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Theseriesof articlesin thisnewdetter areintended to inform our stakeholdersabout theissuessurrounding
tobacco industry funding of research, to lay out many of the arguments made by the different sdesfor and
againgt accepting such funding, to stimulate debate, and to invite feedback from our readers.

Tobacco Industry Funding
Implications for the Scientific Community

Susanne Hildebrand-Zanki

The Philip Morris External

Resear ch Program
ereemergence of atobaccoindus-
I try-sponsored research program, the
Philip MorrisExterna Research Pro-
gram (PMERP), hasraised red flagsin the
tobacco control and tobacco research com-
munities because of the past use the in-
dustry hasmade of peer-reviewed and, es-
pecially, non-peer-reviewed research. As
outlined in the tobacco industry docu-
mentsnow available, theindustry hassys-
tematically engaged in activities designed
to throw doubts on research data that
showed a connection first between smok-
ing and health, and now between second
hand smoke exposure and adverse health
effects® Thestated missonof PMERPis
to “support the highest quality research
that contributes to our fundamental scien-
tificknowledge, help addressthe concerns
of the public health community regarding
cigarette smoking, and enablesPhilip Mor-
ris to continue its pursuit of product
modification(s) or new product design(s)
that might reduce the health risk of smok-
ing.”® PMERRP is the successor to the
Center for Indoor Air Research (CIAR),
which was supported by the tobacco in-
dustry to fund research related to indoor
air quality. The new programislocated at
.|
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the same address and hasthe samedirector
as the CIAR. The stated mission of the
CIARwasto“createafocal point organiza
tion of the highest scientific caliber to spon-
sor and foster quality, objectiveresearchin
indoor air issues and to effectively commu-
nicate research findingsto the broad scien-
tificcommunity”.® With the establishment
of theMaster Settlement Agreement (MSA),
the tobacco industry elected to cease the
operation of the CIAR only to restoreit as
PMERR al beit with abroader researchfocus.

Call to Action

TRDRPispart of theProposition 99-funded
tobacco control effort in Cdifornia along
with other programsfunded by the Depart-
ment of Health Services Tobacco Control
Section (TCS) andthe CdliforniaDepartment
of Education (CDE). The Tobacco Educa
tion and Research Oversight Committee
(TEROC), which hasoversight responsibil-
ity for these programs, hasurged UCto pro-
hibit UC investigatorsfrom accepting fund-
ing from PMERP. Separately, TEROC has
also requested that TRDRP adopt a policy
similar to that promulgated by TCSin 2000,
which stipulatesthat “any principa inves-
tigator who within the last five years from
the start date of the grant period, or during
theterm of thegrant, receivesfunding from,
or hasan &ffiliation or contractual relation-
ship with a tobacco company, any of its
subsidiaries or parent company, is not €li-
gible for funding...” TEROC specificdly
requested that TRDRP*“ should prohibit any
funds from being awarded to entities that
are currently receiving funding from the
PhilipMorris(External Research) Program.”
Thisnarrowing of thefocusontheresearch
program was intended to highlight the in-

herent conflict of interest connection be-
tween the funding provided by PMERP
and that provided by TRDRP, rather than
prohibiting any funding from any and all
tobacco industry associated businesses.
In hisanswer to TEROC, UC president
Richard Atkinson assured the committee
that “the comprehensive policies the Uni-
versity aready hasin place, which address
research funding from private entities, are
appropriateand adequate. TheUniversity's
policiesareintended to achievetwo broad
goals. They protect researchers’ academic
freedomtoinvestigateissuesthey believe
are important, independently of palitical,
cultural, commercial, or other sources of
influence. They also protect the Univer-
sity, the State, and the public by maintain-
ing the highest scholarly standards, ad-
ministering funds prudently, and control-
ling potential conflicts of interest. The
University’s policies ensure that funders
cannot censor or otherwise control the
nature or outcomes of the research.”
Todevelop aposition statement on this
issue, TRDRP sought input from the Gen-
eral Counsdl’s office, the Vice-Provost for
Research, and TRDRF's Scientific Advi-
sory Committee (SAC). Theintent of any
policy implemented by TRDRP would not
beto changeexisting UC policies, but rather
to create anindependent policy, whichre-
flectsafunder’ s perspective.

Why not tobacco-industry
sponsor ed research?
Industry-sponsored research has been a
topic of debate within the scientific com-
munity for decades. Several studiesin-
vestigating the impact of industry spon-
sorship on reported research outcomes

See “Funding” page 5



Policies and Positions of
Other Organizations on the
Funding Controversy

Margaret Shield

spart of an examination of theim-
Apact of tobaccoindustry funding

on scientific research, TRDRPre-
viewed how other entities in the research
community havedealt withtheissue. The
egregioushehaviorsof tobacco companies
indenying the addi ctive natureof nicotine
and denying the links between smoking
and disease createadilemmafor scientists
who also know the industry as a signifi-
cant sourceof privatefundingfor research.
The debate centers on the benefits of re-
futing tiesto such an industry versusthe
benefits of industry financing of valuable
research. Thediscussion quickly becomes
complicated with issues such as the pro-
tection of academic freedom, the free ex-
changeof scientificinformationregardiess
of itssource, theresearch community’ sob-
ligation to promote public health and
whether (or how) to enforce morality. Re-
search ingtitutions, professional scientific
societies, editorial boards of journals, and
research funding organizations have
struggled to develop appropriate policies
to addressthisissue.

Resear ch Institutions

Financia ties between tobacco manufac-
turers and American universities or medi-
cal schoolsinclude donations for specific
projectsor for general operating expenses,
endowments, scholarships, consulting
fees, aswell as specific research grants®
Inthemid 1990’ s, ahandful of U.S. research
centersadopted bans on acceptance of to-
bacco industry dollars for research.(?)
Theseinstitutionsinclude M assachusetts
General Hospital, Brigham and Women's
Hospital and the M.D. Anderson Cancer
Center. Other institutions, notably
Harvard's School of Public Health, have
debated theissue and decided that an out-
right ban on thisfunding sourcewould be
adetriment to academic freedom. ® Smi-
larly, the University of Californiadoes not
restrict itsresearchersfrom obtaining fund-
ing from tobacco sources. (seeboxpage4 ).

At most research institutions, the de-
cision of whether or not to apply for or
accept aresearch grant fromatobacco com-
pany or afoundation funded by tobacco
companiesisin thehandsof theindividual
researcher. To avoid conflicts of interest
and protect the rights of their scientists,
research institutions typically have poli-
ciesgoverning the conditionsunder which
their researchersmay accept externa fund-
ing. However, arecent study of 89 mgjor
U.S. research institutions found that the
content and enforcement mechanisms of
conflict of interest policiesvary widely from
institution to institution® The issue of
industry-academic relationships, which
haveincreased dramatically inthelast two
decades, extends beyond the bounds of
any single industry’ s financial support of
research and creates a challenge for re-
search institutions seeking to fund neces-
sary research and activitieswhilemaintain-
ing the public trust.®

Professional Scientific Societies
Professional societiesinthe scienceshave
also been debating the issue of tobacco
industry funding. Severa societies that
focus on health and medical research is-
sues have taken action. The American
Medical Association, AmericanLungAs-
sociation and American Thoracic Society
encourage their members to voluntarily
refusefunding from big tobaccoandto ac-
tively participate in tobacco control initia-
tives.5® The American PublicHedthAs-
sociation also enacted a policy in 1994 to
“urge organizations working on public
health issues to neither solicit nor accept
funds from alcohol or tobacco producers
or companies and corporations owned or
operated by tobacco or alcohol producers
for research or program purposes.” ®

Scientific Journals

Peer-reviewed scientific journalstypically
have policies requiring authors of scien-
tific manuscripts to disclose their affilia
tionsaswell as potential conflicts of inter-
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est. Such policies are determined and en-
forced by each journd’ seditorial board and
therefore differ from journal to journal.
Even journals with long established poli-
cies against publishing articles in which
theauthorshaveafinancial stakefindthe
ruleschallengingtoenforceinall instances
because relationships between research-
ers and companies can be complex. An
exampleof theproblemisfoundinthesitu-
ation faced by theNew England Journal of
Medicinein 1996 whenit discovered, post-
publication, that the authors of an editorial
on the safety of anti-obesity drugs previ-
ously served as paid consultants for a
prominent manufacturer of these drugs®

Severd scientificjournalshavedecided
in recent years to adopt policies banning
publication of any research study funded
by tobacco companies or their affiliates.
After heated debate on the topic during
themid-1990's, the American Thoracic So-
ciety (ATS) adopted a policy in 1995 of
refusing to publish research funded by to-
bacco moniesinthesociety’ stwojournals
—the American Journal of Respiratoryand
Critical Care Medicine and the American
Journal of Respiratory Cell and Mol ecu-
lar Biology.®" Proponents of thisaction
felt that separation from tobacco money
was critical to maintain the credibility of
the ATS's central mission to prevent and
treat lung disease. The Journal of Health
Psychology and the British Journal of Can-
cer have enacted similar bans. Nicotine
and Tobacco Research, published by the
Society for Research on Nicotine and To-
bacco, does not exclude studies funded
by tobacco-industry sources, but it does
single out those accepting tobacco indus-
try funding for additional scrutiny by re-
quiring that all authorsof manuscripts* de-
clare sources of funding, direct or indirect,
and any connection with the tobacco or
pharmaceutical industries”.

The actions of journals that have
banned tobacco industry funded studies
have come under substantial criticism by
theeditorsof other major journals, notably
the British Medical Journa®, who argue
that censorship is not the answer to this
problem. A ban on publications solely on
the basis of financial sponsorship of the
study, rather than on the merits of the sci-
entific hypothesisand theresearch results,
strikes some as athreat to free discussion
of ideas. These editorsproposethat care-

See “Policies” page 4
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The Tobacco Industry as a Funder of Scientific Research

|sn't that like leaving the fox in charge of the hen house?

-I-he useof scienceaspart of astrate-
gicpublicrelationscampaign by the
tobacco industry has entailed the
systematic manipulation, distortion, and
adulteration of the scientific process and
record as far back as the 1950's, if not
longer. Thisstatementisevident fromthe
chronicle of activities garnered from to-
bacco industry documents and published
scientificstudies. Suchtacticshaveproved
aworthwhile endeavor for theindustry by
providing it with the tools to prevail over
litigation challenges, impede or delay lo-
cal, stateand national policy changes, and
maintain influence over the scientific dis-
course on health effects associated with
tobacco use and environmental tobacco
smoke (ETS). The various research pro-
grams/centers/councilsthetobaccoindus-
try hasovertly, aswell ascovertly, created
and funded have been multiple fronts for
the industry to coordinate and implement
itspublic relationscampaign. Throughthe
guiseof funding“legitimate’ research, the
industry was able to conduct its covert
campaign while not drawing any signifi-
cant attention to itself.

Following isabrief account of theto-
bacco industry’s infiltration of the scien-
tific endeavor through its covert activities
by positioning itself asafunder of “legiti-
mate” tobacco related studies and steer-
ing the scientific discourse. Details of the
industry’s covert activities and response
totheissuesof ETSwill elucidate how the
establishment of the varies research pro-
grams/centers was part of the industry’s
strategic campaign to protect itself from
legal and legidative action.

The Beginning

By the early 1950's, the tobacco industry
was faced with an increase in published
independent research linking tobacco use
tolung cancer, aquestioning of consumer
confidence, andthreatsof litigation. These
challenges led to the tobacco companies
jointly adopting a strategic campaign put
forth by Hill and Knowlton, a public rela
tionsfirm, that called for the establishment
of the Tobacco Industry Research Com-
mittee (TIRC), later renamed the Council
for Tobacco Research-U.SA., Inc(CTR).®

According to the industry’ s public state-
ment, theintent of the council wasto fund
independent scientific research on the
health effects of smoking; objectivity was
to be assured through a peer review pro-
cess by an independent science advisory
committee.® The true intention of the
council wasto serveastheindustry’ sfront
tocarry outitscampaignto usesciencefor
its benefit.

“The most important type of story is
that which casts doubt in the cause and
effect theory of disease and smoking. Eye-
grabbing headlines were needed and
should strongly call out the point —

Controversy! Contradiction! Other
Factors! Unknowns!” (Hill and Knowlton,
1968) .®

The activities of the TIRC/CTR were
so insidious that its extinction was a cru-
cial part of the Master Settlement Agree-
ment (MSA). Why would the termination
of aprogram purported to fund legitimate
scientificresearchbeaconditioninasettle-
ment of alegal suit? Thereasonsfor such
action are obvious given the real purpose
of thecouncil. Beroet d., (1995) provided
acomprehensiveaccount of thecovert op-
erations of the TIRC/CTR as detailed in
industry documents® In brief, their find-

Francisco O. Buchting

ings revealed the existence of a “specia
projects’ division that funded non-peer
reviewed projects per therecommendation
of industry lawyers. The goalsof the spe-
cial projectswerefirst to devel op scientific
data to help defend the tobacco industry
inlitigation, and second to foster relation-
ships with scientists who could later tes-
tify on the behalf of theindustry. In addi-
tion, the special projects were often de-
signed or had their design altered to side-
track attention from the tobacco-disease
causal connection and/or produceresults
that favored theindustry position. These
covert activities contradict the public po-
sition the industry held for establishing
and funding the TIRC/CTR, i.e., to fund,
as advised by an independent scientific
committee, independent peer reviewed re-
search into the health effects associated
with smoking®

“Let’s face it. We are interested in
evidence which we believe denies the
alegationsthat cigarette smoking causes
disease” (Philip Morris, 1970). @

More Smoke and Mirrors -

the ETS Machination

Excerptsfrom areport by the Roper Orga
nizationfor theUSTobacco Ingtitutehigh-
lights the strategy the tobacco industry
adopted to addresstheissue of ETS:
“what the smoker doesto himself may be
his business, but what the smoker doesto
the non-smoker is quite a different matter
... This we see as the most dangerous
development yet to the viability of the
tobacco industry that hasyet occurred ...
The strategic and long run antidote to the
passive smoking issue is, as we see it,
developing and widely publicising clear-
cut, credible, medical evidencethat passive
smokingisnot harmful tothenon-smoker’'s
hedth.” (1978).®

The industry’ s assessment of the po-

tential harm the issue of ETS could bring
toitsbusinessled theindustry to aggres-
sively confront concerns over ETS from
different avenues. Onceagain, likein the
health effects area, apublic relations cam-
paignto systematically manipulateand dis-
tort the study of ETS became alead strat-
egy for the tobacco industry.

See “Fox” page 5




Policies

ful peer review should be utilized instead.

Resear ch Funding Or ganizations
Agencies of the U.S. federal government
that fund biomedical research, such asthe
National Institutes of Health and the Cen-
ters for Disease Control, do not restrict
funding on the basis of any sourcesof in-
dustry income that researchers concur-
rently accept. U.S. non-profit organizations
and foundations that fund medical re-
search, such asthe American Cancer Soci-
ety and the American Lung Association,
also do not currently deny funding to re-
searchers who concurrently accept to-
bacco-industry support. The only promi-
nent examples of fundersthat are attempt-
ing to divorce themselves from research-
ersaccepting tobacco fundscomefromthe
U.K. wherethecharitable Cancer Research
Campaign (CRC) and the Wellcome Trust
both have policies against funding re-
searchers who accept tobacco industry
funding.(1©

The CRC, which provides about one-
third of all fundsfor cancer researchinthe
U.K., enacted a policy in April 1999 that
deniesfunding to any researcher who ac-
ceptstobacco money directly, aswell asto
any researcher who works with or shares
resources with those who are funded by
thetobaccoindustry. Thispolicy resulted
from the CRC's concern over Cambridge
University' sdecisonin1997toaccept £1.5
million (which eventually went towards
funding a chair in international relations)
from British American Tobacco. Initialy
the CRC proposed cutting off an entirein-
stitution if any member accepted tobacco
industry fundsfor any purpose; however,
after astand-off with universitiesfollowed
by intensenegotiations, the CRC softened
its ban to cover only researchers within
the department accepting the tobacco dol -
lars. Because tracking tobacco industry
contributions to institutions is compli-
cated, the CRC admits that policing this
policy isdifficult and it may need to enlist
the assistance of tobacco control advo-
cates to enforce the ban.9

Thisquick review of policiesand posi-
tions shows that there will be differences
of opinion in the scientific community on
the best course of action. The landscape

of tobacco control has changed signifi- 4. Martin, JB. and Kasper, D.L. New
cantly with theeventssurrounding the 1998 F”?/:/i“d J'B"{e';di ztoogs'ti‘ls’ 16:]‘_6'1?:9-
n ose nter 7 breaching the
Master Settlement Agreement. However, Academic-Industrial Wall.
Philip Morris's decision to launch a new 5. American Medical Association Policy
External Research Prograﬂ showsmuchtill H-490.940. 1995. Support from the
remains the same on the topic of funding Tobacco Industry.
for research projects and research ingtitu- 6. American Public Health Association
tionsby tobacco manufacturers. Thusthe SP;'i'c?t’a?iiilénlgz'ceEt' asrclg::)igf' Sg(;:e
debateover_thesugntlflc communlty sre- from alcohol and tobacco producers.
sponsetothisfundingsourcewill not,and 7. Rutter T. 1996. Brit, Med. J. 312, 11.
should not, fade away. US journals veto tobacco funded
research.
References 8. Roberts, J. and Smith, R. 1996. Brit.
Med. J. 312, 133-134. Publishing
1. Cohen, JE., Ashley, M.J., Ferrence, R. '
and Brewster. J Me'y 1999, Tobacco research supported by the tobacco
P o industry.
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) ' Interest
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CRC forced to compromise over

Interest at US Universities. tobacco funding ban.

fUniversity of California Positions on Tobacco

kwww.ucop.edu/ottjpri ncipls.html)

Industry External Funding and Investments

TheUniversity of Californiaadministersthe Tobacco-Rel ated Disease Research Program,
part of thestateof California stobacco control efforts; however, at thesametime, it doesnot
prohibit UCfaculty from obtai ning research funding from tobacco companies. Inarecent
letter to Jennie Cook, chair of thestate’ ST obacco Education and Research Oversight Com-
mittee, UC President Atkinson recognized the committee’ sconcernsabout tobacco industry
support of university research, but restated the university’ s position that UC researchers
may obtainfundingfromany privatesourceaslongasuniversity policiesaremet. Inaddition
topoliciesrequiring“intellectual honesty andintegrity inresearch”, UC policy mandatesthat
researchersfunded by external sourcesretainthe” freedomtointerpret and publishor other-
wisedisseminateresearchresultsinorder to support thetransfer of knowledgetoothers’, as
well astheright to“ utilizetheresults of their research to perform futureresearch”.® The
intent of these policiesisto simultaneously protect theacademic freedom of UC researchers
and prevent external fundersfromcontrolling research outcomes.

However, inanother area, theuniversity hastaken asignificant stepin distancingitself from
thetobaccoindustry. TheUniversity of CaliforniaRegentsrecently reaffirmedtheexclusion
of tobacco stocksfromthe UCinvestment portfolio. Thisissue, whichhasbeendormant for
many yearsbecause UC'’ sportfolio did not contai n tobacco-rel ated holdings, received re-
newed scrutiny whenindex fundsthat includetobacco stockscameunder considerationas
investment possibilities. AtaJanuary 18" meeting, the UC Regentsapproved ameasureto
excludetobacco stocksfrom UC investments, currently a$52 billion portfolio. Thisdecision
washbased onconcernsabout thesocial responsibility of investmentintobacco companies, as
well asthedeterminationthat UCinvestment goal scould bewell-met by selection of alterna-
tiveindex fundsthat excludetobacco stocks.

Withthisaction, UCjoinsagrowinglist of universities- both public (Universitiesof Wash-
ington, Michiganand Wisconsin) and private (Stanford, Harvard, JohnsHopkinsand T ufts)
- that have permanently divested from tobacco stocks. Other Californiastatefundsthat have
recently banned tobaccoinvestmentsare California sPooled Money Investment A ccount

andthe CaliforniaState Teachers Retirement System.

1 PrinciplesRegarding Rightsto FutureResear ch ResultsIn University Agreementswith
External Parties, University of California, Officeof thePresident, 8/26/99 (http://
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Funding

provide evidence that these studies more
often report apositive outcomefor thein-
dustry than similar research funded by
other sources™® Thefearsof conflictsof
interest arising from research sponsorship
arereal. Research institutions have re-
sponded by implementing policies aimed
at minimizing conflicts of interest of their
investigators. Anditisthesepoaliciesthat
President Atkinson referred to in his re-
sponseto TEROC. However, the scope of
these policies and their enforcement vary
widely among institutions. As research
institutionsreceiveincreased funding from
private sources, the debate of how to prop-
erly safeguard research integrity continues.
Tobacco industry funding adds another
wrinkle to this debate since many don't
seeit asjust another industry sponsoring
researchforitsownuse. Research projects
are not aimed at improving existing prod-

ucts or devising improved and safer ciga-
rettes. Infact, thestrategy of theindustry
istoNOT fundresearchrelatedtoitsprod-
uct?, but to diseases, with the clear under-
standing that studying the causes of dis-
eases other than tobacco is a long term
proposition that will take the focus off the
immediate problem — legal and legidative
actions that will curb the availability of a
product that, when used as intended, will
ultimately kill the consumer. In addition,
the industry has skillfully mixed credible,
peer-reviewed research conducted by emi-
nent i ndependent scienti stswith non-peer
reviewed studies, whichit usesasevidence
in testimony before legislatorsand juries.

What next?

TRDRP is now faced with the decision of
what position to take on the issue of to-
bacco industry funding of investigators
applying to TRDRP. Options range from
remaining silent ontheissue, educating our

applicants and reviewers about the strate-
gies employed by the tobacco industry,
urging them to forego tobacco industry
funding, or notinviting reviewerswho have
industry ties. Wewould like to encourage
our readers to give us their opinions on
this issue. Our contact information is on
the back of this newsletter.

References

1. Panzer F. Memo to Horace Kornegay re:
The Roper Proposal. May 1, 1972.
Bates (No. 2024274199/4202).

2. Philip Morris External Research Program
2000 Research Focus: Request for
Applications, Linthicum, MD

3. CIAR 1992-93 Research Agenda: Request
for Applications. Linthicum, MD

4. Barnes and Bero. “Industry-Funded
Research and Conflict of Interest: An
Analysis of Research Sponsored by the
Tobacco Industry through the Center for
Indoor Air Research.” Journal of Health

Palitics, Policy and Law, 21(3):515-541,
1996.

Fox

By the mid to late 1980s, the tobacco
industry was faced with increasing scien-
tificevidenceof theharmful effectsof ETS.
A number of industry documents provide
detailsastotheextent of theindustry’s(in
particular, that of PhilipMortris') implemen-
tation of a public relations campaign. An
industry document from British American
Tobacco summarizes the details of a 1988
meeting in which Philip Morris's plans to
deal withthe ETSissueintheUnited King-
dom were laid out® The UK tobacco in-
dustry was informed of the Philip Morris
planto covertly recruit research scientists
who would disputetherisksof ETSonan
international level, thus keeping the con-
troversy alive. This endeavor was code-
named the “Whitecoat” project and re-
ferredtoassuchintheindustry documents.
(M The global coordination of the
“Whitecoat” project, aswell asthescreen-
ing of proposals for areas of sensitivity,
was to be done by the Convington and
Burling law firm hired by Philip Morris.
Subsequent industry documents clearly
outlinethe creation and funding of theIn-
ternational Center for Indoor Air Research
(ICIAR) as the agency under which this
global campaignwasmanaged and carried
out by lawyers® Inaddition, these docu-

ments detailed the progress and success
of the“Whitecoat” project and of the Wit-
ness Development Programme located
withinthe ICIAR in achieving its surrepti-
tiousaims.

About the sametime, the Center of In-
door Air Research (CIAR) was created in
theU.S.in1988. The CIAR, likethe TIRC/
CTR, aso emphasized that the funding of
research projects be done in a “scientifi-
cally rigorousand objectivemanner” based
on peer review by independent scientists
and thus this process “ensures that only
high quality research. . . isrecommended
for funding”.®® Similar to the TIRC/CTR
andthelCIAR, theCIAR alsofunded“ spe-
cial projects’. Thefocusof the CIARwas
morenarrowly definedthanthe TIRC/CTR,
i.e., focused onindoor-air-quality research.
Giventheindustry’s pattern to fund stud-
ies that did not question the casual rela-
tionships between mainstream smoking
and disease, or inthiscase ETS, itisof no
surprise that the CIAR focus was con-
stricted, thus diverting the argument from
ETS to other pollutants/carcinogens
present inindoor environments. Further-
more, CIAR projects were funded as con-
tracts rather than grants. The significant
difference between a contract vs. a grant
award isthat contractual agreements gen-
eraly provide less|atitude for theinvesti-
gator and allowsthefunder (CIAR) greater

control over the research conducted.

A comprehensive look into the CIAR
can be found in Barnes & Bero (1996).©)
Their findings demonstrate the existence
of what was known at the TIRC/CTR as
“special projects’. Besidesfunding inde-
pendent peer-reviewed studies, the CIAR
also funded special projectsit categorized
as"“applied” and “other”. Thesegoal ori-
ented “applied” and “other” studies were
directly funded by the board of directors
without undergoing peer review. The
CIAR board of director membership con-
sisted mainly of tobacco industry execu-
tives from the charter tobacco companies
who fundedthe CIAR (PhilipMorrisUSA,
R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Company, and
Lorillard Corporations, and Svenska
TobaksA.B. (aSwedishtobacco company
|ater addedin 1994). Moreover, inpublica-
tions referring to the studies that were
funded, the CIAR did not mentioned that
some of the projectswerefunded through
a process that was exempt from the peer-
review process. Ananalysisof theprojects
funded by the CIAR found that special
projectswere more likely to focuson ETS
than peer-reviewed studies, that the spe-
cial reviewed projects tend to support the
industry’s position, and that special re-
viewed projects tend to be used by the
industry to argue against ETSregulations.®

See “Fox” page 9
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Exclusionary Policies:

Jeffrey Cheek

Atfirst glance, it seemsprudent for TRDRP
toavoidall appearancesof any association
withindividual sand/or institutions receiv-
ing funding from the tobacco industry.
However, a fundamenta principle for any
research program isto ensure that the sci-
ence it supports is both rigorous and im-
partial. TRDRP should indeed seek to mini-
mizetherisk of conflictsof interest between
its researchers and the tobacco industry —
anddo soinafair, unbiased manner so that
the Program remainsbeyond reproach. Un-
fortunately, implementation of the policy
recommended to TRDRP by the California
Tobacco Education and Research Oversight
Committee (TEROC) would fall short of
these goals, as the recommended policy is
not comprehensiveand could promotedis-
trust between heslth effectsresearchersand
tobacco control professionals.

If TRDRP were to adopt a policy re-
strictingeligibility for funding, what arethe
consequencesfor the Programor itsstake-
holders? Thefollowing detailsseveral con-
cerns with the recommended policy and
seeks to redress those issues that are ex-
cessively punitive and/or discriminatory.

A roseby any other name—it’still
money from the tobacco industry

There are dways potential conflicts of in-
terest when any industry funnels money
towards research focused on its commer-
cid products. Theexampleof pharmaceuti-
cal industry funding that either discourages
or prevents publication of negativedatail-
lustratesjust one of many concernsregard-
ing commercial support of public heathre-
search @, also see Policies and Positions
of Other Organizationsonthe Controversy
in this newsletter). However, given the
broad implicationsof industry funding and
the influence it may buy the tobacco com-
panies, amgjor limitation of the policy rec-
ommended to TRDRP is the sole focus on
researchers who receive funding from the
Phillip Morris Externa Research Program
(PMERP). Essentialy, this policy would
target a select group of researchers with
expertisein either pulmonary health effects

Simplistic Approaches to Complex Issues?

of indoor air pollutants or environmental
engineering/indoor air quality specialists.
On the other hand, other individuals or
entities receiving other (and often more
controversial) support from the tobacco
industry would be exempt from this ban.
For example, there are TRDRP investiga-
torswho have served as expert witnesses
for thetobacco industry; certainly thiscon-
stitutes a direct (and potentially far more
insidious) conflict of interest.

The rationale behind the limits of the
recommended policy is that, by focusing
on researchers directly supported by
PhillipMorris(i.e. PMERP), TRDRPwould
not haveto addressthe more subtleissues
of secondary or privately arranged finan-
cial tiesbetween thetobacco industry and
TRDRPawardees. However, thisspotlight
on PMERP contrasts with the model for
the proposed ban (i.e. the policy imposed
by the CaliforniaTobacco Control Section
(TCS) onitsapplicants), which specifiesa
far broader set of guidelines that discour-
ages, for example, community-based orge-
nizations from accepting any form of sup-
port from the tobacco companies or their
subsidiaries. Conversely, if TRDRP
adopted the recommended policy, those
receiving tobacco industry money from
sources other than PMERP would be ex-
empt fromrestrictionson TRDRP funding.
At best, the proposed ban discriminates
against health effects researchers and in-
door air quality specialists; at worst, by
casting suspicion on the validity of
PM ERP-sponsored research without prov-
ingitinvalid, itisboth unscientific and anti-
democratic. It follows that an effective
strategy to counter “influence peddling”
by the tobacco industry must necessarily
becomprehensive, particularly inrecogni-
tion of past strategies employed by the
industry’s multiple fronts.

Get over it —public health hasben-
efited from some industry-sup-
ported research

Asnotedin previousarticlesin thisnews-
letter, research on the health effects of to-

bacco use (and particul arly on secondhand
smoke) havehad anauthoritativeinfluence
on public opinion and
legislative and judicial
action. What is easily
overlooked isthat such
research hasneither tra-
ditionally been, nor cur-
rently is, well funded by
federal agencies. Over
the last ten years, rela
tively few sources (in-
cluding TRDRP and,
yes, Phillip Morris via
the CIAR) have pro-
vided funding for inde-
pendent, peer-reviewed
research on the health
effects of exposure to
secondhand smoke. A
review of the studies
cited in the California
EPA report onthistopic
demonstratesthat some
of these projects re-
ceived funding from
CIAR.®@ Thepoint here
isnottojustify thecon-
tinued use of industry-
sponsored funding as provided through
PMERP. Indeed, the industry has shown
that nothing comesfree, viz., PhillipMorris
used CIAR asamechanismto collapsetheir
non-peer reviewed research projects—de-
signedto challengeand contradict studies
demonstrating any risksof exposureto sec-
ondhand smoke—with peer-reviewed stud-
ies conducted by reputable scientists fo-
cused on tobacco’ s health effects. Never-
theless, some of the health effects studies
providing evidence in support of regula-
tions that restrict public exposure to sec-
ondhand smoke did receive support from
theindustry.

Thereisdsoadiscrepancy inTEROC's
recommendation to TRDRP, as the com-
mittee has specified that TRDRP should
prospectively focus on future PMERP
grantees, but also should utilize the TCS
policy as a model. However, the policy

See “Exclusionary” page 8
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The Philip Morris External Research Program; Fig Leaf Optional

Phillip Gardiner

The newly created Philip Morris External
Research Program (PMERP) is nothing
more than anot too thinly veiled front for
promoting theinterests
of PhilipMorris(PM)in
particular and the to-
bacco industry gener-
dly. PMERP isthe lat-
est incarnation of the
Center for Indoor Air
Research  (CIAR),
whichwasexplicitly set-
up to cloud the issues
surrounding the harm-
ful nature of environ-
mental tobacco smoke
(ETS). @ The bottom
line is that PMERP
seekstosurround itself
with the best possible
scientists to give the
public appearance of
scientific and corporate
responsibility. Tostrip
Phillip Morris of itsfig
ledf, firgt | will examine
the actual goals of the
PMERP, next, examine
use of good scientists
for bad purposes,
thirdly, locate the creation of the PMERP
in the broader post-Master Settlement
Agreement (M SA) offensiveonthepart of
the tobacco industry and lastly suggest
how scientists and funders can get in-
volved in exposing and isolating Philip
Morris.

PMERP: For Health or for Death?
“ThePurpose of the Philip MorrisExternal
Research Program is to support the high-
est quality research that contributesto our
fundamental scientific knowledge, helps
address the concerns of the public health
community regarding cigarette smoking,
and enables Phillip Morristo continue its
pursuit of product modification(s) or new
product design(s) that might reduce the
health risk of smoking.” @

It is somewhat incredible to think that
PM isconcerned withthe* highest quality

that .. helpsaddressthe concerns of the
public healthcommunity.” PM and theto-
bacco industry generally have spent their
entire corporate lives denying, deflecting
and obfuscating the deadly truth about
their product. Philip Morrishasspent years
attacking the public health community, so
for them to turn around in 2000 and state
that they are concerned with helping to
addressthiscommunity’ sconcernsis not
entirely believable. It must beborneinmind
that, at the same time that the call for the
PMERP appeared, PM wasleading thefight
toblock any and all regulatory effortsthat
would force the tobacco industry to iden-
tify and disclose all constituents, chemi-
cals and ingredients that are contained in
the various brands of cigarettes. PM’s
successful blocking of the State of M assa-
chusettslaw that required disclosure of in-
gredients in cigarettes belies their
newfound interest in the nation’s health.
® The supposed public health concerns
that PMERPso boldly trumpetsinitsstated
goasare severely circumscribed when its
parent and the other tobacco companies
will not even providethebasicinformation
regarding the contents of its products for
scientific analysis.

Moreover, Philip Morris has gone out
of itsway to hinder research that seeksto
document the availability of tobacco to
minors. The tobacco industry has spon-
sored legidationin several statesmakingit
illegal to conduct test purchases for re-
search purposes (Mississippi House Bill
No. 1268, South Dakota Senate Bill 189 as
amended, and Official Code of Georgia,
Climesand Offenses, Article 7, 16-12-175).
® How isit possible that PMERP is con-
cerned with “the highest quality research
that contributesto our fundamental scien-
tific knowledge” when its parent (PM) is
pro-actively blockingtobaccouseresearch
among youth? ISPMERPreally fit to con-
duct aresearch program whenitsbenefac-
tor, Philip Morris, has been and remains
the main impediment to tobacco-related
disease and tobacco use research?

It is true that some peer-reviewed re-
search funded by the CIAR was helpful in

establishing the case that ETS is a seri-
ously harmful and deadly pollutant.® On
the other hand, much of theresearch spon-
sored by the CIAR came under the fund-
ing of “special projects.” It seems highly
likely, given the notorious history of to-
bacco industry funded research that
PMERPwill continuethe* specia projects’
mechanism (read non-peer-reviewed), like
its predecessor the CIAR. These “special
projects’ were the darlings of the tobacco
executives. Tobaccoindustry documents
clearly show that their role was to obfus-
cateissuessurroundingtheharmful effects
of ETS and ultimately be used as a blunt
instrument in Philip Morris' fight with the
tobacco control movement.©®

But probably the most disturbing as-
pect of PMERP s goalsis not so much of
what issaid, but of what isnot said. There
is not one word about tobacco use being
the number one preventable killer of hu-
man beingsaround theworld. No mention
that tobacco use is responsible for more
than 400,000 deaths per year donein the
United States.(? Researchersshould ques-
tionwhether thegod of the PMERPtoim-
prove the public’'s health, or whether the
goal of this program to advance the eco-
nomic, political and scientific interests of
Phillip Morris, the premier cigarette pro-
ducer on the planet.

Jack Henningfield, in a personal cor-
respondence, summed up the PMERPthis
way: “Canameaningful research program
to reduce the known health damage of to-
bacco be conceived without acknowledg-
ing that tobacco causes dependence, dis-
ease and death?” ®

Scientific Legitimacy and Cover,
PMERP’'s Real Goal

Theprincipal reason for the establishment
of the PMERP isfor Philip Morristo gain
scientific legitimacy that servesasacover
for their continued marketing and selling
of disease and death around the planet.
Asan appendix to PMERP scall for appli-
cations, there are of over 100 scientists
listed as potential peer-reviewers. Many

See “Fig Leaf” page 9
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invoked by TCSisretroactive, asit excludes
any applicant who hasreceived fundsfrom
thetobaccoindustry for the past five years.
With respect to research on the health ef-
fects of tobacco use, such discounting of
the contributions of past peer-reviewed
studies — and the condemnation of re-
searchers conducting said research based
on their association with CIAR —amounts
to throwing the baby out with the
bathwater. True, based on CIAR’ shistory,
itishighly unlikely that the PMERPwill be
an unbiased or problem-free source of sup-
port for future research on tobacco’ shealth
effects. Nevertheless, what advantage is
gained for tobacco control by taking apu-
nitive (and retroactive) approach against
CIAR researchers or peer reviewers who
may not have known the extent of manipu-
lative action on theindustry’ s part?

Unfortunately, with respect to the
PMERP, researchers who are otherwise
strapped for funding may legitimately ask:
if Phillip Morrisisgoing to provide money
for research (as opposed to advertising or
distribution of their products), why
shouldn’t scientists use it to conduct
worthwhile studies on tobacco health ef-
fects? Itisalso clear that there will always
be those who, regardiess of the source,
will accept any funds to maintain their re-
search endeavors. However, thereisadis-
tinction between aprospective position de-
signed to inform and encourage divesti-
turefromindustry funding and aretrospec-
tive, punitivepolicy that employscondem-
nation by association — how would you
prefer to be approached?

Wedge politics and unforeseen
consequences

Evenwhenapositionor policy may beclear,
the form in which it is communicated ulti-
mately shapesitseffectiveness. Recently,
atobacco control group undertook astrat-
egy that servesto illustrate how confron-
tational approachescan lead to unintended
results. Thisaction, initiated by Essential
Action’s Globa Partnership for Tobacco
Control (basedin Washington, D.C.), was
framed asan “educational” telephoneand
letter writing campaignthat targeted those
scientistswhose names had appeared ona
list of potential reviewersfor PMERP. Let-

ter writers were requested to be “courte-
ous and polite”; however, they were also
instructed to convey how such peer re-
view service was “naive” and “damaged
[thereviewer’ 5] reputation asaresearcher.”
Thetargeted individual swere also pejora-
tively referred to as “tobacco industry
hires.”® |n addition to the letter writing
campaign, Essential Action aso created a
massemail driveby incorporating theemail
addressesof PMERPreviewersand Scien-
tific Advisory Board members (without
their knowledgeor consent) into alistserve.

This campaign initiated a wide spec-
trum of responses from the targeted audi-
ence: asof thepublication deadlinefor this
article, most had ignored it altogether, but
some of those individuals contacted ex-
pressed appreciation on being informed
about the larger issues involved and
agreed to resign as PMERP peer review-
ers. However, some of those contacted
viewed the campaign as a hate mail drive
(or email “spam attack”).  (Correspon-
dence between Essential Action and tar-
geted scientists is archived at www.
essential action.org/tobacco/action/pmpr/
phone.html).

This potentially alienated some scien-
tists who might otherwise be aliesin the
cause. Subseguent to Essential Action’s
campaign, as TRDRP has inquired with
scientists about the possibility of review-
ing grants, at least one of the targeted re-
searchers expressed reluctance to work
with TRDRP, citing a concern about hav-
ing any involvement in tobacco health re-
search. WasEssential Action’ scampaign
effectiveat “raising the consciousness’ of
PMERP peer reviewers? Perhaps. Unfor-
tunately, it was also perceived by someto
be similar to the harassment tactics em-
ployed by groups (e.g., animal rights ac-
tivists) who are opposed to biomedical re-
search in generd. Ultimately, the polariz-
ing nature of such political actionscanre-
sultinan“usvs. them” mentality that nei-
ther enables an appreciation of the prob-
lem across the broad spectrum of public
healthresearchers, nor addressesthelong-
termissue of countering the dissemination
of “disinformation” by thetobacco indus-
try. Clearly, any policy that TRDRP might
impose would have to evaluate the pros
and cons of both the immediate outcome
and how our stakehol derswould perceive
suchapolicy.
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What makes for an effective
position or policy?

Funding agencies and political action
groups have different missions and stake-
holders, so strategies that work well for
political activism may be contrary for ad-
ministering public healthresearch. Itisthe
author’s opinion that public health pro-
grams should avoid the politicization of
their funding process; in other words, fund-
ing decisions should be based on priori-
tiesand scientific merit rather than political
considerations. Ultimately, the “double-
edged sword” of incorporating a political
processinto funding research on tobacco
control and tobacco-rel ated disease could
have repercussions beyond theimmediate
gainsof handicapping the PMERP. Alter-
natively, the following points should be
considered during the debate on whether
TRDRP should establish a position or
policy on applicantsreceiving tobaccoin-
dustry support:

(2) If TRDRP, or any funding agency, is
to take either a position that discourages
itsstakehol dersfrom pursuing tobaccoin-
dustry funding (or a policy preventing
such), it should envel op abroad approach
that covers all forms of industry support,
either direct or via satellite organizations
orsubsidiaries. Narrowly focused policies
that target one area both ignore the larger
problem and serveto further dividetheto-
bacco control movement.

(2) Attemptsto educateresearchersby
addressing the problem fromtheir perspec-
tive will be far more effective than cam-
paigns that can be perceived as harass-
ment or as being anti-science. Most re-
searchers who have either received funds
from or served asreviewersfor the CIAR
may be unaware that Phillip Morris used
such programs (and will use PMERP) to
camouflage non-peer-reviewed research
under a patina of legitimacy. An educa
tional campaign to broadcast the decep-
tive tactics employed by Phillip Morris
would be far more encouraging and defi-
nitely less polarizing, as opposed to one
designed to condemn researchers who,
fromtheir perspective, areperformingapro-
fessional courtesy (much like peer review-
ing for journals). Identifying the scientific
concernsbhehind PhillipMorris attemptto
support “legitimate” research (e.g., the si-
multaneous funding of “specia’’ projects

See “Exclusionary” page 10
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Too Bad It Is Not The End - A
L eopard Can Not ChangeltsSpots
For the year 2000, after almost 50 years of
tobacco industry’s fronts (TIRC/CTR,

ICIAR, and CIAR) crested to carry out a
very successful strategic public relations
campaignto helpfightitslegal andlegisa-
tive challenges, Philip Morris has estab-
lished and funded the PMERP. The simi-

larities between the PMERP and its prede-
cessor (CIAR) clearly point to the contin-
ued practice by the tobacco industry in

abducting the scientific process and dis-
course for its benefit. Given the changes
in the war on tobacco after the MSA, the
creation of the PMERP needsto belooked

at fromabroader perspectivethat includes,

but not limited to, a strategic public rela-
tionscampaignwith scienceasitstool (see
article on Philip Morris, page 7). Inthe
case of PMERRP, it is hard to believe that
Philip Morris has changed its spots.
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Fig Leaf

of theresearchersarewel | publishedintheir
respected fields. Additionally, most of
these scientists are from well-known
universities and research inditutions.
Harvard, University of Cdlifornia, Univer-
sity of Michigan, John Hopkins, the US
EPA, Brookhaven National L aboratory and
the NIH along with many others has em-
ployees participating in this endeavor.(?
Printing the scientists with the names of
their institutions is done to give the illu-
sion that thetobacco industry isinvolved
inmeaningful scientific collaboration.
While the before-mentioned institu-
tionsand many of theidentified scientists
don’t subscribe to the intentions and/or
views of the PMERP and the tobacco in-
dustry, still their association (however un-
intentional) lends credibility to these
industry’ sendeavors. Thetobaccoindus-
try says‘ see, wehave many of theleading
membersinthescientific communitieswork-
ing with us, we can not be &l that bad’.
The problem with this line of argumenta-
tion isthat while PMERP is portraying it-
self as an equal partner in the pursuit of
science, theredlity isthat the tobacco in-
dustry has historically used scientific re-
search to confuse and distract the public
from the underlying negative health con-
sequencesof their product. WhilePMERP
is providing a scientific “photo op” for
Philip Morris, the tobacco industry con-

tinues to sell products that are addictive,
lead to serious disease, and in most cases
cause premature death. Frankly, thefund-
ing of scientific endeavorstotease out the
deadly processesinvolvedin smoking and
second hand smoke appearsto bethelast
thing on Philip Morris’ mind.

There are other curious issues sur-
rounding the listing of scientists by
PMERP. Most funding agencies don’t
publishtheir list of reviewersbeforehand.
Unlike the National Institutes of Health
(NIH), where standing study section par-
ticipants are listed as definite reviewers,
PMERRP list represents only potential re-
viewers at best. Moreover, some the re-
searchers listed have publicly acknowl-
edged that they were never asked if they
would be peer reviewers® Additionally,
asdigtinct from the TRDRP, wherealist of
scientistswho have actually reviewed the
applicationsarepostedfor public scrutiny
following each grant cycle, PMERP makes
nomention of thispossibility. Theconclu-
sion is inescapable: PMERP is blatantly
projecting the good image of renowned
scientistsandinstitutionsasafrontforit’s
continued marketing and sales of disease
and death.

PMERP: Part of the Post-M SA

Offensive of the Tobacco | ndustry
In the hubbub that has surrounded the
emergence of the PMERP, a central tenet
has been lost. PMERP is but one tactic

within the general offensive of the Master
Settlement Agreement (MSA) erato repo-
sitionthetobaccoindustry asakinder and
gently, abeit profitable, conveyor of dis-
ease and death.

The MSA gave $206 hillion to the
Statesto end most lawsuitsagainst thein-
dustry. With one stroke, the tobacco in-
dustry begantoright itscorporate ship and
keep at bay even larger and more damag-
ing lawsuits looming on the horizon. Si-
multaneoudly, the industry wrapped itself
ina“new and softer” coat. Unfortunately,
wehaveall becomemuchtoo awareof and
perhaps nauseated with the* new” socially
responsibletobacco company: “ Working
tomakeadifference. Thepeopleat Philip
Morris.” Through an aggressive $150 mil-
liondollar year ad campaign®®, PM andits
subsidiaries now want us to believe that
they arethechampionsof battered women,
poor African Americans, the homeless,
flood victims and the shut-in. Italianlove
songs? Givemeabreak!

Additionally, the post-MSA Philip
Morriswantsto promoteitself asafighter
against youth smoking. CARD, theyouth
anti-smoking campaign launched by PM
and adopted by someretail ersto check the
identification of teens before selling them
tobacco products, mainly has served the
purposeto get Phillip Morrisback ontele-
vison. Moreover, industry marketersknow
that saying that your product is restricted
toadultsisasure-fireway to attract teens.

See “Fig Leaf’ page 10
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PM and other tobacco companies
have established web-sites to make them-
selves and their product more accessible
tothepublic. Infact, PM hasgone so far
as to admit that smoking is hazardous to
your health. But, clearly, the tobacco in-
dustry has drawn a new line in the sand.
Whilethey areready to admit (after 50years
of lying and denial) that smoking can be
harmful, the tobacco industry will not ad-
mit to the fact that second hand smokeis
also a serious health hazard. Rather, they
would like the world to believe that side
stream smoke from a cigarette is just an
irritant. Itiswithin thislatter context that
wemust locatetherole of the PMERP.

| suspect that PMERP will fund * spe-
cial projects’ in an attempt to keep aive
any and all controversiessurrounding the
health effects of second hand smoke. Re-
search into “other” air pollutants will be
investigated, thelack of causal modelswill
be trumpeted and additional anmunition
againstindoor smoking restrictionswill be
sought- thesamerole-played by itsprede-
cessor, theCIAR. Thisisjust speculation;
maybe PMERP will prove me wrong.

What isto be Done?
I would strongly encourage funding agen-
cies to adopt a broad-based educational
campaign to expose the treachery of the
tobaccoindustry. Through newsletter ar-
ticles, letters-to-editor, and joining with
other groups for common cause funding
agencies, including TRDRP, should take
thelead inwarning researchersand review-
ers about the pitfalls of involving them-
selveswithtobaccoindustry money. They
couldidentify tobacco-rel ated disease sci-
entistsand tobacco control advocateswho
are prepared to speak out against the
PMERP. Theseindividuals should be en-
couraged to write articles, editorials and
op-ed pieces. Potentially, TRDRP sBurn-
ing Issuescould sponsor aforum and host
a public speak-out on the subject. Mini-
mally, thosein the tobacco research arena
should discussthis matter with their peers
and encourage them to shun tobacco in-
dustry funding.

| am of the opinion that following an
aggressive educational campaign, likethe
one outlined above, funding agencies

should restrict support of scientists who
maintain funding from the tobacco indus-
try, prospectively asopposed to retrospec-
tively. Itismy sensethat most researchers
will choose the high road and renounce
any and all affiliation with the tobacco in-
dustry. | believe that most scientists will
seethrough the veneer; thepeopleat Philip
Morris are not part of the public health
solution, rather they arealarge part of the
public health problem. Themore scientists
whorefuseto collaboratewith PMERPthe
smaller and smaller their fig leaf becomes.

| recognize that securing funding is
always hard, still reliance on tobacco in-
dustry funding isnot necessary. Biomedi-
cal researchers, Epidemiologists, Behav-
ioral Scientists, Health Policy researchers
and Community smoking preventionevalu-
atorshave other sourcesto draw on: NIH,
NCI, TRDRP, Robert Wood Johnson Foun-
dation, National Science Foundation,
American Legacy Foundation, Colorado
Tobacco Research Program, Minnesota
(MPAAT), Nationa Cancer Society, Ameri-
can Lung Association, American Heart
Association, just to mention afew.

| am sure that some in the research
community will think that this suggestion
is a bit drastic. | would simply respond
that drastic circumstances require drastic
measures. The tobacco industry should
not be ableto buy itsway out of responsi-
bility for killing over 400,000 peopleper year,
andthat isjust inthe United States! Let's
removethefig leaf al together and expose
the tobacco industry for what they truly

are.thelargest dealers of deadly drugsin

the world. Industry sponsored research

has historical been at the service of the
industry, nothing more, nothingless. Apart
from afraction of the research funded by
the CIAR, the 50 year history of tobacco
sponsored research is dismal at best and
predatory at worst.

Ultimately, researchers (and all
people) haveto takeresponsibility for their
actions. Don’t give shelter to thetobacco
industry by letting them use your good
name. Scientists must be aware that ac-
cepting funding from the number onekiller
in the world, regardless of the potential
good, essentialy promotestheinterests of
thetobaccoindustry and hel psperpetuate
their god of selling diseaseand death, pure

andsimple.
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under the guise of peer-review; redirecting
the focus of indoor air quality away from
health concernsdirectly attributableto sec-
ondhand smoke) will befar more effective
in accomplishing the objective of minimiz-
ing the tobacco industry’s influence on
health-based research.

References
1. Moses H, IlI; Martin, JB. Academic relationships
with industry: a new modd for biomedica research.
JAMA 285: 933, 2001
“Hedth Effects of Exposure to Environmenta
Tobacco Smoke — Find Report, September 1997.”
Office of Environmentad Hedth Hazard Assessment,
Cdlifornia Environmental Protection Agency.
3. Essentid Action's campaign is summarized on their
website; the pecific addressis
<www.essentia action.org/tobacco/acti on/pmpr.html>

N



TRDRP Newsletter - March 2001

The TRDRPAIM 2000 PlenaryPanel |-r: Susanne Hildebrand-Zanki, Moderator;

Greg Connolly, Peggy Reynoldsand Theodore S otkin.

Environmental Tobacco Smoke:
Dying Without Trying? - AIM 2000

November 30—December 1,2000, TRDRP
‘conveneditsfifth Annual Investigator Meet-
ing (AIM 2000) with the theme,Environmental
Tobacco Smoke: Dying Without Trying?. Over
400 attended, arecord number. Buildingonthe
positiveexperience of AIM 99, the conference
started of f withworkshopsorgani zed thisyear by
theWestern StatesAffiliateof theAmerican Heart
Association, the American Cancer Society —Cadli-
forniaDivision, the Tobacco Control Section of
Cdifornia sDepartment of Hedlth Services anda
number of TRDRP-funded neuroscientists.
Theconferencecontinued onthesecond day
withtheplenary sessionaddressingthebiology,
epidemiology, and policy aspectsof ETS. Theodore
Sotkin, Ph.D.fromDukeUniversity reportedon
hisresearchfindingsinapresentationentitied“ To-
bacco, Nicating andFetd BrainDamage TheSmok-
ingguninADHD andSIDS’,wherehediscussed
someof theprobablemechanismsby whichexpo-
suretonicotinecausesfeta braindamageandthe
resulting adverseconsequences. PaggyReyndds
Ph.D.of theCdiforniaDepartment of Heal th Ser-
vicesgaveapresentationon“ ETSandLungCan-
cer: TheEpidemiologic Evidence” inwhichshe
highlighted sudiesshowingthelink betweenETS
and lung cancer innon-smokers. GregConnally,
DMD, MPH of Massachusetts Tobacco Control
Program presented information about effortsin
Massachusettstousethelink between ETSand
adversehedlth effectsfor decisivepublicpolicy
measures, indudingrequiringthelisting of ingredi-
entsoncigarettepackages. Audiotapesof these

plenary speskersareavailablefromTRDRP.

Inscientificposter sessionsthat followed
lunch, TRDRP-fundedinvestigatorspresented
their latest findingson many tobacco useissues,
including cancer, heart disease, prevention, lung
disease, nicotinedependence, policy research, epi-
demiologica studies, hedtheffectsonwomenand
infants, and secondhand smokeexposure.

For thoseof youwho attended theconfer-
enceandwerecuriousabout theartwork onthe
program cover —itwascreated throughacollabo-
ration of twofamousposter artists, WayneHealy
from the US and TomaszSarnecki from Poland
foranexhibitionat the Gene Autry Museumin
LosAngeles, CA.

The 2001 Review Cyde
TRDRPhasrece vedapplicationsforthe10"fund-
ingcycle. DuringMarch, April,andMay, wewill
conduct 10study sections. Fundingdecisonswill
bemedeinearly June. Approximately $21 million
isavailablefor new awards. Theprogram’ sre-
searchprioritiesandaward mechanismshavenot
changed significantly from2000.

Thenewly created Colorado Tobacco Re-
search Program (CTRP) hasasked TRDRPto
conduct the peer review of CTRP sgpplications.
CTRP sfirstyear budgetisapproximately $4.5
millionandtheprogrammust makeitsfirst round
of awardsby June 30, 2001. Since CTRPhas
adopted TRDRP sresearchprioritiesandisusing
someof TRDRP saward mechanisms, TRDRP
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isideally positionedto conduct thepeer review
for CTRP. WhileCTRPapplicationswill bere-
viewed by TRDRPstudy sections, they will not
bepart of the TRDRPfunding model andthey
will notinfluencefundingdecisionsfor California

applications.

TRDRP s Budget Declines
TheGovernor’ shudget released on January 10,
2001 againcontainsfundingfor theDHS Cancer
Registry of $3.2 million abovethe$1.7 million
appropriated for thisagency fromtheResearch
Accountinthepast. Thisredirectionof funds
effectively reducesthe TRDRP budget from
$23.221 millionto$20.021 million, a14%decresse.
Lagtyear, whichmarkedthefirg timetheResearch
Accountwasusedtosupplementfundingfor the
registry, theadditiona amount for theregistry came
t0$3.55 million, which equatedtoa16% cut for
TRDRP. TRDRPisextremdy concernedthet its
missionisheingcompromised by thesediversions
andthat aternativefundingsourcesfor theregistry
must beidentified.

New Memberson the
Scientific Advisory
Committee (SAC)

Three new members have joined
TRDRP sSAC. Thenew representative
from the University of California, San
Diego is Lewis Rubin, M.D., Director
of theDivision of Pulmonary and Critical
Care Medicine at the UCSD School of
Medicine. Janis Jackson, M.D. is an
Assistant Professor in the Department
of Immunology &t The Scripps Research
Institute, representing biomedical
scientists. Kathy Sanders-Phillips,
Ph.D., is a visiting faculty member at
the University of California, Berkeley,
representing behavioral scientists.

Annual Report 2000

TRDRP's annual report to the
legidaturefor thecaendar year 2000is
now available. Breaking our long-
standing tradition of mailing thereport
to the several thousand TRDRP
stakeholders, we will make the report
avail ableon our websiteand only send
hardcopies upon request.

Note: All TRDRP publications can
befound at our website:

www.ucop.edu/srphome/trdrp
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The Tobacco-Related Disease Research Program (TRDRP) supports
innovative and creative research that will reduce the human and
economic cost of tobacco-related diseases in Californiaand elsewhere.

MARK THE DATES

CONFERENCES FOR 2001

MARCH 24-28 MAY 18-23
92¢ Annual Meging of the American American Thoracic Society
Asodiation of Cancer Ressarch San Francisco, CA
New Orleans, LA
MAY 30-31

Smoke Free Air for Everyone Everywhere
Institute for Comprehensive Tobacco Control Program and
The Cdlifornia Department of Health Services
San Diego, CA




