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PERSPECTIVES

Talc-containing rocks were first used in 
prehistoric times for utensils and orna-
ments.5 Talc has subsequently been 
mined for hundreds of years and sold in 
a multitude of grades for use in many 
products including: ceramics, paints, 
roofing, rubber, paper, insecticides and, 
of course, cosmetics and pharmaceuticals 
which require finely sized, chemically 
pure, and good dry-slip characteristics.6    
 
Contamination Of Natural Talc 
With Asbestos 
 

Natural talcs may contain one or 
more of the six regulated asbestos 
species. [ ] “Asbestos” is defined by 
IARC as a generic term applied to 
the (fibrous) asbestiform7 variety of 
serpentine (chrysotile) and the 
(fibrous) asbestiform variety of 
amphibole group minerals (antho-
phyllite, amosite (Cummington-
grunerite), tremolite, actinolite, and 

crocidolite (riebeckite)), which have 
been exploited, prospected, 
described in the literature, traded, 
and sold commercially for their 
unique physical properties that 
result from the fibril width of ≤ 
0.5µm. According to Wylie et al. 
(1997),8 fibrous talc has been used 
in the past as a general term that 
includes fibres composed entirely of 
the mineral talc as well as fibres that 
are composed of talc contaminated 
with amphiboles (Stemple and 
Bridley,9 1960; Virta, 1985).10  [The 
Working Group noted that termi-
nology has been inconsistent in the 
past, making it difficult to examine 
historical reports.  The term 
“fibrous talc” has had four different 
interpretations in the past: (i) 
fibrous (asbestiform) talc that does 
not include asbestos; (ii) talc con-
taining asbestos fibres; (iii) talc that 
contains asbestiform fibres other 
than asbestos; and (iv) talc contain-

alc is a mineral with the molecu-
lar formula Mg3Si4O10(OH)2. 
The basis of the talc structure is 

characterized by a hexagonal sheet 
arrangement of SiO4 tetrahedral groups 
linked in a common plane. Crystals of 
talc are made up of stacks of double-sheet 
units held together by the weakest of 
chemical bonds – the Van der Waal’s 
forces. As the individual sheets cannot be 
bonded together, they can be separated 
by slight forces, causing slippage of the 
individual sheets along a perfect cleavage 
direction in the basal plane.1 

 
“Microscopic particles composed of talc 
and associated minerals may have a gran-
ular, platy, acicular or fibrous form.” 
IARC MONOGRAPH 42, Page 249 
(1987). 
 

Cosmetic Talc Does Not Cause 
Mesothelioma or Lung Cancer in Humans 
A Commentary by Edward R. Hugo of Hugo Parker LLP 
Author bio on page 5

T

4
www.harrismartin.com

The magnesium-centred octahedral (O) sheet (grey) is sandwiched between 
two silicon-centred tetrahedral (T) sheets (white).  The periodicity of this layer 
silicate along the c axis is 10 A. Created by the Working Group2   

3
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PERSPECTIVES

ing non-specified fibres that could 
be any of the above. 
The Working Group used the term 
“fibrous talc” to refer to (i), fibrous 
(asbestiform) talc that does not 
include asbestos; however, in many 
epidemiological studies, “fibrous 
talc” has been used for any of the 
above, and the original term used 
by the study authors may be cited 
in the study descriptions below.] 
2025 - IARC MONOGRAPH 136 
at Page 52. 

 
Asbestos Plaintiff Attorneys now 
claim that “fibrous talc” that does 
not contain asbestos causes 
mesothelioma and lung cancer 
 
Relying primarily on IARC, Plaintiffs’ 
expert witnesses such as Jerold Abraham, 
M.D. and Ronald Dodson, Ph.D have 
submitted declarations in opposition to 
Motions for Summary Judgment in Talc 
cases contending that “fibrous talc,” 
alone, causes cancer. 
 

The World Health Organization’s 
International Agency for Research 
on Cancer (“IARC”) supports my 
causation opinion in this case.  
IARC treats asbestiform (fibrous) 
talc as carcinogenic due to its simi-
larity to asbestos.  The 1987 IARC 
Monographs reported an associa-
tion between exposure to talc con-
taining asbestiform fibres and 
mesothelioma and concluded that 
there is sufficient evidence for the 
carcinogenicity to humans of talc 
containing asbestiform fibres.11 In 
2010, IARC published the follow-
ing clarification for their evaluation 
of talc carcinogenicity: 
 
The review of talc in Supplement 7 
led to evaluations for two agents: 
talc containing asbestiform fibres 
and talc not containing asbestiform 
fibres. The term 'asbestiform fibre' 
has been mistaken as a synonym 

for 'asbestos fibre' when it should 
be understood to mean any min-
eral, including talc, when it grows 
in an asbestiform habit. To avoid 
confusion over the term 'asbesti-
form fibre', the present Working 
Group decided that it is scientifi-
cally more precise to call the 
agent 'talc not containing 
asbestos or asbestiform fibres', 
and this evaluation supersedes the 
earlier review of talc not contain-

ing asbestiform fibres. The present 
Working Group also decided to 
expand the name of the Group-I 
agent from 'talc containing asbesti-
form fibres' to 'talc containing 
asbestos or other asbestiform fibres'. 
The present Working Group 
reviewed the earlier Monograph on 
talc containing asbestiform fibres 
and determined that the expanded 
name is consistent with what had 
been evaluated in Supplement 7. 

5
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“...IARC’s clear position that there is 
inadequate evidence in humans for the 

carcinogenicity of inhaled talc not  
containing asbestos with regard to 

mesothelioma and lung cancer does not 
support Plaintiff’s experts’ opinions.” 

EDWARD R. HUGO is a trial attorney, appel-

late lawyer, litigator and litigation manager for 
cases involving products and premises liability, 
toxic torts, environmental claims, construction 
defect, personal injury, wrongful death, insur-
ance, professional negligence, sexual molesta-
tion and criminal law. He has also been 

retained as an expert witness and testified in trial, arbitration and 
deposition regarding: the duties of defense counsel, the effective-
ness of defense strategies, the reasonableness of settlement val-
ues and defense costs, and insurance coverage issues. 
See https://hugoparker.com/edward-hugo/

ASB2511Issue.qxp_ASB07xxIssue  11/24/25  11:51 AM  Page 5



PERSPECTIVES

There is inadequate evidence for 
the carcinogenicity to humans of 
talc not containing asbestiform 
fibres, while there is sufficient evi-
dence for the carcinogenicity to 
humans of talc containing asbesti-
form fibres.” 
 
1987 - IARC SUPPLEMENT 7, 
Page 17 
 
Overall Evaluation 
 
Talc not containing asbestiform 
fibres is not classifiable as to its 
carcinogenicity to humans 
(Group 3). 
 
Talc containing asbestiform fibres is 
carcinogenic to humans (Group 1). 
 
2010 - IARC MONOGRAPH 93, 
Page 412 
 
6.  Evaluation and Rationale 
 
6.1 Cancer in humans 
 
There is inadequate evidence in 
humans for the carcinogenicity of 
inhaled talc not containing 
asbestos or asbestiform fibres. 
 
There is limited evidence in humans 
for the carcinogenicity of perineal 
use of talc-based body powder. 
 
6.2 Cancer in experimental animals 
 
There is limited evidence in experi-
mental animals for the carcino-
genicity of talc not containing 
asbestos or asbestiform fibres. 
 
6.3 Overall evaluation 
 
Perineal use of talc-based body 
powder is possibly carcinogenic to 
humans (Group 2B). 
 

humans (Group 1)." [Id. at 294 
(original emphasis).] 
 

Maricich vs. Chattem, Inc., Alameda 
County Superior Court, Case No. 
25CV116787; Declaration of Ronald F. 
Dodson, Ph.D., F.C.C.P., F.A.H.A.; 
[November 10, 2025; 3:9-4:19] 
 
IARC’s Actual Position On The 
Carcinogenicity Of “Fibrous Talc”  
That Does Not Contain Asbestos 
 

Through its Monographs, the IARC 
seeks to prepare and publish, with 
the help of international working 
groups of experts, critical reviews 
and evaluations of evidence on the 
carcinogenicity of a wide range of 
human exposures. Separate “work-
ing groups” develop each IARC 
Monograph after reviewing “all per-
tinent epidemiological studies and 
cancer bioassays in experimental 
animals, as well as mechanistic and 
other relevant data.  The “agents,” 
or substances, reviewed in the 
IARC Monographs are character-
ized based on level of carcinogenici-
ty, and “Group 1” agents are those 
known to cause cancer in humans.16  

 
Susan Jean Bader, et al. vs. Johnson & 
Johnson, et al., Court of Appeal, State of 
California, First Appellate District, 
Division Four, Case No. A158868 
 
Chronologically, IARC has evaluated the 
carcinogenicity of talc that does not con-
tain asbestos as follows: 
 

1987 - IARC MONOGRAPH 42, 
Page 214 
 
“4.4 Evaluation 
 
There is inadequate evidence for the 
carcinogenicity of talc to experi-
mental animals. 
 

No update was undertaken for this 
Group-I agent.12  [Emphasis 
added.] 

 
In 2012, IARC again classified talc 
containing asbestiform fibers as a 
Group-1 human carcinogen13 and 
reiterated their position, clarifying 
again that "talc containing asbesti-
form fibres" includes asbestiform 
(fibrous) talc: 
 
Talc may also form true mineral 
fibres that are asbestiform in 
habit. In some talc deposits, tremo-
lite, anthophyllite, and actinolite 
may occur. Talc containing asbesti-
form fibres is a term that has been 
used inconsistently in the literature. 
In some contexts, it applies to talc 
containing asbestiform fibres of talc 
or talc intergrown on a nanoscale 
with other minerals, usually antho-
phyllite. In other contexts, the term 
asbestiform talc has erroneously 
been used for talc products that 
contain asbestos. Similarly, the 
term asbestiform talc has erroneous-
ly been used for talc products that 
contain elongated mineral frag-
ments that are not asbestiform.14  
 
Another version of the IARC 
Monograph issued in 201215 pro-
vides that the "conclusions reached 
in this Monograph about asbestos 
and its carcinogenic risks apply to 
these six types of fibres [chrysotile, 
actinolite, amosite, anthophyllite, 
crocidolite, tremolite] wherever 
they are found, and that includes 
talc containing asbestiform 
fibres." [p. 219 (emphasis added).] 
Further, IARC concluded that 
"[t]here is sufficient evidence in 
humans for the carcinogenicity of 
talc containing asbestiform fibers. 
Talc containing asbestiform fibres 
causes cancer of the lung and 
mesothelioma ... Talc containing 
asbestiform fibers is carcinogenic to 

6
www.harrismartin.com
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Inhaled talc not containing 
asbestos or asbestiform fibres is 
not classifiable as to its carcino-
genicity (Group 3). 

 
2025 - IARC MONOGRAPH 
136, Page 261 
2.3 Cancers of the respiratory sys-
tem and mesothelium 
 
2.3.1 Cohort studies 
 
The association between talc expo-
sure and lung cancer has been 
examined in numerous cohort stud-
ies. The most common industrial 
occupations that have been studied 
are talc miners and millers, and 
rubber workers. Cases of mesothe-
lioma have been reported in only 
a few studies and mostly without 
expected numbers of cases. 

 
2025 - IARC MONOGRAPH 
136, Pages 431-432 
 
The Working Group considered the 
evidence from studies in the talc 
mining and milling industry and in 
particular the three cohorts in 
Austria, France, and Italy in which 
the ore used was documented to be 
asbestos-free. A meta-analysis for 
lung cancer conducted by the 
Working Group found no excess 
risk in these three cohorts. There 
was no evidence of an exposure-
response relation, limited adjust-
ment for smoking, and no account-
ing for co-exposure to silica, which 
is a potential confounding exposure 
in the industry. Therefore, the 
Working Group concluded that 
there was not convincing 
Evidence of a causal association 
between talc exposure and lung 
cancer. 

. . .  
The Working Group also consid-
ered the evidence for several other 
cancers, including urinary tract, 

other organs in the digestive tract, 
mesothelioma, brain, cervix uteri, 
prostate, breast, and haemopoietic 
cancers. There were usually too few 
studies, too few cases to perform 
a meta-analysis, poor exposure 
assessment, and/or other method-
ological limitations, and the 
Working Group concluded that 
there was no convincing evidence 
of an association between 
talc exposure and any of these 
cancer types. 
 
2025 - IARC MONOGRAPH 
136, Page 434 
 
6.4 Overall evaluation 
 
Talc is probably carcinogenic to 
humans 
 
(Group 2A). 
 
6.5 Rationale 

. . . 
(c) the combination of sufficient evi-
dence for cancer in experimental 
animals and strong mechanistic evi-
dence in human primary cells. 
There is limited evidence that expo-
sure to talc causes cancer of the 
ovary in humans. Among the avail-
able studies of cancer in humans, 
consistent findings of increased risk 
of ovarian cancer were observed in 
several cohort and many case-con-
trol studies that assessed ever per-
ineal use of talc-based body pow-
der, and evidence that risk 
increased with increasing exposure 
was seen in some studies. These 
studies were considered informative 
for the evaluation of talc. 

. . . 
 

For all cancers, including lung 
and stomach, the evidence was 
considered inadequate, because 
associations were not seen consis-
tently across the available studies 
or were imprecise, studies were 
few in number, or there was co-
exposure to other carcinogens. 

 
Conclusion 
 
The Monograph on talc within Volume 
136 was first released by IARC on June 
30, 2025 “in response to public health 
demand.” But, Plaintiff’s experts’ declara-
tions which purport to create a new theo-
ry of cancer causation from fibrous talc, 
alone, omit any reference to the latest sci-
ence on the issue from the very organiza-
tion that they claim supports their opin-
ions. The Trial Court has a “duty to act 
as a ‘gatekeeper’ to exclude speculative 
expert testimony.” Sargon Enterprises, Inc. 
v. University of Southern California 
(2012) 55 Cal.4th 747, 753.  Here, 
IARC’s clear position that there is inad-
equate evidence in humans for the car-
cinogenicity of inhaled talc not con-
taining asbestos with regard to 
mesothelioma and lung cancer does not 
support Plaintiff’s experts’ opinions.  
Opinions based on speculation, conjec-
ture or bias should be excluded. Id. at 
770. 
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