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WASHINGTON — The American Cancer Socnetv -
once ranked with motherhood and apple pie as a great

msmut on with virtues beyond dlspute.
- No longer.- ) ~

The world's biggest nonrehgxous chanty (" 3 mil-

Second of Two Parta .

e vt

lion volunteer solicitors. $114 million in donations iast

year) has botched :He war on cancer. according to cnu-

cal scientists. .
The cancer socxetv has "dodged" ‘positi

ronmental and industrial cancer-causing - substances, '

S on emn

Dr. Donald Kennedy. commxssnoner of lhe Food and

Drug Administration. charged.

-*I-have to confess I don't have much use for the
ACS,” complained a senior congressional.staff aide

who would like the cancer saciety’s help
heaith and envu'onmemal leg\slanon

lobbying for
“They Aca'me

down (to lobby) for the Camcer Act (of!
where are they when you need them?"
Even on the anti-smoking froat, in- whn

197[). but :

ok ﬂie can-

cer saciery claims leadership. *‘the national organiza-
tion (of the society) has never participated in a judlcxal
regulatory or legislative petition related to smoking.”

griped activist Jjohn Banzhaf, founder. of

Smokmg nd Health a group as aggress 1

Action .on
-as |t is

"l’ve approached. them. many Umes," Banzhai sald. !

EFHUMPABEIA N

“Their answer is, “1f's too contro-
versial. We don't want to get in--
volved in anything controversial.” ™
That's she gist of the critics’
gripes: The cancer society has great
power but is too stodgy and con-
servative to use it. particularly
_where cancer’ prevexmon is con-
cerned. -

- Instead. critics charge. the soci-
ety uses its political clout in self-in- -
terested ways — first to lobby for
more federal money for cancer re-
search and treatment, then to domi-
nate the governmeat panels dealing
out “the money. Not surprisingly.

. most big cancer research and treat-

- ment centers have close hnks w (he

" ”cancer society. :

"The ACS works hke a rnoney-

‘ pump,” said a critical congressional

< aide. “In effect, their hand reaches

:ight into the appmpnanons pock- *

,~t.4 il - -ﬂ.v,A TRt

:Tc an’ unknuwable exteat, all -

such criticisms reflect envy of the .

society’s weaith and power. Despite

"~ .the highly visibie (aiiure to make

major headway in curing cancer.

the: American Cancer Society. has

. undisputed leadership in educating

the public about cancer and in pro-

moting early detection and’ pa(lenl

“tehabilitation.

-Further, ‘many scientists thmk

“the society has been more ingenious

and boid in Its research investments,

"« $32 million [ast year — than fed-

~ eral agencies speading 20 times

that. —
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‘/hsuses Clout Crmcs'

: THE WAR
'UN EA‘IBER

©And even cancer-war critics
. gwe the society credit for bringing
vital auemion to the disease. -

SR THE METHODS and motives’
.of the society are complex. one fact:
 is clear: It has been the most pow=
erful influence in the cancer wlr
 for decades. - .3 A
~-..It aiso has pollucal power 2 900
. chapters blanketing the nation. a
i ~ paid staff of more than 3,000, an ac-
tive volunteer staff of 300,000, and
~°2.3 -million solicitors during the
fund-ralsmg crusade every April.

- - ‘“We're the biggest crusade
_since the Crusades,” boasted Na-
thaniel Polster, the society’s Wash«
ington lobbyist. At reelection time,
one former congressional campaign
manager estimated, "Recognition
by the cancer society is worth 2 or
~ 3 per cent of the vote. They have
clout and they ail vote.”

.. None of that clout, though has
‘been used to push for legislation

. like the Clean Air. Clean Water and
| Toxic Substaaces acts — measures
:: interided, in part, to reduce expo-

sure to cancer-causing subsiances,
and afi controversial.
- -7 S

- _‘_“ “3

AND THE society declined to
take a position during regulatory
‘hearings on suspected cancer-caus-
ers.like the pesticides aldrin and
dieldrin, the food additive Red Dye
No. 2, the fire retardant Tris, and
forms of synthetic estrogen." -

For this passivity, one federal
regulator called the cancer society -
“the infantile socxely for nat.unal
" paralysis.” “ -

The socxetys reluctznce to take—
x stand oun these issues stems im

. some measure {rom its basic philos~ -
ophy. Essentially, it has been dedi-

' cated to the idea that, given enough
research, the disease can be cured.
And it was by encouraging opti-
mism about curing cancer that the
society won ever-larger cancer war
budgets in the eariy '70s. - .

Those who have grown disiliu-
sioned by the failure to find a cure,’
who talk of defeating cancer by re-’
ducing or ending human exposure
to tobacco, industrial polfutants and
food additives, are advocating an
entirely different approach: preven-
tion rather than cure. Lo d

THIS GROUP now’ lncludes‘
heaith activists of every stripe and |
some top officials in Congress and
the Carter Administration. !

One sign of their growing influ-
ence was President Carter’s rejec-

)

- stead Carter- picked Dr.

“date for director” of the Naucnal

Cancer Institute, the leading federal
agency in the war on cancer. In-
Arthur
Upton, a preventionist.

Reacting to this challenge Pol-
ster, the cancer-society lobbyist.
said the society’s low profile in
fighting industrial chemicals and
other possible’ cancer-causers s|m~
ply has beea prudent. .- i

“The signals from scxemm ;usz
‘weren’t clear enough,” he said. "I
don’t think you'll ever find the ACS
taking a position when the issue in- .
‘volves serious scientific controver-
sy, and that's often the case in regu-
latory matters.” -, TR .

Indeed. cancer prevenuon is |
controversial. Some scientists say i
a substance, such as sacchariu
causes cancer in laboratory ani-

“.mals, even if only at extraordinarily

high doses. human exposure should
be kept to a minimum, W
the cost. -

OTHERS who are less absolute
ia their judgmeats, say that at least
some hazard to humaans should de
proved before taking any legal pra-
cautions beyond requmng p:udent

use. E

The latter posmon. normallv
taken by industries affected by pro-
posed regulations, also has been
adopted oy the cancer society. It
ieaves both industry and the scciety
open to the charge of being willing
to use humans as guinea pigs — of
waiting until it can be proven that
someone contracted cancer from
exposure, say, to a chemical.. ..., . ?

=~ . Alert to the stakes, aware mar.

its critics are gaining ears in Con-
gress”and alarmed that Carter and -
Congress have put the lid on cancer -
tunds, the cancer sccnety has begun
to react. . .
* Last fall, it dropped its aloolness
to testifying on bills and reguiations
and organized a “public-issues”
committee to design lobbying stra-
tegies. In January, the society pub—
lished a report critical of its own :
performance - on smoking ~and;

LF st 3

© vowed support for the an'.i-smoking

tion_ of the cancer society’s capdi__

crusade declared by Joseph Califa-
no, secretary of Heaith Educanon
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also has a strongly conservative, < . ﬁ
voiunteerist orientation. Of the so-
ciety’s influential big givers, a vet- -
eran staff officer said: “They are
people congenitally or by experi-
ence mistrustul of big government
... They pay taxes by force. But
they feel good about giving money
to the voluntary agency.”

Despire allegations to the con-
trary, the society gets little money
from industry. Between 1938 and
1950 it withdrew from United Way
tund drives. industry’s traditional .
mode of charitable giving. {n 1877 : .
oaly 2.9 per cent of the society’s do-
nations come directly from indus- .
try. . . e

BECAUSE of its size — and be-
cause the national headquarters
survives by taking 40 per cent of
each division’s funds — the society
is deeply concerned about harmony
in its vast volunteer corps. “You
don’t want to rock the boat,” says
Polster, the society’s lobbyist. “You
doa’t want to get divided into Re-
publican and Democrat volunteers.

“You have to reaiize that part of
the volunteer spirit is the feeling
that government is t0o big and get-
ting bigger.” says Polsier, “and that
the more things we do for our-
selves, the less tax we’ll have to -
pay. Now, it we accommodated
some of the activists who want
‘more government regulation, pretty
5000 Our organization would be di-

_ American Cancer Society Posters
= "4 eeserne prozram that ran into trouble  yiged between activists and our
h : TR . - v . more traditional volunteers.”

‘Equally important are the atti-
tudes of the nationa! leaders who

IN FEBRUARY, the society got’

2 new lobbyist: Marvella Bayh, wife
.ot Sen Birch Bayh (D.. Ind.), a popu-
lar Washington hostess and a
breast-cancer victim. One of her
first assignments was to arrange
background-briefings on the society
*_and the cancer crusade [or skeptical
Capitol Hill staffers. . .
~More and more the ACS is
_going to take public positions,”
. vowed Dr. Frank Rauscher, a can-
cer-society senior vice. president
and former director of the National
Cancer Institute. “If [ can find the
time,” he said. the society will ad-
dress both the influence of diet on
cancer. an upcoming federal issue,
_and the hottest issue today: tighten-
ing regulations on workplace expa-
sure to cancer-causing chemicals.
All such activism — like the
trend toward preventioaism —
tears at the roots of what the can-
cer society is. | e -
EROPN -
. CHARTERED "'t0 conquer can-
_;-€er ... through a balanced program
.of research, education and patient
. Service and renabilitation.” its first
constituency is cancer patients and
physicians. About 30,000 doctors.
most of them surgecas, radiologists.
chemotherapists and otners heavily
concerned with treatment, serve on
policy boards at all leveis of the so~-
ciety. Logically, caacer treatmeat
and cure are their primary con-
cerns. .
Because by-laws require that
Jaymen fill half the positions o its
policy-making 0oards, the society

.\lar)" Lasker
oo philanthropist

‘Her (Mary Lasker)
way to lick cancer is
to find something sim-
ple: 4 simple pill that
a simple physician can
give to a suffering pu-
tient. which vou're not
going Lo find bv wan-
dering around ashestos
factories.’

— Mathaniel Polster.

gz

ACS lobbyist

P o T

created the society, heiped declare
the cancer war, lobby actively for

. federal funding and represent the

elite of the cancer establishment.

BY ALL aceounts. the most ar--
dent and successful of the cancer-
society estaslishment is Mary Lask-
er,-2 New York philanthropist aow
in her late 70s who still drops in on
Capitol Hill haif a dozen times a
year, bearing charts and reports foc
influential congressmen. -

““She’s greal. Nooody lobbies as
well or has the access Mary Lasker
does.” said an aide to the Senate
subcommittee on Health aad Scien-
titic Research. . .

One reason: Since the "50s, Mrs.
Lasker. the widow of Albert Lask-
er,-a highly suecessful advertising
executive. has ranked among the
top 20 individual contributors to
congressional campaigns. In 1974,
the last election in which coatribu-

she gave $43.436 to 25 candidates.
The biggest gifts (55,000 and
$3.000 respectively) went to Sen.
Warren Magnuson (D.. Wash.) and
Rep. Daniel Flood (D.. Pa.), chair-
men of the two appropriations com=
mittees overseeing the National
Cancer Institute’s budget. Other
leaging Democrats and Republicans !
on the approoriations committzes I
received $1,000 or more each. Be- |
tween 1972 and 1976 the National ;
Cancer [Institute’s appropriation
rose [rom $379 million to $313 mil-
lion. . li

tions were indexed by conlributoc, ‘




* LASKER DOES not grant news-
paper irterviews, but her interests
are wetl-known: “Her way to lick

«cancer,” said society lobbyist Pol-
ster, “is to tind something simple: A
simpte pill that a simple physician
can give to a suffering patient,
which you’re not going to find by -
wandenng around asbestos facto-
ries.” If ““a simple pill"” sounds like
an impossible dream to most cancer
scientists. Laskgr is said to believe

° . . they are-too pessimistic.

Now honarary chairman of the

_board of the cancer society, Lasker
led a group of influential New York
business and advertising leaders in
the 1945 take over.of the society’s
reiatively lethargic predecessor, the
American Society for the Coatrol of
Cancer. It had consisted entirely of
doctors oriented toward treatment
and had subsisted on about $50,000
a year, giving no money o re<

v Wuh the help of advemsmg
B - wizard Emerson Foote, pharmaceu-
- ticals executive Elmer Bobst and a

N handful of others, Lasker’s re-chris-
. i tened American Cancer Society
- B raised $4,292,000 in its first fund
w drive and allocated 8950 000 (or re-

search. F
ONE BIG success secret: great X

media relations. In 1946, Lasker

talked The Reader’s Digest into a |

three-part cancer update, each arti-
cle closing with an appeal for dona-
tions to the new society. In 1977,
when the society-dominated

breast-cancer detection - program .

: came under attack, The Reades"

Digest published the society’s reas- -
surances, written by a freelance |

s writer who does work for both the
: Digest and the cancer society.

Annually in March, just before

the cancer society’s fund-raising

crusade begins, the natioa’s science

. writers gather at a society-spoan-

' sored conference for briefings on

the latest cancer research. Their

stories help focus the nation’s atten-

-7 tion on cancer just as the erctors

s are coming around.

o Unti! 1956, the society was so

successful at fund-raising that its

. . research outlay outstripped the fed-

R erai government's. When the gov-

ernment took the tead. former Sen.

Lister Hill (D., Ala.) and other Lask-

er f{riends were the prime movers.

* When that lead faltered, and former

. President Nixon trimmed the can-

| tal causes of cancer.

. cer budget by 3 per cent in 1969,
“‘Lasker’s allies in Congress saved '
the day by creating a Panei of Con- .
‘ sultants on the Conquest of Cancer.

. . ists and a review of their impact .

© suggest how the cancer estabush-
ment works. . ~=

. Co~chalrmen were ‘Dr. Sidney

i Farber, head of the Boston Chil-

. dren’s Cancer Research Foundation,

. a friend of Lasker and an advocate

. . of faster relay of research from lab

i to patient care; and Dr. Lee Clark,

S, .. director and surgeon-in-chief of

sy _ Houston's M.D. Anderson Hospital

: ¢ "7 and Tumor Institute, the nation's

- long had been active with the soci~
‘ety; Clark was jts president last
year. f

Other soctety leaders on the
panel were Dr. Jonathan Rhoads, a
surgeon and cancer-society presi-
den( Elmer Bobst, past board chair-
man and G. Keith Funston, a society
director. -~

- The biggest cancer center. Me--

morial Sloan-Kettering Institute in
New York, had three representa-
. tves and Lasker herself picked five
" laymen from her personal friends.
One of them, Dr. Solomon Garb, a
pharmacologist, had written an in~-
spiring book: Cure For Cancer: A
Naaonal Goal

~"THE P-\NEL'S main recommen-
danmr “A commiitment to make

. - TNV e
T 'freatment center. Clark and Farber

the cure ... of cancer a national ..

goal in the same way that putting a
- man into orbit around the earth was
"made a npational goal and then
achieved.” . e
--."iThe recommendation was em--
‘braced by both Cougress and Presi-
deat Nixon. And in 1971, only two-
“years after cutting the cancer bud-
get, Nixon declared the national!
crusade to conquer the disease. {
"= Since 90 per cent of the Nation-
al' Cancer [nstitute's research and
treatment funds eventually goes to
-outside doctors and researchers as.
grants or coatracts, the-result of the®
Conguest Panel report was more:
. money for the panelists, and theu'
colleagues and friends.

“In action, the mterrelauonshnps
can be almost mind- -boggling. Take®
the case of Dr. Phxlhppe Shubik, a.
pioneer researcher in environmen-
Shubik, 49,
heads the Eppley Institute for Re-
search in Cancer at the University
of Nebraska, which has done a!most .
$20 million in contract research for
the Nationai Cancer Institute: Shu- :

PN —
v —

o]
“bik is also a senior- member of the
- National Cancer Advisory Board
overseeing the National Cancer in-
stitute’s en\m-onmeatal-cancer pro~
gram. .- .

Shubik also serves as a pajd‘
consuitant to a number of firms:
concerned about potential cancer-
causing substances in their prod-
ucts."In 1977, that list included-
Procter. and. Gamble Co.. Colgate-
Palmolive Co.. 'General- Foods.!
Roya! Crown Cola, Aobott Labora.’
tories, Miles Laboratories and the

b Exlract Manufacturers ASSDCIZUOD» H
A LIST of the consultant panel-*

WITH THIS complex of inter-
ests, Shubik has led several policy.
initiatives at the National Caacer
Institute that might be ia his per-
sonal favor: In 1975, he was chair-
man of a committee that decided
environmental cancer -— his fieid.
—= should rate more federal atten-:
tion. A year later, he headed a can-:
cer institute panel that modified the
broad language that tederal regula»
tors and lawyers used in defining a *
cancer- causmg subsxance Asked -

;econd bngges: cancer resea:ch and

L‘..l

- PN
.whom he represented in the?
fining, which turned out to neither

-strengthen nor weaken the federal
hand; Shubik's answer at the ume
-was “Procter and Gamble.” -

In the past, Shubik has insisted
that good environmentai-cancer ex-
pertise is hard to find. And indus-
try, he has said, deserves his exper-
tise as much as-government. When
the issue later became controver-
sial, Shubik vowed to drop his in-
dustrial clients. It was xmpossxb!e :D
learn xt he'd done so. —14

‘-THIS

followed on the heels of a major .
orne, involving a project in which
the American Cancer Society and
the National Cancer Ipstitute were
‘partners. When the Cancer Act
passed in 1971, the msmute Had

- asked for cancer-society sugges-
tions oan ways to spend the monev.
Tops on the list was a proposat-to
screen 280,000 women for breast
-cancer. The five-year, $59 million
project, 30 per cent funded by’ “the
National Cancer 1nsutur.e. bega
. 1973. -

Part of the tzsnng mvor\-ed
using X-rays in a procedure ¢
mammug aphv. .. -

.The project, which has thus far
{ound mare than 2,500 tumors, Tan .
into deep trouple when scieatists ,
, grew worried that the risk of exp
sing women to radiation might
ceed the benefit of Imdmg ea'Iy
“cancers. -

- . 1In 1976, three panels of experts

‘ cancluded the tests were inadvisa+
" ble for women under 50, unless
‘ they specnhcaﬂt bad a2 high ns}rot
caqcer. .-

: Had the scnemug eﬂ’ort been‘arL
untarnished success, it would  have
been hailed as an exciting example
of private-public partnership-;.im -

. medicine. The same might be said.

of the entire war oa cancer.

MINOR embarrassment
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