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iaetrim" in 6thers as "amygdalin (l,a@tril@')" and at others
simply as “amygdalin®. You state further that “amygdalin
has an acéapt&& gcientific chemical formula for which
standards for mzpbaition and purity way be adopted under

provisions of the Illineis Food, Drug and Coametic det"
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(z1l, Rev., Stet, 1975, ch. 56 1/2, par. 501 et seqg.) and
that "lactrile has no such scicntific chemical definition
or formula for which standards of composition and puxity
.could be pdopted under the Act.” [Illinois Food, Drug and
Cospetic Act,] Your precize question is ®whether the
language of [Public Act 80-1096] may be interpreted to
exewpt only amygdalin from the provisions of section 17
of the Illinois Feod, Drug and Cosmetic Act (Ill. Rev.
stat., 1975, ¢h. 56 /2, par, 517) or whether both amygdalin
and lnctrile ave exempted when such are administered or used
in accordance with the provisions of that Act.”

In my opinion, amyodalin is exempted from the
provisions of section 17 of the lllinois Food, Drug and
Cosmetic Act when administered or used in sccordance with

public Act 80-1096, Since that Act consistently refers to
*amygdalin® or to “amygdalin (commonly known as laetxile)®
laetrile ia sinilarly oxempted when its active ingredient is
. amygdalin and no other ingredient impairs or blocks the action
- of amygdalin or constitutes a new dwug, or a drug ‘m‘h mﬂmrize&
to be adninistered or used under the Illinois Food, Drug and
cosmetic act and eny impurities are harmless.

It is a cardinal rule of statﬁwry construction
that the real intentioa of the General Assembly should be
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given effect and further that a statute should be construed,
if posaible, 20 that no word, clause or gentence is rﬁénﬂamd

superfluous or meaningless. In Patterson V. gg_t_:x_g_m (1944),
386 x:u, 460. the Supreme Court stated:

" LR B ]

* * ¢ ‘The good expogitor,’ says Loxd mke,
ag quﬁt@ﬂ in '& Ve 19, 6% 111. 230,
‘makes every seut:axwe have its operation; gives
effect to every word; will not construe it so that
anything shall be vain or superfluous, but so
espressed that one part of the act may agree with
the eother, and all may stand together,' In cone
- struing statutes, courts lock at the language of
the whole act, and if they £ind in any particular
clause an expression not so large and extenai.ve
in its import as those used in other parts of the
act, and, upen a review of the whole, they can
collect from the more large and extensive ex-
presaions used in other parts, the real intention
of the legislature, it is their duty to give aff@ct
e the largeyr expressions. (Barke V. ;
77 111, 610.) The rule of construction tha
enureration of certain things inplies the emluswn
of all others not mentioned is to be applied only
_ mn 4t appe éagw pothint §o inﬁlm Jiggi.slatéve intent
never to defeat the pla eated purpose
of the lawnaking body. (wmyv. cdleman, 218
Ill, 33,) where a statute contains an enumeration
of certain things to which the act applies and
also a general term or egx easion concerning the
‘application of the act, genexal term or ex-
pression may be given full effect if the context
shows the cnumeratien was mt: mtendeﬂ te be

exclusive, (m% povernment of Ph
L%mg, 277 V.8, » 43 S.Ct- ': ;'.“ /
* *

It is also a rule of construction as cited in Jllinois Bell
: ‘mes (1936), 364 Il)l. at 365 that:
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* ¢ ¢ [Dhe intention of m.&makars is
to be found and given effect, and where the language
of the act is obscure or its meaning doubtful,
resort may be had to the title thercof to enable
the court to discover the intent and make certain
what is otherwise whcertain or ambiguous, % v ¢ ¥
. mlying on these rules of condtruction, it is
manfatory to conclude that the General 'maembiy mmmw
the Act to include the use of laetrile and not just-. ai@).y
amygdalin, m title cf the Act :efars f.'e sghe amg
commonly known as laetrile®, It is not u,mzzea 7 mygaa‘xm.
™he terms lastrile and m@mxm ave commonly used inta:ehm@-
ably., The mmiasiomr of the United States ?coﬂ and Druvg
Administration, in his &m&sien concerning lastrile defined
lactrile (42 Fed, Reg. 39768, 39770) as:
“A term used int:emhmgaabl with 'Lestrile,’
amygdalin,* 'nitriloside,* and tvitanin B-17'
(R 302, Bx. As R 183, am:.me). The term is also
used to include a nunber of corpounds, in which
case it may sppear as 'laetrilea.'“
He uut-.ea also that the term is a broad or geneti¢ term for
a gxmxp of ommun&s uﬁ unkmn number., (40 Fed., Reg. 29772.)
Various court decisions have recognized that smygdalin and
lsetyile are used interchangeably. See Rutherford v. United
itg_____g 432 F. Supp. 1287,
Given the title of the Act, the use of the wm

“lactrile® in the body of the Act, and the kml@age that the
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terms anmygdalin and lastrile are commonly used interchange-
abkly, the clear intent of t:he General Aaseixﬂaly was to permit
the use of laetrile in this State. Public Act 80~1096
cannot be construed to apply only to amygdalin, but must be
construed in accordance with the intent of the Genetai
Assenbly, to apply to laetrile as well,
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