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Non-smoking wives of heavy smokers have a higher risk
of lung cancer: a study from Japan

TAKESHI HIRAYAMA

Abstract
In & study in 29 health centre districes In Japan 91540 [

w
for lung canc In:w!dl-nll the smoking
habits of their qub-nd;. Wives af heavy smokers were
r ml: )nu.; hwm— ik !dcn—lwiul E cancer

was particularly great in agricultural familics when the
husbands were aged 40-39 at enrolment. The husbands’
smoking hablt did not affect thelr wives' risk of dying SRS
from other discase such as stomach cancer, cervical  speciive populstion wudy has been in progrow in 29 health contre
cancer, and ischaemic heart disease. The risk of develop-
img emphysema and asthma seemed to be higher in non-
smoking wives of heavy smokers but the cffect was not ~ ©
statistically significant.

The hushand's drinking habit scemed 10 have no effoct
anuwﬂnsel of death in their wives, including lung

M results indicate the possible importance of i

passive or indirect smoking as one of the causal factors
vf'hm[ cancer. They also appear to explain the long-
standing riddle of why man )‘wmmdﬂvﬂ Pl lcmﬂ
although they

results also cast doubt on the practice of lnuuln: the
relative risk of raevelnpl | lung cancer in smokers by
comparing them with n Lo dy
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The 2006 Surgeon General’s Report

“The debate is over. The science is clear.
Secondhand smoke is a serious health hazard
that causes premature

death and disease in

children and nonsmoking

adults.”
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(IARC Handbook of Cancer Prevention Volume 12 Methods for Evaluating Tobacco Control Policies, IARC, 2008)
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Violators 83%
] Avoiders 37%
Adapters 88%
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Smoke-sensitive 89%
Smoke-tolerant 90%

B 2k 85%
(Hyland A., et al: Journal of Public Health Management and Practice 5 (1): 28-36, 1999)
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Smoke-froe restaurant kaw
Effect 8% C1
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N-«\. oo the pesults of Equations () and (3} using ene year for short-term, two years for intermediase.
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(Cowling D.W., et al: Health Economics 14: 1273-1281, 2005)
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