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Risk of lung cancer in relation to various
metrics of smoking history: a case-control
study in Montreal
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Abstract

Background: Few epidemiologic findings are as well established as the association between smoking and lung
cancer. It is therefore somewhat surprising that there is not yet a clear consensus about the exposure-response
relationships between various metrics of smoking and lung cancer risk. In part this is due to heterogeneity of how
exposure-response results have been presented and the relative paucity of published results using any particular
metric of exposure. The purposes of this study are: to provide new data on smoking-lung cancer associations and
to explore the relative impact of different dimensions of smoking history on lung cancer risk.

Methods: Based on a large lung cancer case-control study (1203 cases and 1513 controls) conducted in Montreal
in 1996–2000, we estimated the lifetime prevalence of smoking and odds ratios in relation to several smoking
metrics, both categorical and continuous based on multivariable unconditional logistic regression.

Results: Odds ratios (ORs) for ever vs never smoking were 7.82 among males and 11.76 among females. ORs increased
sharply with every metric of smoking examined, more so for duration than for daily intensity. In models using continuous
smoking variables, all metrics had strong effects on OR and mutual adjustment among smoking metrics did not
noticeably attenuate the OR estimates, indicating that each metric carries some independent risk-related information.
Among all the models tested, the one based on a smoking index that integrates several smoking dimensions, provided
the best fitting model. Similar patterns were observed for the different histologic types of lung cancer.

Conclusions: This study provides many estimates of exposure-response relationships between smoking and lung cancer;
these can be used in future meta-analyses. Irrespective of the histologic type of lung cancer and the smoking metric
examined, high levels of smoking led to high levels of risk, for both men and women.
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Background
The role of cigarette smoking in the etiology of lung cancer
is strong and has been so recognized since at least the
1960s [1]. In the intervening years, a great deal of evidence
has accumulated confirming the strong impact of smoking
on cancer and extending it in various directions, such as
the impact of smoking on women’s risks, the nature of
dose-response relationships, the impact of quitting, the
particular relationships between smoking and each of the
main histologic types of lung cancer and many more [2–4].
One might imagine that all of this evidence can be put

together to derive very precise estimates of the quantitative
impact of smoking on lung cancer risk. But our recent
review showed us that the amount of published evidence
that can be assembled for meta-analyses regarding
exposure-response is rather limited [5]. While there have
been quite a few publications showing exposure-response
results for smoking and lung cancer, they use different met-
rics (duration, intensity, pack-years, categorical, continuous,
etc.) and different strategies for control of confounding, so
that the number of results that can fairly be juxtaposed or
meta-analyzed, using a common exposure metric and type
of model, is limited. Providing high quality statistical
evidence on smoking–lung cancer associations, including
by histologic subtypes, remains an important objective
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because such information will be useful for public health
purposes, to build lung cancer risk prediction models that
can be used to advise healthy patients about their risks re-
lated to their past and possible future smoking behaviors,
to understand mechanisms of carcinogenesis, and to pro-
vide information that may be useful in a legal context, for
compensation or litigation purposes.
In carrying out a large case-control study of lung cancer

in the Montreal area to explore the possible etiologic role
of scores of occupational and environmental factors in
lung cancer [6], we of course collected a detailed smoking
history from each subject. We use this dataset to address
two objectives: a) provide evidence of exposure-response
relationships between smoking history and lung cancer,
using a variety of smoking metrics and formats that might
be used in future meta-analyses; b) explore the relative im-
pact of different dimensions of smoking history and how
these interact in predicting risk [7–10].

Methods
Cases and controls
The population-based case–control study included all
lung cancer cases, males and females aged 35–75 years
residing in Montreal and its surrounding suburbs and
who were Canadian citizens. Histologically confirmed in-
cident cases of lung cancer diagnosed between January
1996 and December 1997 were ascertained through active
monitoring of pathology reports in the 18 participating
hospitals in the metropolitan Montreal region, providing
almost complete (≈98%) coverage of lung cancer diagnosis
in the area. Histology of lung cancer was coded according
to World Health Organization/International Agency for
Research on Cancer technical report 31 [11].
Controls were randomly sampled from population-based

electoral lists, frequency-matched to cases by age group
(±5 years), gender and residential area. Further details about
the study can be found elsewhere [12]. Ethics approval was
obtained from all collaborating institutions, and written in-
formed consent was obtained for all participants.

Data collection
A face-to-face interview was conducted by one of our bi-
lingual interviewers (English and French). If the subject
was deceased or too ill to respond, we attempted to con-
duct the interview with a close next of kin proxy, usually
the surviving spouse. The questionnaire was designed to
collect information on sociodemographic and lifestyle
characteristics, including smoking history, and a detailed
semi-structured history of all jobs ever held.

Smoking history
Detailed self-reported information was collected about
cigarette smoking habits including smoking status, ages at
initiation and cessation, periods of interruption and average

number of cigarettes smoked per day over the subject’s life-
time. Smokers were defined as those who smoked regularly
(at least one cigarette per week) during at least 6months,
and at least 100 cigarettes in their lifetime, the others being
considered “never smokers”. Since early symptoms of lung
cancer can lead to changes in smoking behavior, in order to
avoid reverse causality bias, we discounted the two years
before index date in computing each of the smoking vari-
ables. This cutpoint of two years was recommended by Lef-
fondré et al. [7], based on their fitting of models with
different cutpoints. Thus “current smokers” were defined as
subjects who still smoked at interview or had quit smoking
less than 2 years before the reference date (i.e. date of diag-
nosis for cases and date of interview for controls), and
former smokers were those who quit at least 2 years before
this reference date. Smoking duration was defined as the
difference between age at index date for current smokers,
or age of cessation for former smokers, and age at initiation,
and then subtracting total duration of any temporary cessa-
tion periods. Cumulative smoking exposure was repre-
sented by two alternative constructed variables: pack-years
and cumulative smoking index (CSI). The pack-years
variable was computed by multiplying the average
number of cigarettes smoked per day by duration of
smoking in years, and dividing by 20 (cigarettes per
pack). The CSI is an index comprising all the smoking
dimensions collected from study subjects in a function
that is biologically motivated and that optimizes predict-
ive power [13, 14]. Leffondre et al. proposed a modified
version of CSI, adapted specifically for lung cancer, and
demonstrated that the resulting aggregate exposure
measure improved the fit of data, compared with conven-
tional modeling of separate effects of different smoking
components [14].
The equation is: CSI = (1–0.5dur*/τ) (0.5tsc*/τ) ln(int + 1),

where

tsc ¼ time since cessation;

tsc� ¼ max ðtsc-δ; 0Þ;
dur ¼ duration;

dur� ¼ max ðdurþ tsc-δ; 0Þ-tsc�;
int ¼ average daily amount smoked in cigarettes;

δ ¼ lag between ‘causalaction0 and disease detection;

τ ¼ biological half-life tabacco of carcinogens

The latter two parameters, δ and τ, are estimated by
trial-and-error so as to optimize the fit to data [13, 14].

Other covariates
Detailed information was collected on sociodemographic
characteristics, including ethnicity, education and family
income.
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In addition, from the detailed employment history and
description of each job, a team of chemists and indus-
trial hygienists examined each completed questionnaire
and translated each job into a list of potential exposures
using a checklist of 294 agents that included many
IARC-recognized Group 1 Lung Carcinogens [15, 16].

Statistical analysis
Analyses were performed separately for men and women,
and either with all histologies combined or by histologic
type. When simply using the term “lung cancer”, we mean
all histologies combined.
All associations were estimated using multivariable un-

conditional logistic regression. When several variables
were tested simultaneously, Wald statistics were used to
compare the contribution of each variable in a model
while Akaike information criterion (AIC) was used to
compare the goodness of fit between the different models.
We assessed the relations between lung cancer and

various smoking metrics, including duration, daily inten-
sity, time since cessation, pack-years, and CSI. For CSI,
its parameters were a priori set to values established by
Leffondre et al.: half-life = 26 years and lag = 1 year
(males) or 0.7 year (females) [14]. Initially the smoking
metrics were analyzed one-at-a-time. Subsequently we
conducted analyses with selected multiple smoking
metrics in the same models. Analyses involving the time
since cessation variable were performed among smokers
only. For models involving all subjects, with nonsmokers
being the reference group, an indicator of ever smoking
was used and continuous smoking variables were
centered by subtracting the mean value of the smoking
variable from the original value for all smokers, while
keeping 0 for never smokers [7]. For each model, the
smoking variables under study and the non-smoking
covariates were forced into the model.
Some analyses were conducted with continuous smoking

variables transformed into categorical variables, while
others were conducted on the continuous variables. For the
latter, different functions were used to model the relations
between continuous smoking metrics and the logit of the
lung cancer risk, including (i) linear and (ii) logarithmic
functions models as well as fractional polynomials (FP)
[17]. In FP analyses, for each continuous variable X, one or
two terms of the form Xp were fitted with powers p chosen
from (− 2, − 1, − 0.5, 0, 0.5, 1, 2, and 3) to optimize good-
ness of fit, i.e. minimize the model’s deviance [17].
The following covariates were included in all models:

age (continuous), respondent status (self, proxy), ethnic
origin (dummy variables: French / British Isles / Italian /
other Europeans / other), educational level (elementary,
secondary, post-secondary), socioeconomic status (SES)
as measured by median household income of the resi-
dential neighborhood, derived from census information

(continuous) and exposure to those IARC Group 1
occupational lung carcinogens that had at least 1%
lifetime prevalence in our study population. The fol-
lowing occupational exposures (lifetime prevalence as
indicated) satisfied these criteria: diesel engine emissions
(23.8%), crystalline silica (15.9%), benzo[a]pyrene (15.3%),
chrysotile asbestos (10.9%), nickel and its compounds
(6.2%), chromium VI and its compounds (4.5%) and cad-
mium and its compounds (2.2%). These were included in
the models as qualitative ordinal variables for men: no ex-
posure, ‘non-substantial’ exposure and ‘substantial’ expos-
ure, where the two exposure subsets were distinguished
by duration of exposure, concentration of exposure and
number of hours per week of exposure. Among women,
due to much lower prevalence of occupational exposures,
binary variables (ever vs never exposed) were preferred.
Some sensitivity analyses were carried out with study

subjects restricted to those who answered for them-
selves, i.e. excluding proxy responses.
The population attributable fraction (PAF) was esti-

mated as PAF = pexpðOR−1OR Þ where pexp represents the ra-
tio of the number of exposed cases to the total number
of cases [18]. A 95% confidence interval (CI) for the PAF
was derived by replacing the point estimate of the rele-
vant OR by, respectively, the lower and upper boundar-
ies of the corresponding 95% CI.
All statistical analyses were performed using SAS® 9.4

software. The %MFP8 macro was used for determining
the transformation of continuous variables using frac-
tional polynomials [19].

Results
Selected characteristics of the study population
A total of 1434 eligible lung cancer cases were invited to
participate in the study and, of those, 1203 (84%) agreed
to participate. Of the 2182 population controls
approached, 1513 (69%) agreed to participate. Of the
2716 participating subjects, 11 were excluded due to
missing smoking information. Table 1 presents the main
characteristics of the 2705 subjects included in this ana-
lysis. Briefly, 60% of the study subjects were male, a
great majority were French Canadian and the mean age
of our population was 63.4 years [SD = 8.5]. For both
genders, cases were more likely than controls to be of
French ancestry (p < 0.001), to have a lower educational
level (p < 0.001) and a lower family reported income
(p ≤ 0.001), and to have had a proxy respond on their be-
half (p < 0.001). Adenocarcinoma was the predominant
histologic type among women, whereas squamous cell
carcinomas were more prevalent among men. Informa-
tion about lifetime prevalence of occupational exposure
to IARC Group 1 lung carcinogens of the study subjects
is shown in (Additional file 1: Table S1).
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Characteristics of smoking histories of lung cancer cases
and controls
Smoking characteristics of the study population are pre-
sented in Table 2. Nearly all cases (97.6% of male cases and
93.1% of female cases) had regularly smoked cigarettes,
compared to about two-thirds of controls (82.3% of men
and 49.3% of women). Very few smoking cases or smoking
controls had smoked for fewer than 20 years, or had
averaged fewer than 20 cigarettes per day, or had
accumulated fewer than 20 pack-years of smoking. As ex-
pected, compared with smoking controls, smoking cases had
longer durations of smoking (p < 0.001), higher daily inten-
sities (p < 0.001), younger ages at starting smoking (p < 0.001)
and shorter periods since quitting smoking (p < 0.001).

Lung cancer risk in relation to smoking
As expected and shown in Table 3, for both sexes, subjects
who had been regular smokers were at higher risk of devel-
oping lung cancer than nonsmokers. Table 3 also shows the
OR of lung cancer as a function of categories of exposure
for each of several smoking metrics. Risk of lung cancer in-
creases with duration of smoking, and with intensity of
smoking, as well as with the cumulative exposure measures,

Pack-years and CSI. All of the trend tests across the cat-
egories of these variables were highly statistically significant
(p < 0.0001). For both sexes, our results highlighted a posi-
tive and quite linear association between smoking duration
and the logit of the lung cancer risk. Smoking cessation at
least 2 years before the reference date was associated with a
reduction of the risk of lung cancer for both sexes (p
< .0001 - data not shown). For the models exploring the
role of the duration, intensity, cumulative index (i.e.
pack-years) or time since cessation of smoking as categor-
ical variables, the introduction of the second smoking vari-
able (respectively intensity, duration, smoking status ± time
since cessation, or pack-years of smoking) had no notice-
able impact on the risk estimates of the primary exposure
metric, though as expected, the inclusion of a second
source of information on smoking in the model improved
the model fit (data not shown). In both sexes, duration of
smoking is a stronger predictor of risk than daily intensity
of smoking, as indicated by Wald test statistics.
Models based on continuous smoking variables are

presented in Table 4. For both sexes and among all the
models tested, the one built with the CSI index as a
linear variable provided the best fitting model, as

Table 1 Selected demographic characteristics of subjects in the lung cancer study, by sex, Montreal, 1996-2000

Men Women

Variables All men (n=1,630) Cases (n=736) Controls (n=894) All women (n=1,075) Cases (n=464) Controls (n=611)

Age (years) - Mean [SD] 64.6 ± 7.7 64.1 ± 7.9 65.0 ± 7.6 61.6 ± 9.3 61.5 ± 9.3 61.7 ± 9.3

Ethnic origin

French 70.3% 77.5% 64.4% 72.9% 78.5% 68.7%

British Isles 5.6% 4.6% 6.4% 6.5% 9.5% 4.3%

Italian 9.4% 7.3% 11.1% 5.3% 2.8% 7.2%

Other European 8.7% 6.1% 10.8% 6.3% 4.7% 7.5%

Others 6.0% 4.5% 7.3% 9.0% 4.5% 12.3%

Education

Elementary 39.5% 44.6% 35.4% 30.5% 36.2% 26.2%

Secondary 42.2% 42.8% 41.6% 47.4% 51.5% 44.3%

Post-secondary 18.3% 12.6% 23.0% 22.1% 12.3% 29.5%

Family reported income
(k$) Mean [SD]

34.2 [14.5] 33.0 [14.9] 35.2 [14.1] 36.3 [15.4] 33.7 [15.9] 38.4 [14.7]

Respondent type

Self 76.7% 60.2% 90.3% 82.8% 66.2% 95.4%

Proxy 23.3% 39.8% 9.7% 17.2% 33.8% 4.6%

Histologic type of lung cancer

Adenocarcinoma 32.7% 46.6%

Squamous cell carcinoma 35.5% 19.6%

Small cell carcinoma 17.0% 17.2%

Large cell carcinoma 9.6% 9.3%

Others 5.2% 7.3%

This table presents the demographic characteristics of the study population by sex and by case/control status
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indicated by the lowest AIC. Another model that included
two smoking dimensions (i.e. pack-years and time since
cessation) comes close in terms of AIC index. If for

duration of smoking, a linear association with the logit of
the lung cancer risk is consistently observed, the use of
logarithms of the values of intensity or pack-years

Table 2 Characteristics of smoking histories of lung cancer cases and controls

Men (N=1,630) Women (N=1,075)

Model Cigarette smoking
variables

Unit or category Cases Controls Cases Controls

N (%) Median
value

N (%) Median
value

N (%) Median
value

N (%) Median
value

a Ever smoking No 18 (2.5%) - 158 (17.7%) - 32 (6.9%) - 309 (50.6%) -

Yes 718 (97.5%) - 736 (82.3%) - 432 (93.1%) - 302 (49.4%) -

Among subjects who ever smoked

b Age of initiation In years: Mean
[SD]

15.6 [3.4] - 16.8 [4.0] - 18.1 [5.4] - 20.1 [6.9] -

c Smoking status Ex-smoker 225 (31.3%) - 478 (64.9%) - 93 (21.5%) - 170 (56.3%) -

Current smoker 493 (68.9%) - 258 (35.1%) - 339 (78.5%) - 132 (43.7%) -

d Duration of smoking (in
years)a

]0-20] 23 (3.2%) 15.0 141 (19.2%) 14.0 17 (3.9%) 10.0 90 (29.8%) 11.5

]20-30] 62 (8.6%) 26.1 154 (20.9%) 26.5 65 (15.1%) 27.1 67 (22.2%) 26.0

]30-40] 178 (24.8%) 36.0 175 (23.8%) 35.0 143 (33.1%) 35.6 80 (26.5%) 35.8

]40-50] 267 (37.2%) 45.1 191 (25.9%) 45.3 143 (33.1%) 45.0 50 (16.5%) 44.9

>50 188 (26.2%) 53.0 75 (10.2%) 53.4 64 (14.8%) 52.8 15 (5%) 55.0

e Intensity of smoking
(cig/day)

]0-20] 86 (12%) 20.0 250 (34%) 15.0 115 (26.6%) 15.0 170 (56.3%) 10.0

]20-30] 327 (45.5%) 25.0 279 (37.9%) 25.0 223 (51.6%) 25.0 95 (31.4%) 25.0

]30-40] 91 (12.7%) 40.0 68 (9.2%) 39.5 47 (10.9%) 35.0 18 (6%) 37.0

]40-50] 144 (20.1%) 50.0 101 (13.7%) 50.0 36 (8.3%) 50.0 15 (5%) 50.0

>50 70 (9.7%) 75.0 38 (5.2%) 75.0 11 (2.6%) 75.0 4 (1.3%) 62.5

f Cumulative amount of
smoking (in pack-years)a

]0-20] 24 (3.3%) 14.0 165 (22.4%) 10.0 28 (6.5%) 12.9 123 (40.7%) 7.1

]20-40] 87 (12.1%) 33.7 169 (23%) 30.0 103 (23.8%) 32.5 95 (31.4%) 30.2

]40-60] 204 (28.4%) 51.5 181 (24.6%) 49.4 178 (41.2%) 49.7 60 (19.9%) 49.7

]60-80] 156 (21.7%) 65.9 111 (15.1%) 69.8 72 (16.7%) 66.3 12 (4%) 62.9

]80-100] 64 (8.9%) 90.8 46 (6.2%) 89.7 21 (4.9%) 93.7 6 (2%) 92.5

>100 183 (25.5%) 127.2 64 (8.7%) 125.0 30 (6.9%) 119.7 6 (2%) 116.5

g CSI indexa ]0-1] 33 (4.6%) 0.6 203 (27.6%) 0.6 16 (3.7%) 0.5 113 (37.4%) 0.5

]1-2] 192 (26.7%) 1.7 309 (42%) 1.5 177 (41%) 1.7 129 (42.7%) 1.5

]2-2.5] 288 (40.1%) 2.3 158 (21.5%) 2.2 200 (46.3%) 2.2 52 (17.2%) 2.2

]2.5-3] 166 (23.1%) 2.7 55 (7.5%) 2.7 34 (7.9%) 2.7 8 (2.7%) 2.7

>3 39 (5.4%) 3.2 11 (1.5%) 3.2 5 (1.2%) 3.1 0 (0%) -

h Time since cessation
(in years)a

0b 493 (68.7%) 0 258 (35.1%) 0 339 (78.5%) 0 132 (43.7%) 0

]0-5] 60 (8.3%) 2.7 51 (6.9%) 2.8 35 (8.1%) 2.4 35 (11.6%) 2.1

]5-10] 50 (7%) 8.3 67 (9.1%) 7.8 20 (4.6%) 6.8 32 (10.6%) 7.8

]10-15] 41 (5.7%) 12.6 80 (10.9%) 12.8 20 (4.6%) 12.7 19 (6.3%) 12.1

]15-20] 41 (5.7%) 17.4 92 (12.5%) 17.9 11 (2.5%) 16.4 25 (8.3%) 18.1

>20 33 (4.6%) 24.7 188 (25.5%) 28.0 7 (1.6%) 32.0 59 (19.5%) 24.8

This table presents the characteristics relative to cigarette smoking variables by sex among lung cancer cases and controls
aComputed after a discount up to 2 years when relevant
bi.e. current smokers or subjects who quit smoking less than 2 years before the reference date
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Table 3 OR estimates between various smoking-related variables (categorical) and lung cancer risk

Model Cigarette smoking variablesa Unit or category ORb [95% CI] DF AIC

Among men

Among all subjects (non-smokers being the reference group) - [N = 1,630 for men]

a Ever smoking No 1 - 24 1907

Yes 7.82 [4.59 - 13.30]

b Smoking status Non-smoker 1 - 25 1796

Ex-smoker 3.99 [2.31 - 6.87]

Current smoker 14.93 [8.66 - 25.73]

c Duration of smoking 0 1 - 28 1747

]0-20] 1.23 [0.60 - 2.51]

]20-30] 2.98 [1.61 - 5.51]

]30-40] 7.84 [4.43 - 13.89]

]40-50] 12.82 [7.28 - 22.55]

>50 28.94 [15.60 - 53.66]

d Intensity of smoking 0 1 - 27 1848

]0-20] 3.18 [1.78 - 5.68]

]20-30] 9.50 [5.50 - 16.39]

]30-40] 9.53 [5.11 - 17.76]

>40 11.87 [6.71 – 20.97]

e Pack-years 0 1 - 29 1762

]0-20] 1.33 [0.67 - 2.66]

]20-40] 3.99 [2.21 - 7.19]

]40-60] 9.46 [5.38 - 16.62]

]60-80] 13.14 [7.30 - 23.63]

]80-100] 11.13 [5.74 - 21.56]

>100 23.64 [12.87 - 43.40]

f CSI index 0 1 - 27 1721

]0-1] 1.52 [0.79 - 2.89]

]1-2] 5.13 [2.96 - 8.89]

]2-2.5] 14.80 [8.47 - 25.83]

>2.5 24.35 [13.38 - 44.30]

Among subjects who ever smoked (current smokers or subjects who quit smoking less than 2 years before the reference date being the
reference group) - [N = 1,461 for men]

g Time since cessation 0 1 - 26 1646

]0-10] 0.45 [0.31 - 0.63]

]10-20] 0.27 [0.19 - 0.38]

>20 0.10 [0.06 - 0.17]

Among women

Among all subjects (non-smokers being the reference group) - [N = 1,075 for women]

a Ever smoking No 1.00 - 16 1066

Yes 11.76 [7.50 - 18.42]

b Smoking status Non-smoker 1.00 - 17 1001

Ex-smoker 4.80 [2.90 - 7.93]

Current smoker 21.33 [13.23 - 34.38]
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provided superior fit to the model that used un-transformed
value. More complex fractional polynomials models, shown
in footnotes of Table 4, did not substantially improve the fit
over the linear or log transformation.

Histological types
Table 5 shows ORs for selected smoking metrics with
men and women combined to optimize power, for all lung
cancers combined and for each histologic type. All histo-
logic types of lung cancer were strongly associated with
smoking. The ORs between ever regular smoking and
lung cancer were close to 10, considering the statistical
variability, for each of squamous cell, large cell and adeno-
carcinoma, and it was undefined for small cell lung cancer
because there were no non-smokers among the 205 cases.

Sensitivity analysis limited to self-respondents
Since cases were more likely than controls to have had a
proxy respond on their behalf, we adjusted for proxy sta-
tus in the main analyses. But, as a further insight into
the possible impact of using proxies, we re-ran some

analyses among self-respondents only, and compared
these with the results of combining self and proxy re-
spondents (see Additional file 2: Table S2). Among men,
the adjusted OR for a binary indicator of ever smoking
and lung cancer was 7.82 (95% CI [4.59–13.30]) in ana-
lyses that included all respondents, and 6.96 (95% CI
[3.82–12.68]) in analyses restricted to self-respondents.
Among women the OR was 11.76 (95% CI [7.50–18.42])
in analyses including all respondents, and 12.17 (95% CI
[7.45–19.85]) in analyses restricted to self-respondents.
When considering the CSI index, the OR corresponding
to a one unit increase in CSI was slightly lower among
self-respondents than among all respondents. But in all
of these contrasts, the confidence limits between
self-respondent and all respondent results overlapped
considerably, and none of the substantive inferences
would have changed.

Population attributable fraction
Given the overall OR estimate, its confidence limits and
the observed prevalence of smoking among cases (96%),

Table 3 OR estimates between various smoking-related variables (categorical) and lung cancer risk (Continued)

Model Cigarette smoking variablesa Unit or category ORb [95% CI] DF AIC

c Duration of smoking 0 1.00 - 19 978

]0-20] 1.51 [0.74 - 3.04]

]20-30] 6.37 [3.55 - 11.41]

]30-40] 13.64 [8.19 - 22.74]

>40 28.79 [16.86 - 49.16]

d Intensity of smoking 0 1.00 - 18 1028

]0-20] 6.05 [3.70 - 9.90]

]20-30] 19.40 [11.81 - 31.86]

>30 18.20 [10.10 - 32.80]

e Pack-years 0 1.00 - 19 950

]0-20] 2.04 [1.11 - 3.74]

]20-40] 8.66 [5.10 - 14.68]

]40-60] 25.48 [15.08 - 43.04]

>60 37.39 [19.79 - 70.62]

f CSI index 0 1.00 - 18 946

]0-1] 1.25 [0.62 - 2.51]

]1-2] 11.98 [7.32 - 19.62]

>2 29.66 [17.67 - 49.80]

Among subjects who ever smoked (current smokers or subjects who quit smoking less than 2 years before the reference date being the
reference group) - [N = 738 for women]

g Time since cessation 0 1.00 - 17 799

]0-10] 0.32 [0.20 - 0.51]

>10 0.15 [0.09 - 0.26]

This table presents the association between each smoking-related (categorical) variable and the logit of the lung cancer risk by sex
aComputed after a discount up to 2 years when relevant
bOdds ratio [OR] estimated with logistic regression, adjusted for age, respondent type, education, ethnic group, annual income and exposure to lung carcinogens
[each exposure being considered separately]
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we estimate that the Population attributable fraction was
0.858 (0.819–0.887). The estimates were almost identical
in men and women.

Discussion
Although tobacco smoking is the main cause of lung cancer
in humans, there is no widely accepted estimate of the
exposure-response relationship between smoking and lung
cancer. This is partly due to a false impression that the
smoking-lung cancer association is so well established that
there is little to be learned from additional attention to the
issue. Because the analysis and description of dose-response
relationships involves such idiosyncratic methodologies and

parametrizations, there are really not a tremendous number
of published results that can be usefully assembled for
meta-analyses or other attempts at synthesizing knowledge.
Finally, there remains a great deal to learn about the
mechanisms of carcinogenesis by studying valid and
generalizable dose-response relationships. The addition of
new evidence from studies such as ours will hopefully in-
crease the likelihood that reasonably representative esti-
mates can be derived from the world body of evidence.
As well as describing the smoking history of a North

American study population at the end of the twentieth cen-
tury, this paper provides new estimates of the relationship be-
tween cigarette smoking and lung cancer risk for both sexes.

Table 4 Odds ratios between various smoking-related variables (continuous) and lung cancer risk

Model Cigarette smoking variablesa Unit β estimate ORb (95% CI) DF AIC Δ AICc

Among men who ever smoked [N = 1 454]

1 Duration (Dur) per year (7.7 x 10-2) x Dur 1.08 [1.06 - 1.10] 24 1630 -

2 Intensity (Int) per pack 0.84 x Log(Int) 2.31 [1.85 - 2.89] 24 1731 -22

3* Pack-years (PY) per pack-year 1.06 x Log(PY) 2.87 [2.35 - 3.52] 24 1646 -39

4 CSI index (CSI) per unit 1.31 x CSI 3.70 [3.04 - 4.50] 24 1583 -

5 Duration (Dur) per year (7.2 x 10-2) x Dur 1.07 [1.06 - 1.09] 25 1602 -8

Intensity (Int) per pack 0.64 x Log(Int) 1.90 [1.49 - 2.42]

6 Duration (Dur) per year variable not retained in the final model 25 1600 -10

Intensity (Int) per pack 0.75 x Log(Int) 2.12 [1.66 - 2.70]

Time since cess. (TSC) per year (-7.9 x 10-2) x TSC 0.92 [0.91 - 0.94]

7 Pack-years (PY) per pack-year 0.75 x Log(PY) 2.11 [1.70 - 2.61] 25 1588 -19

Time since cess. (TSC) per year -0.4 x Log(TSC) 0.67 [0.60 - 0.75]

Among women who ever smoked [N = 734]

1* Duration (Dur) per year (8.1 x 10-2) x Dur 1.08 [1.06 - 1.11] 17 781 -

2* Intensity (Int) per pack 1.22 x Log(Int) 3.40 [2.47 - 4.66] 17 792 -33

3 Pack-years (PY) per year 1.15 x Log(PY) 3.17 [2.41 - 4.16] 17 755 -21

4 CSI index (CSI) per unit 1.74 x CSI 5.68 [4.02 - 8.00] 17 735 -

5* Duration (Dur) per year (6.8 x 10-2) x Dur 1.07 [1.04 - 1.10] 18 743 -16

Intensity (Int) per pack 1.05 x Log(Int) 2.87 [2.02 - 4.08]

6* Duration (Dur) per year (3.8 x 10-2) x Dur 1.04 [1.00 - 1.08] 19 739 -16

Intensity (Int) per pack 1.13 x Log(Int) 3.09 [2.15 - 4.45]

Time since cess. (TSC) per year (-5.0 x 10-2) x TSC 0.95 [0.91 - 0.99]

7* Pack-years (PY) per pack.year 0.97 x Log(PY) 2.63 [1.97 - 3.51] 18 741 -12

Time since cess. (TSC) per year -0.36 x Log(TSC) 0.70 [0.58 - 0.84]

This table presents several model fits based on one or several smoking-related variables (continuous). Different functions were used to model the relations
between continuous smoking metrics and the logit of the lung cancer risk, including linear and logarithmic functions models as well as fractional polynomials
* More complex models are associated with better AIC values: the β estimates being respectively:
- for Model 3 among men: 0.78 x PY0.5 - 0.03 x PY - AIC = 1638
- for Model 1 among women: (3.4 x 10-4) x Dur3 + (-8 x 10-5) x Dur3 x log(Dur) - AIC = 773
- for Model 2 among women: -2.09 x Int-0.5 - AIC = 785
- for Model 5 among women: (6.6 x 10-2) x Dur and -1.79 x Int-0.5 - AIC = 740
- for Model 6 among women: (4.1 x 10-2) x Dur, -1.9 x Int-0.5 and 0.89 x TSC-2 - AIC = 731
- for Model 7 among women: 0.41 x PY0.5 and 1.03 x TSC-2 - AIC = 737
aComputed after a discount up to 2 years when relevant
bOdds ratio [OR] estimated with logistic regression, adjusted for age, respondent type, education, ethnic group, annual income and exposure to lung carcinogens
[each exposure being considered separately – cf. the method section]
cDifference in AIC criterion with linear model

Remen et al. BMC Cancer         (2018) 18:1275 Page 8 of 12



Ta
b
le

5
O
R
es
tim

at
es

be
tw

ee
n
va
rio

us
sm

ok
in
g-
re
la
te
d
va
ria
bl
es

(c
at
eg

or
ic
al
)
an
d
lu
ng

ca
nc
er

ris
k
by

hi
st
ol
og

y,
m
al
es

an
d
fe
m
al
es

co
m
bi
ne

d

A
ll
hi
st
ol
og

ie
s
co
m
bi
ne

d
Sq
ua
m
ou

s
ce
ll
ca
rc
in
om

a
Sm

al
lc
el
lc
ar
ci
no

m
a

A
de

no
ca
rc
in
om

a
La
rg
e
ce
ll
ca
rc
in
om

a

M
od

el
C
ig
ar
et
te

sm
ok
in
g

va
ria
bl
es

a

C
at
eg

or
y

N
(c
on

tr
ol
s)

N
(c
as
es
)

O
Rb

[9
5%

C
I]

N
(c
as
es
)

O
Rb

[9
5%

C
I]

N
(c
as
es
)

O
Rb

[9
5%

C
I]

N
(c
as
es
)

O
Rb

[9
5%

C
I]

N
(c
as
es
)

O
Rb

[9
5%

C
I]

A
m
on

g
al
ls
ub

je
ct
s
(n
on

-s
m
ok
er
s
be

in
g
th
e
re
fe
re
nc
e
gr
ou

p)

a
Ev
er

sm
ok
in
g

N
o

46
7

50
1

-
12

1
-

0
1

-
26

1
-

4
1

-

Ye
s

10
38

11
50

9.
56

[6
.8
8
-
13
.3
0]

34
0

9.
44

[5
.1
4
-
17
.3
5]

20
5

U
nd

ef
in
ed

43
1

8.
48

[5
.4
6
-
13
.1
7]

11
0

11
.2
7

[3
.9
4
-
32
.1
8]

b
Sm

ok
in
g

st
at
us

N
on

-s
m
ok
er

46
7

50
1

-
12

1
-

0
1

-
26

1
-

4
1

-

Ex
-s
m
ok
er

64
8

31
8

4.
47

[3
.1
5
-
6.
34
]

11
5

4.
99

[2
.6
5
-
9.
40
]

39
U
nd

ef
in
ed

12
2

4.
02

[2
.5
1
-
6.
44
]

22
3.
86

[1
.2
5
-
11
.8
8]

C
ur
re
nt

sm
ok
er

39
0

83
2

17
.5
9

[1
2.
47

-
24
.7
9]

22
5

17
.3
8

[9
.3
1
-
32
.4
4]

16
6

30
9

15
.1
6

[9
.6
2
-
23
.8
9]

88
24
.1
0

[8
.2
5
-
70
.3
7]

c
D
ur
at
io
n

of
sm

ok
in
g

0
46
7

50
1

-
12

1
-

0
1

-
26

1
-

4
1

-

]0
-3
0]

45
2

16
7

3.
07

[2
.1
1
-
4.
47
]

32
2.
20

[1
.0
9
-
4.
44
]

28
U
nd

ef
in
ed

76
3.
00

[1
.8
2
-
4.
94
]

19
3.
81

[1
.2
1
-
12
.0
1]

]3
0-
40
]

25
5

32
1

10
.9
1

[7
.5
7
-
15
.7
4]

93
10
.6
7

[5
.5
8
-
20
.3
9]

57
12
1

9.
97

[6
.1
0
-
16
.2
7]

32
15
.1
4

[4
.9
2
-
46
.5
8]

>
40

33
1

66
2

22
.2
0

[1
5.
42

-
31
.9
6]

21
5

21
.2
3

[1
1.
21

-
40
.2
0]

12
0

23
4

21
.2
5

[1
2.
99

-
34
.7
5]

59
33
.2
4

[1
0.
52

-
10
5.
05
]

d
In
te
ns
ity

of
sm

ok
in
g

0
46
7

50
1

-
12

1
-

0
1

-
26

1
-

4
1

-

]0
-2
0]

42
0

20
1

4.
79

[3
.3
4
-
6.
87
]

43
3.
59

[1
.8
3
-
7.
05
]

39
U
nd

ef
in
ed

87
4.
46

[2
.7
5
-
7.
22
]

20
5.
87

[1
.9
0
-
18
.1
0]

]2
0-
30
]

37
4

55
0

14
.1
2

[9
.9
3
-
20
.0
8]

14
8

13
.8
0

[7
.3
2
-
26
.0
0]

90
23
1

14
.2
6

[8
.9
2
-
22
.7
9]

54
18
.0
3

[6
.0
4
-
53
.7
5]

>
30

24
4

39
9

15
.3
1

[1
0.
53

-
22
.2
6]

14
9

17
.5
9

[9
.1
9
-
33
.6
5]

76
11
3

11
.2
2

[6
.7
5
-
18
.6
5]

36
17
.2
0

[5
.4
6
-
54
.1
0]

e
Pa
ck
-y
ea
rs

0
46
7

50
1

-
12

1
-

0
1

-
26

1
-

4
1

-

]0
-3
0]

42
3

11
9

2.
94

[2
.0
1
-
4.
31
]

28
2.
52

[1
.2
4
-
5.
11
]

19
U
nd

ef
in
ed

55
2.
85

[1
.7
1
-
4.
76
]

9
2.
56

[0
.7
4
-
8.
84
]

]3
0-
60
]

37
0

50
5

13
.6
0

[9
.5
5
-
19
.3
5]

11
8

11
.0
8

[5
.8
5
-
20
.9
3]

82
22
9

14
.5
0

[9
.0
6
-
23
.1
9]

50
19
.2
8

[6
.3
6
-
58
.3
7]

>
60

24
5

52
6

24
.1
6

[1
6.
57

-
35
.4
1]

19
4

26
.4
0

[1
3.
76

-
50
.6
3]

10
4

14
7

17
.9
6

[1
0.
75

-
30
.0
1]

51
40
.6
1

[1
2.
58

-
13
1.
09
]

f
C
SI
in
de

x
0

46
7

50
1

-
12

1
-

0
1

-
26

1
-

4
1

-

]0
-1
]

31
6

49
1.
64

[1
.0
5
-
2.
56
]

11
1.
20

[0
.5
1
-
2.
82
]

5
U
nd

ef
in
ed

22
1.
61

[0
.8
7
-
2.
96
]

4
1.
54

[0
.3
6
-
6.
51
]

]1
-2
]

43
8

36
9

8.
19

[5
.7
6
-
11
.6
4]

10
1

7.
96

[4
.2
0
-
15
.0
7]

59
15
5

7.
79

[4
.8
6
-
12
.4
7]

36
10
.8
7

[3
.5
8
-
33
.0
1]

>
2

28
4

73
2

24
.6
8

[1
7.
22

-
35
.3
7]

22
8

23
.9
0

[1
2.
68

-
45
.0
4]

14
1

25
4

22
.5
0

[1
3.
91

-
36
.3
9]

70
37
.0
4

[1
2.
03

-
11
4.
04
]

Th
is
ta
bl
e
pr
es
en

ts
th
e
as
so
ci
at
io
n
be

tw
ee
n
ea
ch

sm
ok

in
g-
re
la
te
d
(c
at
eg

or
ic
al
)
va
ria

bl
e
an

d
th
e
lo
gi
t
of

th
e
lu
ng

ca
nc
er

ris
k
by

hi
st
ol
og

y
a C
om

pu
te
d
af
te
r
a
di
sc
ou

nt
up

to
2
ye
ar
s
w
he

n
re
le
va
nt

b
O
dd

s
ra
tio

[O
R]

ad
ju
st
ed

fo
r
ag

e,
se
x,
re
sp
on

de
nt

ty
pe

,e
du

ca
tio

n,
et
hn

ic
gr
ou

p,
an

nu
al

in
co
m
e
an

d
ex
po

su
re

to
lu
ng

ca
rc
in
og

en
s
[e
ac
h
ex
po

su
re

be
in
g
co
ns
id
er
ed

se
pa

ra
te
ly

Remen et al. BMC Cancer         (2018) 18:1275 Page 9 of 12



There were significant changes in design of cigarettes
(filters, “light”, etc.) in the 1960s and 1970s, and in con-
trast with many previous studies that had been conducted
from the 1950s to the 1980s and that evaluated risks of
smoking the types of cigarettes marketed in the middle of
the twentieth century, our study covers a population that
was largely exposed to the types of cigarettes that came
into widespread usage in the last part of the twentieth
century. Cigarette smoking was a prevalent habit in this
population, certainly among men, but even among
women. Among men, 97.5% of cases and 82.3% of con-
trols had ever smoked regularly, while among women, it
was 93.1 and 49.4%. These numbers are in the same order
of magnitude as those observed in a previous case-control
study conducted in Montreal in the 1980’s [20] and in
others in the United States [21]. Further, there were very
few short duration or low daily intensity smokers.
To provide useful and relevant information for various

purposes, different parametrizations and different statistical
risk models were created. There are many more published
results with categorical parametrization of smoking variables,
namely duration, intensity and pack-years, than there are
with any particular continuous parametrizations of smoking
variables. There are more ways to model the shapes of con-
tinuous variables, while categorizations have more limited
options for summarization. While there are advantages to
the flexibility of continuous variable modelling in a given
study, when a meta-analysis of many studies is called for,
using the more common categorical variables is a useful
strategy. Models were also built either with each smoking
variable studied separately or combined with each other.
For the association between binary smoker/nonsmoker

variable and lung cancer, we observed an OR of 7.82 [4.59–
13.30] for men, a risk slightly lower than the one we derived
from a meta-analysis covering studies conducted in North
America and Europe [5]. Our estimate is slightly higher than
the one (OR = 6.18 95% CI [5.49–6.95]) observed in a recent
meta-analysis based on a larger number of studies [3], but
those included studies in other parts of the world which
were not comparable to ours in terms of history of smoking
and ethnic profile of the population. For women, the corre-
sponding OR is 11.76 [7.50–18.42], which is higher than the
one (OR = 4.43 95% CI [3.84–5.10]) computed in the
meta-analysis cited above [3]. Gender susceptibility to
cigarette smoking-attributable lung cancer, a topic under
debate in recent years [22–26], will be addressed in a
separate paper.
There is more published evidence concerning smoking

duration and intensity as distinct predictors of risk than
any other metrics. Of these, duration of regular smoking
seems to be the more important predictor of lung cancer
risk [4]. For both sexes, our results highlighted a positive
and quite linear association between smoking duration
and the logit of the lung cancer risk. In our analyses,

particular attention was paid to the reconstruction of
the smoking duration variable which excluded any
temporary or permanent periods of cessation. It is con-
ceivable that the lower predictive value of smoking in-
tensity is due to the fact that duration of smoking may
be recalled and reported with greater accuracy than
average daily intensity over the lifetime smoking history.
Obtaining a good estimate of smoking intensity is very
challenging due to the potential variability in the true
number of cigarettes smoked per day over different pe-
riods within a long smoking “career”, and the difficulty
of recalling such variability over a long time span. The
estimate used in our study was based on the reported
average number of cigarettes smoked per day through-
out the smoking history of the subject, an estimate often
used in epidemiological studies [27]. Log-transformation
for intensity of smoking yielded best fit of the data,
suggesting that the impact of increasing daily intensity
by a fixed number of cigarettes per day is more harmful
for light smokers than for heavy smokers, as suggested
elsewhere [10, 28].
“Pack-years” smoked, calculated as the average number

of packs of cigarettes smoked per day, multiplied by the
cumulative number of years during which a person
smoked, is the simplest and most commonly reported
cumulative smoking exposure metric. Use of the “pack--
year” index has been criticized [8, 29, 30] on the grounds
that it gives equivalent weight to intensity and duration
as contributors to the risk of lung cancer, and it does
not explicitly account for time since quitting. Neverthe-
less, the pack-years variable has the virtue of simplicity,
it partially accounts for time since quitting since length
of time since quitting implies shorter duration and is a
strong predictor of the risk of various smoking-related
diseases [31–33]. For some purposes, this simple but
powerful metric is perfectly adequate, while for other
purposes, more sophisticated treatment of the compo-
nents of a smoking history might be indicated. The CSI
[34] is one such possible metric and as shown by
Leffondre et al [14] and here, it is a very effective smok-
ing metric, and indeed it performed very well compared
with other models in predicting lung cancer risk.
In models using continuous smoking variables, all

metrics had strong effects on OR and mutual adjustment
among smoking metrics did not noticeably attenuate the
OR estimates, indicating that each metric carries some
independent risk-related information.
In any case, each of these metrics is an imperfect

measure of inhaled dose because of intra and
inter-individual variation in: (i) depth of inhalation, (ii)
number of puffs taken per cigarette and (iii) retention
time in the lung [4].
Finally, in our study population, we estimated that, ir-

respective of gender, about 86% (95% CI [81–89%]) of
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the lung cancer cases were attributable to cigarette
smoking. That proportion is consistent with previous
findings [35, 36].

Conclusion
Besides presenting a portrait of the smoking-lung cancer
association in North America at the end of the twentieth
century, this study provides a panorama of estimates of this
association derived from several modeling strategies and
several parameterizations of the smoking variables. This
provides new material for future meta-analyses using any of
the smoking metrics presented here. Among the notable
substantive findings are: the high risk estimates of all types
of lung cancer due to smoking despite the changes over
time in composition and tar output of cigarettes; the high
risk estimates among women, and consequent high attrib-
utable fractions; the clear message of increased risk with
even the simplest metrics of exposure; and the apparently
stronger influence of duration of smoking than daily
amount smoked on risk of lung cancer.

Additional file

Additional file 1: Table S1. Lifetime prevalence of occupational
exposure to IARC Group 1 lung carcinogens of the study subjects. This
table presents the lifetime prevalence of occupational exposure to IARC
Group 1 lung carcinogens (diesel engine emissions, crystalline silica,
benzo[a]pyrene, chrysotile asbestos, nickel and its compounds, chromium
(VI), cadmium and its compounds, arsenic and its compounds, beryllium
and its compounds) by category of exposure (non-exposed, not
substantial exposure or substantial exposure). (DOCX 18 kb)

Additional file 2: Table S2. OR estimates between smoking-related
variables and lung cancer risk by respondent type. This table presents the
association between ever smoking (or CSI) and the logit of the lung
cancer risk by respondent type. (DOCX 15 kb)
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