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Cell Phone Link to Tumors?
“We Don’t Know”

Prof. Armstrong’s Lecture on Interphone

Tired of waiting for Interphone? Thanks to Professor Bruce
Armstrong, you can now get agood idea of what the final resultswill
show. A world-class epidemiologist and the head of the Australian
Interphone study team based at the University of Sydney, Armstrong
has combined &l the available results published to date and, in a 45-
minute lecture, reviews and interprets the potential tumor risks. His
meta-analysis includes the as-yet unpublished Australian Interphone
data.

In a nutshell, Armstrong finds that there are “suggestions’ of an
increased risk of brain tumorsamong long-term users of maobile phones.
He advocates a policy of precaution, especialy for children, and rec-
ommends that RF health research continue. Armstrong’s fundamental
message is “we don't know” what the cancer risks redlly are. Thisis
different from what we' ve heard in the past. Back in 2000, the Stewart
panel inthe U.K. aso recommended caution, more out of recognition
of our collective ignorance than any hard data. Armstrong is saying
thereis now abasisto support such concerns. Yes, the risks are uncer-
tain and ambiguous, but the possibility that using a cell phone could
lead to atumor is no longer hypothetical. The risks may be smadl or
they may be large, but the possibility isthere.

Armstrong, an Interphone insider, has changed the conversation.

How dangerous are mobile phones? Here's what Armstrong tells
Tracee Hutchison, aradio and TV journdisgt, in an accompanying in-
terview: “I think the short answer is that we don’t know. | certainly
can't say that it'sharmful. Nor can | confidently say itisdefinitely safe.
So, | am sitting on the fence right now.” Armstrong then explains how
he manages his own cell-phone risks:

“There'sagenerd principlein public hedth referredto astheALARA
principle (ALARA means ‘as low as reasonably achievable'). Asfar as
I’'m concerned, | make my use of a mobile phone as low as reasonably
achievable. Soif I’ ve got alandline phone, | don’t use the mobile and if
there's alandline phone nearby, I'll go and get to it, rather than use the
mobile... | adopt theAL ARA principlein my own use of amobilephone.”

(continued on p.2)
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There are now more than 4 billion mobile phone sub-
scriptions around the world, according to areport issued
last week by the Internationa Telecommunication Union
(ITU). Armstrong put this number in perspective for
Hutchison, “If you multiply asmall effect by alot of peaple,
you could get quite alot of harm.”

Members of the Australian Centre for Bioeffects Re-
search (ACBR) in Melbourne, notably Rodney Croft, its
executivedirector, arechallenging Armstrong’scall for pre-
caution. “While | agree with [Armstrong’s| data, | don’t
agreewith the conclusonshe'sreached. | till think weare
along way from that point. And we can't say that there are
any problems or there's even much of a chance that there
will be,” Croft told Hutchisonin hisown videotaped inter-
view. “Science can say some things conclusively—and
that'sthat it hasn't found any problems.”

Inthe pand discussion that followed Armstrong'stalk,
Croftwaseven moredismissive. “| certainly don't fedl that
the scienceis strong enough at the moment to be going out
thereand telling people you should betaking these stepsto
protect againgt your children,” he said, “I would not have
any problem with my children using them,” Croft told
Hutchison.

What'sstrange about Croft’sconviction that cell phones
areabsolutely safeisthat, in hisown research, hehasshown
that the radiation can alter the brain waves of human sub-
jectsat very low levelsof exposure (SAR=<0.11W/Kg, 10g
average). In a paper published last year, Croft reported
that his work “adds strength” to the argument that mobile
phone radiation can lead to bioeffects.

But, what he has seen in the laboratory should be im-
possible, according to current RF dogma, to which Croft
and the ACBR adhere. There are no mechanisms to ex-
plain how non-thermal levels of RF radiation from cell
phones can change EEGs or cause tumors or do much of
anything at al. Even though Croft has himself shown that
theimpossibleisindeed possible, he has no trouble reject-
ing the possibility that Armstrong may turn out to beright.
Never mind that epidemiology isoutside hisfield of exper-
tise (heis apsychophysiologist), and that Armstrong is of
oneAudralia's leading epidemiol ogists who has spent the
last decade helping run the largest study of cell phone tu-
mor risks ever attempted.

Whatever the field of study, Croft embraces the pre-
vailing dogma and rejects contrary views. In that samein-
terview with Hutchison, Croft stated that cell phone radia-
tion does not lead to changes in the permeability of the
blood-brain barrier (BBB) or intheintegrity of DNA. “We
do know that these aren’t influenced by mobile phones,”
hetold her. Croft may think this— asthe cell phoneindus-

Watch the Video

A video of Armstrong’s keynote talk, which was
given on November 12, 2008 in Melbourne, is avail-
able on the Web site of the Australian Centre for
Bioeffects Research (ACBR). Microwave News has
transcribed Armstrong’s conclusions from his
PowerPoint presentation and they can be downloaded
here.

Armstrong first went public about hisconcernsover
mobile phonetumor risksin aninterview with Austra-
lian television last year; see our April 28, 2008 post.

try would like usall to believe— but whether RF radiation
can lead to leaks through the BBB or to DNA bregks are
still open, unresolved questions.

Ray Kemp, arisk consultant and an honorary associ-
ate of theACBR, was asdismissve of Armstrong as Croft
wheninterviewed by Hutchison— perhapsmore so. When
askedfor histakeonArmstrong’scall for precaution, Kemp
replied, “What is quite clear is that it shouldn’'t be for the
individual statistician or epidemiologist to be making judg-
ments about what society should be doing on the outcome
of theresearch they have. | think they haveavoiceto make
but that does not mean to say that it's the correct view.”
Kemp's message is pay no attention to Armstrong’s rec-
ommendations. Noword on hisopinion of John Snow, the
British epidemiologist whose judgment call helped stop a
choleraepidemicin London in 1854.

Croft and some of his associates at ACBR published
their own assessment of the mobile phone epidemiol ogical
literature last year. “ The reported associations are in need
of replication...before they can be treated as more than
suggestive,” they wrote in apaper published last Decem-
ber in the Journal of Australasian College of Physical
Scientistsand Engineersin Medicine, aloca professiona
publication. (The GSM Association, acell phoneindustry
trade group, paid for ACBR’sreview of the epidemiol ogi-
ca studies.)

Interestingly, Armstrong and the A CBR team used the
sameterm: They both seethe Interphone results as sugges-
tive. Yet they are miles apart on how to act on these find-
ings. Armstrong favors precaution while the ACBR pre-
fersawait-and-seeapproach until theresultsare confirmed.
What the ACBR does not say is that there are no replica-
tion effortsin thewings. Thismeansthat Croft would only
cal for actionif braintumor ratesinAustraiabegintorise.
Armstrong said that theratesare holding steadly. If therates
wereto tick upward, alengthy debate would no doubt fol-
low asto whether theincreaseisreal or another artifact.
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Cell Phone Link to Tumors?—"“We Don’t Know”

The ACBR represents the RF research establishment
in Augtralia and serves to protect the prevailing view that
there are no low-level or nonthermal effects, even if their
own members see them in the laboratory. It seeksto over-
rule dissenting views, like Armstrong’s. This is the same
rolethat | CNI RPandtheWHO EM F Pr o] ect haveplayed
for many years.

Last week, for instance, Paolo Vecchia, ICNIRP's
chairman and the coordinator of the Italian Interphone
project, told Corriereddla Sera, aleading nationa news-
paper, that the Interphone results are “definitely reassur-
ing.” Vecchia, aphysicist by training, went on to discount
the long-term risks that have been reported and that con-
cern Armstrong. Those risks are based on small numbers,
he said, implying there's nothing to worry about.

Theconflict between Armstrong and theACBRissmi-
lar to the one that has paralyzed the Interphone project for
more than three years. Some members of Interphone can-
not admit that they can no longer say that mobile phones

are safe. They cannot bring themselves to say, “We don't
know,” which for Armstrong, is the only possible conclu-
son.

During the course of his lecture and his interview,
Armstrong spesksin measured tones. He presentsboth sdes
toafault. Theonly timehe seemsto becomeabit unsettled
is when, at the close of the interview, Hutchison asks for
confirmation that the Interphone study will show that mo-
bile phones are sife:

Hutchison: “[There's| nothing [in the Interphone study]
that would indicate a cause for real concern from what
you've said?’

Armstrong: “1 did not say that.”

Hutchison: “We don’t know...”

Armstrong: “Wedon't know. We don't know that thereis
no causefor concern... [pause]... Wedon't know that there
isacausefor concern... [pause]... We cannot exclude the

possibility.”
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