a notable reduc-
tion in smoking (at least among
men). While lung cancer mmen

lance, Epidemiology and End C()ﬂ[(lﬂ’llﬁdl‘(’d ZUZ'l‘b a LUZ’CZE) yange  has diminished, however, the inci-

Results (SEER), 1973~1997 1. Sim-
ilarly, a survey of 17 other najor
industrialized nations has shown
are responsible for about

that non-smoking related cancers
cd incidence of cancer since

73 percent of the overall iner
1950 1 Davis and Hoel, 1990). Over the same period, non-
smoking cancers i the United States increased approxi-
mately as follows: prostate  cancer, non-Jlodgkin's
lymphoma and maltiple myeloma, 200 percent; thyroid can-
cery 155 percents testis cancer, 120 percent: adult brain and
nervous svstem cancer, 70 per cent, {female breast cancer, 60
percent; and childhood cancer, 35 percent. Similar trends
are reftected in federal incidence rates from 1973 onwards.

rates have escalated, our ability to treat

While cance
ption of the

and cure most cancers fwith the notable exc

relatively rare childhood and testicular cancers), has
remained largely unchanged for decades. Despite general
unpressions, the Ave-year survival rares for all cancers in the
LS. population from 1974 to 1990 anly increased from 49
percent 1o 54 percent for all races, and from 39 percent toa
mere 40 percent for blacks,

The modern cancer epidemic cannot be explained away
on the basis that longevity has inereased. Cancer registers
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of industrial carcinogens

dence of a wide range of non
smoking cancers Is increasing at
plup(nlimmlcf}‘ greater rates,
Something besides smoking s causing this increase.

Nor can the role of high [at diets be incriminated as a
major cause of cancer, in sharp contrast w heart discase. In
the case of breast cancer, for example, epidemiological
studics over the past two decades have consistently tailed to
establish any causal relationship between breast cancer and
the consumption of fat per se. excluding consideration of
meat and dairy fats heavily contaminated with carcinogenic
pesticides and industrial pollutants (Epstein ctal. 1998;
Willet, 1987: Hunter 1996).

Finally, increasing cancer rates cannot be atributed to
genetic tactors, Generies are direerly implicated in well
under 10 percent of all cancers. Though some types of can
cers may be attributed to generics, it is impossible that a
sudden mse in cancer could be attributed 1o gencries, as the
genetics of human populations cannot possibly have mate-
rially changed within just the last few decades.

What then is the predominant cause of the modern can-
cer epidemic? A strong body of scientific evidence points to
the role of run-away industrial technologies, particularly the
petrochemical and radionuclear, whose explosive urowth

since the 19408 has, to varving degrees in ditferent nations,

outstripped the development of social control infrastrue-
wures and mechanisms. The result is that oor total environ-
ment—air, water, consumer and medicinal products, and the
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workplace—has become per- -
vasively contaminated with a

wide range of industrial ¢
cinogens, particularly per.
tent  organic  pollatants
(POPS) such as organochlo-
rine pesticides. As a conse-
quence, the public-at-large
has heen and continues to be
unknowingly  exposed o
avoidable  chemical  and
radionuclear  carcinagens
from conception to death.
These conclusions have
been strikingly confirmed by
the results of a large scale
study on identical twins in
Sweden,  Denmark  and
Finland (Lichtenstein et al..
2000}
England Journal of Medicine,

. Published in the New

that study concludes: “The
overwhelming contriburion
1o the causation of cancer in
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the population of [90.000)
twins that we studied was the environment. Fven lor can-
cers Tor which there is statistically significant evidence of a

heritable component, most pairs of twins were discordant

for the cancer, indicating that the increase in the risk of can-
cer even among close refatives is generally moderate.”

Weare thus faced with an unparalleled crisis of our own
making—an epidemic of cancer caused by our own techno-
fogical innovations. This crisis will be further exacerbated
with the growing industrialization of relatively underdevel-
oped European nations, such as Greeee, Spain, and
Portugal, not 1o mention the slow but steady induserial-
ization of behemorhs like China and India. The solution
must thus not be limited 1o one nation, but be extensible
inr(’l’nil“ﬂ”il”_\'.

Nutions. of course, prefer to keep sovereignty rights over
the products they produce and export. Yet many govern-
ments are recognizing the need for international regulation
even when it may infringe on these rights. For example,
French President Jacques Chirae, at a 1998 meeting of the
World Conservation Union. proposed increasing the powers
of the United Nations Environment Program to avoid sover-
eignty disputes that hamper the global fight against pollution.
President Chirac warned that countrics around the world
were holding on to an outdated idea of sovereignty, while
environmental pollution ignored national borders. The time
for international regulation of toxic products has come.

To address the environmental causes of cancer and the
need to focus on prevention, T have develaped a series of six
tegislative proposals that can be implemented on national

and international fevels. Not all these propasals are aviginal
to me; some are already under consideration in various
Parliaments and Congresses worldwide. Together, however,
these proposals form an interfocking complex. the whole
of which is greater than the sum of it parts. The proposals,
in brief, arc as follows: The Precautionary Principle:
Reduction of Toxics in Use; The ngl‘lt-fﬂ-[\(\(\\\' Trans-
parent Decision-Making: Prosceution of White Collar
Crime; and the Establishment of an International Citizen
Health and Salety Agency,

While my focus is primarily directed to cancer and to
avoidable and involuntary carcinogenic exposures, the
majority of carcinogens also induce other chronic tovic
effects—including reproductive, endocrine, nenrotoxic and
immunotoxic effects—for which there are no comparable
systematic data on incidence rrends.
represents a quantifiable paradigm of the adverse public
health and environmental impacts of all run-away indus-
trial technologies, including petrochemical and radionu-
clear technologies. The proposals also address the potential

Cancer, in effect, thus

adverse public health and environmental impact of emere-
ing technologies, particularly genetic engineering. It we
can address these toxic technologies in order o reduce
their carcinogenic effects, we will most likely be rewarded
with a parallel reduction in the incidence of ather chranic,
enviroumentally-induced diseases. The broadest aim of the
proposals is to defeat global industrial toxic terrorism.
which poses a major threat to public health and environ-
mental integrity.
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1. The Precautionary Principle

U nder the terms of the 1948 UN Universal Declaration

of Human Rights, the right to life and its corollary
right to health are the first and most important of all funda-
mental rights recognized by many international conven-
tions. This Declaration mandates that legislation is needed
to ensure that considerations of health take absolute prece-
dence over economics and trade.

The first line of defense against avoidable carcinogenic
exposure is Lo prohibit the authorization of any new poten-
tially carcinogenic products and processes. This zero-risk
policy—ihe Precautionary Principle—was inttially invoked
by the EU in 1980 with regard to chlorotluorohydrocur-
bons, and again more recently by the German government.
in 1994 at the Second North Sea Conference, in relation 1o
marine dumping of toxic wastes (Thorpe, 1999).

The Precautionary Principle would mandate the cate-
vorical responsibility of industry to provide unequivocal
evidence on the safety of any new candidate product and
process, thereby ensuring that they do not pose porentiat or
recognized human or environmental risks. This principle
further absolves citizens and regulatory agencies from the
heavy burden for proving risks in response to industry chal-
lenges. and allows the banning of suspect products in cir-
cumstances of scientific uncertainty. As such, this Principle
is particularly relevant to genetically engineered food for
which indnstry claims of safery are based on “trust us”
assurances, rather than published scientific dara,

The Precautionary Principle is clearly preferable to our
current policy of deliberately accepting risks and then
attempting 10 “nuanage” them by reducing exposures to lev-
els claimed “acceprable” by self-interested industry or com-
plicit regulatary agencies. The need to prevent rather than
“manage” risk is especially apparent when we review the
well-documented and decades-old track record of obtusca-
ton and denial of toxic effects in @ wide range of petro-
chiemical and other industries. A recent illustrative example
is alforded by the review of 161 studies in the National
Library of Medicine files on four heavily regulated indus-
trial chemicals: formaldehyde, perchloroethvlene, atrazine,
and alachlor. While only 14 percent of industry studies
reported toxic or carcinogenic effects, such effeets were dis-
closed in 71 pereent of independent studies (Fagin and
fLavelle, 1996). That's why, under the Precautionary Princt
ple, the raw data on the basis of which industry claims ol
safety are based. apart from their interpretation, must be
fully disclosed and evaluated at industry’s expense by
an independent agency with qualified representation of
non-governmental organizations (NGO's) and their scien-
tific consultants.

In 1997, the Swedish Chemicals Policy Commnirtee,
cstablished by the Swedish government in May 1996, pub-
lished a revolutionary document entitled “Towards A

Sustainable Chemicals Policy.™ In their official report to the
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government, the commitiee embraced the fullest imple-
mentation of the Precautionary Principle ever proposed for
policies regarding industrial chemicals. Prime Minister
Géran Persson is expected to present a version of these new
policies in the spring of 2002 to Parliament which is
expected to approve them. These policies will shitt the bur-
den of proof of safety away {rom the public to industry.
Industry will have to produce detailed evidence that all new
chemicals proposed for use pose no carcinogenic, muta-
genic or endocrine distuptive adverse public health elfects
and environmental impacts, including persistence and
bioaccumulation. The new law will also ban persistent
organic pollutants (POPS) and other persistent chemicals
such as lead and require the phasing our of chlorinated
paraffins, such as plasticisers and flame retardants. Swedish
companies will have five years to test the estimated 2,500
chemicals that they use in quantitics over 1,000 tons per
year for such effects. By 2010, chemicals used in less

amounts will also have to be tested.

2. Reduction of Toxics in Use

Thu sccond line of defense against avoidable carcino-

genic exposures is the reduction or phase-out of toxics
in use. Phasing out the manufacture, use. and disposal of
carcinogenic and otherwise toxic chemicals, coupled with
their replacement by safe alternative technologies, is not
only a practical but a cost-effective strategy. The effective-
ness of such a strategy clearly depends on the establishment
of an explicitly defined schedule for the shortest feasible
phase-out time, and on the establishment of a plan to mon-
itor industry compliance.

Toxics use reduction is based on the principle of ris
prevention, which is in sharp contrast to the “risk manage-
ment” strategies strongly favored by industry, by a growing
battery of right-wing think tanks tincluding the Harvard
Center for Risk Analysis
tive Lnterprise Institutes, The American Policy Center, and

The Hudson, Cato and Competi-

the Tnternational Lile Sciences Institute), and by complicit
regulatory agencies (Rampton and Stauber, 20001, Risk
management accepts the inevitability of risk from industrial
processes and products while claiming that such risks can
be managed 1o levels variously described as “acceptable.”
“insignificant,” or "minimal.” These cJaims are derived

from highly dubious, if not manipulared, risk assessment

mathematical formulae shaped by predetermined financial
or regulatory interests which predict minimal deaths antici-
pated from any particular carcinogenic exposure.
Following a well-organized political campaign by envi-
ronmental groups, the Commonwealth of Massachuserts
unanimously passed the Toxics Use Reduetion Actin 1989
which created the Massachuserts Toxics Use Reduction
Program (TURA, 19891 The Act is a specific form of pollu-
tion prevention that focuses on reducing the use of toxic

chemicals and generation of hazardous waste by improving




andd redesigning industriat products and
processes. The Toxics Use Reduction
Institute of the University of Massachu-
setrs, Lowell, plaved an important role in
developing the Act by providing educa-
tion, training, rescarch on new materials
and processes, a technical Librarv and
informarton source, and specialized labo-
ratories for cvaluating alternative safe
technologies. The achievements of this
Act inchude reducing the generation of
toxic wastes from 1989 10 1997 by 50 per

cent by reducing toxics use by 20 per

cent; establishing toxics use reduction as
the preferred means for achieving com-
pliance with federal and state environmental statutes; pro-
moting reduction in the production and use of toxic
chemicals: enhancing and strengthening the enforcement of
existing environmental laws: promoting co-ordination
between state agencies administering toxics-related pro-
grams: and sustaining and promating the competitiveness
of Massachusetts industry (Massachusetts Depactment of
Environmental Prorection, 19971,

The Massachusetts Act could alsa serve as a useful
model for international, national, and state legislation. The
active interest of mainstream industry in such initiatives
could well be encouraged by granting tax incentives for the
urgent development of safe alternatives to conventional
toxic-based technologies, and tax penalties for failure to
adopt available sufe alternative technologies.

The relatively new trend to voluntary and economy-
driven corporate environmentalism may prove at least as
potent as ideologically and legislatively-driven toxics use
reduction. Many businesses are now seeking to provide ser-
vices and functions rather than products. For instance, the
Atlanta-based Interface, Ine. leases floor covering services
and recyeles old carpets rather than selling new carpets that
would eventually need to be incinerated or dumped in land-
fills (Interface. Inc., 1999). Similarly, Xerox now leases
copicrs and recveles old models. An article in the fune 7.
1999 cdition of the luternational Herald Tribune identified
a parallel development known as Eco-efficiency and
Pollution Prevention (E2 P2), typified by the growing
investment of Roval Dutch Shell, Amoco. and British
Petraleum in renewable sustainable energy sources, includ-
ing wind, solar power. and fuel cells. and in extending prod-
uct ranges to improved gasoline mixes. While citizen
eroups may well be evnical, considering the past environ-
mental track record of these companies, these initiatives
should nevertheless be welcomed. Tegislation can and
should be designed to reinforce businesses willing to
embrace this sort of corporate environmentalisn,

A further example of the role of marketplace pressures
which merits legislative recognition and support relates (o

consumer products, especially food, cos-
metics, toiletries, and houschold prod-
ucts. The growth ol organic and
non-toxic non-mainstream products in
U.S. markets has reached double digit
| annual figures over the fast decade, A
Sodhkar 1995 published rating of some 4.000 con-
TN yeptional mainstream and safe non-main-

- stream  products  for  undisclosed
carcinogenic ingredients and contami-
nants has resulted in a significant market
shift away from hazardous to safe prod-
uers which are becoming more price
competitive (Epstein. 1998).

Even non-price competitive sale prod-

ucts have been succes:

ul recently, For an example we need
only look at the booming sales of a leading sportswear man-
ufacturer, Patagonia, which has completely converted to
organic cotton by the use of well-established integrated pest
management strategies; this is particularly impoctant, as cat-
ton is the most pesticide-intensive U.S. crop, accounting for
10 percent of all national pesticide use. The idea of using
marketplace pressure to reduce carcinogenic exposure has
recently been amplified and extended by Paul Flawken,
Amory Lovins, and Hunter Lovins into a new paradigm
they call “natural capitalism,™ which has set a landmark
agenda for a rational and ecologically sound concept of
industrial development (Hawken et al., 19991,

3. Right-To-Know
fearly, such health-driven marketplace pressure to
develop non-toxic products and processes depends on
a tully informed public. The right-to-know is. or should be,
an inalienable and fundamental demacratic principle
tacknowledging probable exceptions for national sceurity
concerns). Industry claims of confidentiality and rade
are often a scrious deterrent to the recognition of

potential risks [rom carcinogentc and otherwise toxic prod-
ucts. We must develop international rules to restrict these
industry claims of confidentiality. Industries would still be
allowed protect independently validated proprictary infor-
mation. However, all information on the carcinogenic and
otherwise toxic risks of a product, drug, or process must
be automatically and fully released and made available o
the public.

Implementing the right-ro-know in the home countries
of these industries is not sufficient. We must extend right-
to-know requirements and legislation to the overseas oper-
ations ol major corporations, especially when these
operations take place in lesser developed countries. Such
requirements should encompass oceupational, environmen-
tal, and human rights practices. A good model tor such
legislation is the Right-to-Know program designed by
Friends of the Eatth organizer Lisa Archer,
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mete 1: The dirty dozen consumer products.

Mainstream industry consumer products—foods and beverages, cosmetics and toiletries, and household products
including home, lawn and garden pesticides—contain a wide range of undisclosed carcinogens which pose major, but
generally unrecognized, avoidable risks of cancer.

FOOD
Beel Prankfurters—(e.g. Oscar Mayer Foods Corporation)

o Unlabeled toxic ingredients: Benzene Hexachloride, carcinogenic: Dacthal, carcinogenic {can be contaminated with
Jioxin}; Dicldrin, carcinogenic; DDT, carcinogenic; Ieptachlor, carcinogenic; I {exachlorobenzene, carcinogenic;
Lindane, carcinogenic; hormones, carcinogenic and feminizing; antibiotics (some are carcinogenic, ¢.g. Sulfamethazine).

o Labcled toxic ingredient: - Nitrite {interacts with meat amines to form carcinogenic nitrosamines).

e Note: Substantive evidence of causal relation to childhood cancer.

Whole Milk—(e.g. Borden or Lucerne)

o Unlabeled toxic ingredionts: DDT, carcinogenic; Dieldrin, carcinogenic; Heptachlor, carcinogenic; Hexachloro-benzene,

carcinogenic: antibiotics {some are carcinogenic); Recombinant Bovine Growth Hormone and IGF-1 {evidence of breast

and colon cancer pramotion).

COSMETICS and TOILETRIES
Taleum Powder ~ (e.g. Johnson & Johnson, Inc.)

o Jabelled toxic ingredient: Tale, carcinogenic.

o Note: Substantive evidence of causal relation to ovarian cancer.

Cover Girl Replenishing Natural Finish Make-up (Foundation)—Procter & Gamble, Inc.

o Labelled toxic mgredients: BHA, carcinogenic; Tale, carcinogenics Titanium Dioxide, carcinogenic; Triethanolamine
(TEA) (interacts with nitrites to form carcinogenic nitrosamines); Lanolin (often contaminated with DDT and other
carcinogenic pesticides).

Crest Tartar Control Toothpaste—Procter & Gamble. Inc
o Labelled toxic ingredients: FD & C Blue #1, carcinogenic; Succharin, carcinogenic; Fluoride. possible carcinogen.
I Alberto VO3 Conditioner (Essence of Neutral Henna)—Alberto-Culver USA, Inc.
o Labelled toxic ingredionts: Formaldehyde, carcinogenic: Polysorbate 80 (can be contaminated with the carcinogen !
| d-dioxane): FD &C Red #4, carcinogenic. ‘

Clairol Nice ‘n East (Permanent Haircolor)—Clairol, Inc.

o Labelled toxie ingredients: Quaternium-15, Pormaldehyde releaser, carcinogenic; Dicthanolamine (IDLEA) linteracts with i
nirrites to form a carcinogenic nitrosamine); Phenylene-Diamines tincludes carcinogens and other ingredients |
inadequarely tested for carcinogenicity).

o Nozes Substantive evidence of causal relation to lymphoma, multiple myeloma, and other cancers.

HOUSEHOLD PRODUCTS
Ajax Cleanser—Colgate-Palmolive, Tnc.
o Unlabeled toxic mgredient: Crystalline Silica, carcinogenic.
Zud Heavy Duty Cleanser—Reckitt & Colman, Inc.
o Unlabeled toxic mgredient: Crystalline Silica, carcinogenic.
i Lysol Disinfectant Spray—Reckitt & Colman, Inc.
o [ubillod or wnlibeted toxic ingredient: Orthophenylphenol tOPP). carcinogenic.
Zodiac Cat & Dog Flea Collar—Sandoz Agro, Inc,
o Labelled toxic ingredient: Propoxur, carcinogenic.

o Labelled toxic ingredient: Sodium 2,4+ Dichlorophienoxyacetic acid (2,4-D), carcinogenic.

o Noze: Substantive evidence of causal relation to lymphoma, soft fissue sarcoma, and other cancers.

I This table is reprinted from Table 17.4 of my book, The Polities of Cancer Revisited, © 1998 Last Ridpe Press.

\
i
Ortho Weed: B-Gon Lawn Weed Killer—Moansanto Co. ‘
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Recently, right-ta-know requirements have
focused on product labeling. Labeling per se,
however, is inadequate unless accompanied by
an explicit “red flag”™ warning of recognized can-
cer and other health, environmental, and occu-
pational tisks. Furthermore, labeling should not
be used as a justification for the authorization of
new candidate carcinogens or for the continued
use of carcinogenic praducts already in com-
merce. Labeling is no substitute for a morato-
rium or ban. Indeed. labeling is not only discriminatory to
imeducated and lower socio-economic population groups,
but may encourage industry to target such groups and pen-
etrate national markets by price regulation strategies.

There are four areas in which right-to-know legislation is
especially needed—consumer praducts, prescription drugs.
occupational exposure, and environmental exposure. (See
Table 1 at left)

Consumer product legislacion, in particular, is well over-
due. All fooads grown with the application of carcinogenic pes-
ticides should be clearly labeled with a cancer warning, the
name of each carcinogenic pesticide, and the concentrations
of its residues. OF particular concern are the high residues of
multiple carcinogenic pesticides in grains, vegetables and
fruit. Recent estimates indicate that by the age of one, cancer

i

risks from residues of just eight common pesticides in nwenty
infant foods exceed the lifetime “acceptable” cancer risks csti-
mated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. U.S.
meat should also be clearly labeled as contaminated with
residues of carcinogenic sex hormones (Epstein, 1998), as
should U.S. milk be labeled as a genetically engineered prod-
uct, for which the public health hazards have been fully docu-
mented (Epstein, 2000, Similarly, iccadiated meat, poultry,
cgps, and produce should be prominently labeled as “irradi-
ated,” especially in view of their carcinogenic, mutagenic,
nutritional, and other risks. This requirement is in sharp con-
trast to efforts by industry, with complicity of the United
States Food and Drug Administration and Department of
Agriculture, to use labels with misleading cuphemistic absur-
dities such as “cold pasteurization” ar “electronic pasteuriza-
tion” (Epstein and Hauter, 2001).

While ingredicnts of cosmetics and personal care prod-
ucts are gencrally identified on their labels by a long list of
chemicals, this is meaningless to the overwhelming majority
of consumers in the absence of any “red flag™ warning of the
wide range of multiple carcinogenic ingredients, contami-
nants, and precursors in most products. Similarly, the com-
plete composition of all houschald cleaning and other
products. including home, lawn, and garden pesticides,
should also be clearly labeled, together with cancer warnings
for cach listed carcinogenic ingredient. Consumer product
legislation should require data and afflidavits in support of
claims of safety for organic or other products. Consideration
should also be given to the granting of tax incentives to the

manufacturers of safe alternative products.

Clear labeling is also needed tor prescription
drugs. A recent survey of 241 high-volume U.S.
prescription drugs reported that nearly half
posed cancer risks based on carcinogenicity tests
destaned by their manufacrurers to prove satery
(Moore, 1998). Many carcinogenic drugs have
been identified at low test dosages, near or at
therapeutic levels, These risks are compounded
by the fact that carcinogenic drugs are often
administered individually or in various combinations to tens
of millions of patients, sometimes for decades and starting in
childhood. The author of this study, Thomas Moore. has
claimed that prescription drugs may pose the single most
important class of unrecognized and avoidable carcinogenic
risks for the entire U.S. population.

To atgue that such risks are more than justified by their
very real benefits is to posit a false dilemma, especially in
view of the fact that patients are rarely atfirmatively and

explicitly informed of these risks, and of the availability of

safer and effective alternatives. Legislation is urgently
required to ensure that the pharmaceutical industry pro-
vides clear and explicit information on carcinogenic pre
seription and non-prescription drugs, which should also be
labeled with clear warnings of such risks. Physicians should
also be required to cndorse these warnings, provide
patients with information on safe and effective alternatives,
and be held accountable {or failure 1o do so.

Many of the most toxic substances are those we do not
purchase. Instead, thev are present in the environment
around us or as occupational hazards in our workplaces.
Workers and their representatives have inalienable rights to
be given full information on the identity of all carcinogens,
including raw materials, intermediates, impurities and fAnal
products, to which they are exposed by providing explicit
labeling and posting. Additionally, they are entitled to
quantitative information on levels of inhalation and skin
exposure for cach carcinogen. All such information should
be made available to workers on a daily basis and also
reported o the responsible regulatory authorities.

Citizens, too, are entitled to full access to information
from local and national government on their avoidable car-
cinogenic exposures from air and water. Such information
is likely to encourage industry to reduce environmental
emissions and discharges of carcinogenic and toxic pollu-
tants and also to encourage more stringent governmental
regulation.

Every regional municipal authority should be required to
provide consumers with a complete list of carcinogenic con-
taminants and their concentrations in drinking water
together with each water bill. Similatly, every chemical, min-

ing, and nuclear industry should be required to disclase ta

local communities and regional and national governments u
complete listing of all carcinogens, including intermediates
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and products, they use, process, manufacture, and dispose.
They should also be required to disclose the amounts of
cach carcinogen they discharge into surrounding air and
water. No industry should be allowed to operate unless it
provides ongoing quantitative information on smokestack
and other atmospheric emissions of carcinogens in the air of
its perimeter and in the local community.

4. Transparent Decision-Making

Kcy governmental decisions and policies are generally
determined by the recommendations of governmental
scientific institutions, designated expert committees, and
regulatory bodics. Their independence, integrity, expertise
and accountability are thus matters of critical concern. In
addition, all institutions receiving government or tax-
exempt funds (such as the cancer establishment) should be
required to provide clear and audited budgetary statements
dehining their sources of funding and their expenditures on

basic molecular research, diagnosis and treatment, and pri-
mary prevention.

For instance, budgetary information on prevention
should specily allocations for the following: rescarch pri-
marily directed to investigating avoidable causes of cancer:
research on all possible risk factors for cach type ot cancer
whose incidence has increased substantially over recent
decades; research on cancer risks from carcinogens identi-
ficd in well-designed animal tests and/or listed by the
International Agency for Research on Cancer; activities
with regard to the development of a comprehensive registry
for all carcinogens to which gencral populations and popu-
lations at high risk may be exposed; and outreach activities
providing Congress or Parliaments, governmental agencies
and the public with available information on all avoidable
carcinogenic exposures and actions that may be taken to
reduce or avoid such exposures.

Legislation to ensure full accountability and trans-
parency of all cancer institutions involved in cancer

reh and related activities is tong overdue.
Iny the United States. the predominant complex of nsti-

tutions charged with ghting cancer, known as the “cancer

res

establishment,” is comprised of the governmental National
Cancer Institute (INCI) and the private “charite,” the
Anmerican Cancer Society (ACS), together with their
national network of funded university scientists and
Comprchensive Cancer Centers. The cancer establishment
lias massive resources at its disposal. The 2001 budget of
the NCIis $3.8 billion, up from $220 million in 1971 when
President Nixon declared the War Against Cancer. The cur-
rent budget of the ACS is about $700 million, with cash
reserves and other assets of $900 million.

The policies and priorities of the cancer establishment
are narrowly fixated on damage control—diagnosis and
treatment—and on basic molecular research with a not
alwavs benign indifference 1o cancer prevention. For the
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ACS, this indiffereuce has reached the level of overt hostil-
ity that I've described elsewhere (see, tor example, TIKKUN
Nov/Dec, 2000). These and other concerns relating to hscal
malpractice have led the Chronicle of Philanchropy. the
authoritative U.S. charity watch dog, to charge that the ACS
is “more interested in accumulating wealth than saving
lives.” ACS allocations for all primary prevention activities
arc under 0.1 percent of its budget. NCI's budgetary alloca-
tion for occupational cancer, the most avoidable of all can-
cers, which according to conservative estimates is
responsible for about 10 percent of all U.S. cancer deaths
besides being a major cause of childhood cancer, is only one
percent; the budget for research and outreach to African
American and other ethnic minorities, with their dispropor-
tionately high cancer rates, is also only one percent of NCI's
budger. NCI's allocations for all primary prevention activi
ties total well under five percent.

The establishment’s professional mindser and priorities
are compounded by disturbing conflicts of interest with the
cancer drug and other industries. As NCI's previous direc-
tor Dr. Samuel Broder recently admitted, the NCI has
become “what amounts to a governmental pharmaceutical
company” (Epstein, 1998). The establishment’s myopic

mindset is further illustrated by a succession of widely pub-

licized misleading claims to have turned “the tide against
cancer,” and for the latest “miracle” or “magic bullet™ cun-
cer drugs, claims which have rarely been substantiated, let
alone recanted, over the last four decades (Lpstein, 1998).

Most seriously, the poorly accountable U.S. cancer
establishment has failed to provide Congress, regulatory
agencies, and the public with availuble scientific informa-
tion on a wide range of avoidable carcinogenic exposures.
As a result, corrective legislative and regulatory action has
still not been taken, and the public has been and sl is
denied its right to such information and the opportunity to
take action 1o reduce their own risk of cancer.

The track record of U.S. and U K. cancer establishments
makes it clear that only drastic reforms of their policics, pri-
orities and leadership will achieve such objectives, and
belatedly restore an overdue sense of mission and balance
to winning the losing war against cancer.

Similar reforms are needed for national and interna-
tional regulatory bodies. The 1972 U.S. Federal Advisory
Committee Act requires that the composition of regulatory
agency advisory committees reflect balanced and qualitied
representation of all concerned interests and that meetings
must be publicized in advance and open to the public.
However, in practice, these requirements are more often
breached than observed. Por example, in an ominous devel-
opment, a secret World Science Court or Global Science
Advisory Board has been created under the leadership ot
Dr. Bruce Alberts, president of the U.S, National Academy
of Sciences (Epstein, 20000, Alberts has fought tooth and
nail against complying with the Federal  Advisory




Committee Act’s requirements for transparency of opera-
tions and balanced representation. The World Science
Court, now known as the InterAcademy Council and based
in Amsterdam, is at this moment organizing expert panels
to provide scientific advice to the United Nations, World
Bank. and other international organizations on issues rang-
ing from food safety to emerging discascs.

The sort of secrecy, sadly, is not new. In a 1997 U.S. and
Canadian challenge against the EU ban on hormonal meat
before the World Trade Organization (WTOJ, 1 served,
together with other international scientists, as the public
health consultant to the EU in defense of its ban. Apart
from documenting the scientific evidence for the risks from
high residues of sex hormaones in meat, T analyzed the
reports and composition of the relevant FAQ/WWHO com-
mittees. particularly the 1988 Joint Expert Committee on
Food Additives (JTECFA), which had claimed that hormonal
meat was safe, and on whose authority the U.S. and
Canadian legal action was largely based. T concluded that
“the membership of these commitrees reflects dispropor-
tionate representation of U.S. senior regulatory officials and
of veterinary and food scientists, with minimal if any
involvement of independent experts in preventive medi-
cine, public health and carcinogenesis. The Curopean
Commission  Scientific  Conference  of  November
29-December 1, 1995 also reflects such imbalanced repre-
sentation. While Conlerence participation of ‘scientists
directly employed” by industry was "generally refused,” no
apparent attempt was made to identily or exclude industry
consultants, contractees, or grantees, Furthermore, the
Conference based its findings and conclusions largely on
unpublished industry data.”

In his own report to the European Commission, John
Verall also concluded that the FAO/WHO advisory com-
mittees represent a sanitized [ront for powerful industry
interests and pre-determined regulatory decisions, rather
than bodies ready to determine sound science and consumer
safety (Verall, 19991, Clearly, legislation is needed to require
that expert scientific committees, such as JECTA, and regu-
latory agencies dealing with health and environmental con-
cerns such as the Codex Alimentarius, International Othee
of Epizootics/FAO, and WHO/ILO, conform to basic
requirements to ensure unbiased and sound scientific find-
ings and appropriate subsequent regulatory decisions
(Verall, 1999 Castleman and Lemen, 1998).

How can we achieve transparent decision-making in
such regulatory bodies and citizen-funded institutions?
First, absolute rights should be given by law to grant con-
sumer, environmental. occupational, cancer prevention, and
other concerned NGO's full membership on scientific and
advisory committees of regulatory bodies. They should also
be given full right to participate in the evaluation and selec-
tion of scientists performing risk assessment, and financial
support to appoint their own experts to work with scientific

and regulatory committees charged with safcty evaluation
ol industrial products and processes, medicinal drugs, con-
sumer products, and emerging technologies, notably gener-
ically-engineered foods.

Similar and equally rigorons legislation is necded tor the
exccutive, advisory, and scientific committees of all cancer
institutions—governmental, charitable and academic—to
ensure full accountability and transparency of their deliber-
ations and to ensure that maximal priority be directed to
cancer prevention, rather than virtually exclusively to dam-
age control, diagnosis and treatment, and basic molecular
research.

Second, transparency of all scientific and regulatory pro-
ceedings should further be ensured by providing advanced
public information on scheduled committee meetings,
which should be open without restriction to the public.

The Luropean Commission (EC) has recently imple-
mented a new policy of openness by publicizing the already
mandated declarations of interest made annually by members
of their influential and supposedly independent scientific
committees (Watson, 2000). This move followed a lengthy
campaign by the British advocacy group Baby Milk Action,
the UK. partner of the International Baby Food Action
Network, with support from U.K. Labour members of the
Furopean Parliament, The EC has always claimed that the
members of its various scientific committees act indepen-
dently, make annual declarations ol interest, and declare con-
tlicts of interest at cach meeting. However, even if that were
the case, this information has never before been made public,

Now, the declarations of the nineteen members of the
Scientific Committee for Food, established in 1974 to
advise on consumer health and food safety, ave the first to
be made widely available. According to Baby Milk Action,
four members of the Committee—Professor Albert Flyn
{Ireland), Professor Ronald Walker (United Kingdom),
Wim F.M. Saris (the Netherlands), and Protessor Anna
Ferro Luzzi (Ttaly)—have declared “economic or ethical
interests which might be considered prejudicial™ to their
independence. Seven other scientific committees, and their
overall steering committees, are now likely to follow suit.
The EC insists, however, that contacts between the com-
mittees’” members and commercial organizations are “part
of normal and professional life” and should not be treated
as “undesirable”™ (Watson, 20003, At least now, with a trans-
parent decision-making process in place, those of us whao
disagree have the facts we need to make our argument.

5. White Collar Crime
here is an overwhelming disparity between the force of
criminal law directed at perpetrators of thett, property
damage, or personal violence and the lenient civil proceed-
ings against managers and executives of industries and their
consultants who knowingly manipulate, distort, or suppress
information on the envitonmental, occupational and
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consumer hazards of their products and processes. As
Ralph Nader has aptly commented, there are two standards
of justice in modern industrialized society: “jail for crime in
the streets, but bail for crime in the suites.” This flagrant
ystem of justice is exacerbated by the
major sociocconomic differences between the two classes of

inequity in our dual s

offenders. Furthermore, the obvious one-to-one direct and
immediate impact of blue-collar crime on a single victim is
generally in striking contrast with white-collar industry
crime, the effects of which are largely sanitized by the non-
personal and indirect relationship between the criminal and
multiple victims and by the usually long latency between
crime and effect.

Over two decades ago, Congressman John Conyers, the
distinguished Democratic chairman of the U.S, Congress
House Committee on the Judiciary, invited me to assist in
drafting legislation and to testify on white collar crime, as
defined by “nondisclosure of certain matters by certain
business entities and personnel™ in relation to environmen-
tal and health concerns. Congressman Conyers’ bill, which
urged criminal penalties, including imprisonment, for such
corporate crimes, was presented to Congress on July 26,
1979. However, its passage was blocked by Republican
committec members and has not since been reintroduced.

In testimony on this proposed legislation, 1 stated that
my investigations had revealed a pattern of gross negli-
pence, manipulation, distortion, suppression, and destruc-
tion of data. 1 found that those involved in the generation
and interpretation of this tainted data included not only the
businesses concerned, but also a complex of commercial
testing and consulting laboratories, and academic consul-
tants, supported by a network of industry front organiza-
tions and quasi-professional socicties. 1t was this kind of
data. Liestified, which allowed industries to minimize or
deny the risk 1o workers and the public-at-large, and to
maximize product or process cfficacy to the detriment of
public health and the environment.

The legislation [ supported then and continue to sup-
paort today offers business the opportunity 1o explicitly
reassert its highest ethical standards and, by policing itselt,
to prechude or limit the need for further regulatory policing.
Such a bill would impose no unreasonable restraints on
commerce or on technological innovation but would
instead scck to encourage honest disclosure of “lethal
defects™ and to deter and punish those who knowingly
commit criminal acts on “nondisclosure.” In so doing, such
a bill would discourage the introduction of products and
processes with “lethal defects,” and thus prevent the atten-
dant economic dislocation following their subsequent with-
drawal once these defects become recognized. Successful
self-policing by business would also act as a major brake to
burgeoning product liability suirs. Finally, a bill like the one
Conyers introduced would offer a unique opportunity to
restore the eroding public confidence in big business in
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general, and the chemical industry in particular, and thus
reverse the growing and nationally damaging trend of polar-
ization and confrontation between business, the general
public, and labor.

In the absence of a legislative disincentive like the
Conyers bill, environmental and health safety whire collar
crime has continued unabated and hus extended into global
markets. Such misconduct, which | have investigated over
three decades, includes:

* Suppression and manipulation by Vesicol Chemical
Company of the carcinogenic and other chronic toxic
effects of the pesticides chlordane and heptachlor, which
have been extensively used for termite trearment of
wood (Epstein, 1990).

Monsanto’s suppression and denial of clear evidence of
adverse veterinary and public health effects of geneti-
cally-engineered milk hormone (tBGH/rBST) and of
excess levels of a growth factor, IGF-1, in hormonal milk
which poses serious cancer and other risks to consumers
(Epstein, 1998; Epstein, 2001).

The cancer risks of silicone pel breast implants, particu-
larly those coated with polyurethane foam, long-stand-

ing evidence of which had been suppressed by Dow
Corning Company, Bristol-Myers Squibb, and other
manufacturers, by plastic surgeons and their professional
associations (Epstein, 1998, Appendix V; Epstein, 1995).

Suppression by Eli Lilly Company of its own evidence on
the grave risks of ovarian cancer from its aggressively pro-
moted and advertised new drug Evista (raloxifene) used
for the prevention of postmenopausal osteoporosis
(Epstein, 1998, Appendix V).
Among more recent examples of corporate misconduct
is the reckless behavior of the tobacco industry, now the
subject of federal, state, and civil litigation. The most cgre-
gious examples of such conduct have been detailed in
extensive secret documents obtained from R.J. Reynolds’
Company in the course of civil litigation and released to the
public in January, 1998 (Superior Courts of the State of
California, 1998). The Company’s “Joe Camel” advertising
campaign deliberately targeted underage smokers in cal-
culated cfforts to recruit lifetime adult smokers, most of
whom start smoking or become addicted by the age of
cighteen. With huge promotional expenditures from
1987-1998, R.J. Reynolds recruited abour 560,000 under-
age U.S. smokers. No criminal charges have yer been
brought against this industry despite the devastating
scourge of future discase and death anticipated from the
Camel campaign, including cancers of the lung and other
sites, cardiovascular disease, stroke, chronic obstructive
lung discase and adverse complications of pregnancy, apart
from inflationary medical and loss of productivity costs.
Clearly, white collar environmental and health crime
legislation is critically needed and well overdue world-wide.




Congressman Conyers™ 1979 bill could still
“onsideration should

serve as a uselul model,
also be directed to the establishment of an
International Public Health Crimes Court,
modeled along the lines of the International
War Crimes Tribunal, for the investigation and
indictment of transnational corporations whose
products and processes pose recognized or
potential dangers to public health and environ-
mental integrity.

Apart from criminal prosccution of white collar crime,
legislation is also needed to empower citizens who become
aware of undisclosed carcinogenic hazards in consumer
products to take civil action to enjoin their distribution and
sale and recetve as a benetit a share of past illegal sales
together with some type of mandatory financial sanctions.
One precedent for such an initiative is Proposition 63,
passed by California in 1986.

6. Independent Citizen Health
and Safety Agency
he five preceding principles point to the critical and
long overdue need for the establishment of an Indep-

endent Citizen Safety Agency. This Agency
should be given wide powers to police the
ctfectiveness of current health and safety regu-
lations, and to act as intermediary between con-
sumers, workers, and their NGO's on the one
hand and regulatory authorities and industry
on the other, The Agency should be empow-
ercd with responsibilities including the estab-
lishment of a clearinghouse for receiving and
evaluating complaints from individual con-
sumers, workers, and their interest groups on all health
related issues; collecting, systematizing and evaluating
new scientific data and assessing their implications for
current and proposed new regulations; publication and
dissemination of information, in explicit and simple lan-
guage, on possible health and environmental risks from
regulated products and processes and  the proposed
authorization of new products and processes.

The Agency should be established on the models of
antitrust and cartel agencies with wide powers of investiga-
tion, decision making and fining of violators. The Agency
should be a public watchdog, an ombudsman with teeth,
directly accountable only to Congress or Parliament. 2

References

Anon. (1999) Fricndlier technology, or the £2 P2 factor, International
Herald Tribune | June 7, p. 2,11

Archer, Lisa (2001} Tnternational Right-to-Know Program, National
Grassroots Field Organizer, Friends of the Easth, Washington, D.C.

Castleman, Barry J., and Lemen, Richard A. (1998) The manipulation
ol international scientific organizations, Int. ] Occup. Environ.
Health 4,53-55

Davis, Devra L. and Hocl, David (eds.) (1990) Trends in cancer mor-
tality in industrial countries, Amn. New York Acad Sei. 609.

Epstein, Samucl S.(1990) Corporate crime: why we can't trust indus-
try derived stadies, Int. | Health Serv. 20, 443458,

Epstein, Samuel S, (1998) The Polntics of Cancer Revivited, East Ridge
Press, Fremont Center, New York.

Epstein, Samucel 8., and Gross, Liza (2000) The high stakes of cancer
prevention, TIKKUN 15 £6), 33-39.

Epstein, Samuel §., and Hauter, Wenonah (2001) Preventing food poi-
soning: sanitation not irradiation, International Journal of Health
Services 31 (1),187-192.

Fagin, Dan, Lavelle, Marianne, and the Center for Public Integrity
(1996) Toxic Deception: How the Chemical Industry Manipulates
Science, Beads the Law and Endangers Your Health, Carol
Publishing Group, New Jersey.

Geiser, Kenneth. Materials Matter: Towards a Sustainable Materials
Policy. MIT Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts 2001,

Greenlee, Robert T, Hill-TTasmon, Mary Beth, Murray, Taylor, Thun,
Michael 2001} Cancer statistics, CA Cancer J. Clin. 1, 15-36.

Hawken, Paul, Lovins, Amory, and Lovins, Hunter (1999) Natural
Capitalisin: Creating the Next Industrial Revolution, Little, Brown,
Boston.

Hunter, 2], “Cohort studies of fat intake and the risk of breast can-
cer—a pooled analysis.” New England Journal of Medicine,

1996:334:356-341.

Interface, Ine. (1999) Sustainability Report, Atlanta (recipient of 2001
George and Cvnthia Mitchell International Prize (or Sustainable
Development)

Lichtenstein, Paul, Holm, Niels V., Verkasalo, Pia K., Iliadou,
Anastasia, Kaprio, Jaakko, Koskenvuo, Markku, Pukkala, Eera,
Skytthe, Axel, Hemminki, Kari (2000) Environmental and hetita-
ble factors in the causation of cancer, New Eng. J. Med. 343 (2),
78-85.

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (1997)
Toxics Use Reduction, Information Release, March 23,

Maore, Thomas J. (1998) Prescription for Disaster, Simon and
Schuster, New York.

Rampton, Sheldon, and Stauber, fohn (20001 Trase-Us, We're Experts.
How Industry Manipulates Science and Gambles with Your Future.
Center for Media & Democracy, Madison, W1,

SEER (1973-1997) Cancer Statistics Review, National Institutes of
Health, National Cancer Institute.

Steinman, David, and Epstein, Samuel S, (1995) The Safe Shoppers
Bible: A Consumer’s Guide to Non-Toxic Household Products,
Cosmetics and Food, MacMillan, New York..

Superior Courts of the State of California (1998) Mangini vs. RJ.
Reynolds Tobacco Company, Case No. 939359, November 2

TURA—Toxic Use Reduction Act (1989) Commonwealth of
Massachusetts.

Verall, John V. (1999) The Manipulation of Codex Alimentacius,
Report to Mr. RJ. Santer, President of the European Commission,
March 31.

Watsan, Rory (2000) EU Advisory Committee members declare their
interests, Brit. Med ] 320, 826,

Willett, W.C. “Dictary fat and the visk of breast cancer.” New Englamd
Journal of Medicine, 1987;316:22-28.

For more information, £0 Lo www.preventeancer.com

T CANCER EPinEne 65

RivERSING




