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Susanne Hildebrand-Zanki

Tobacco Industry Funding
Implications for the Scientific Community

The series of articles in this newsletter are intended to inform our stakeholders about the issues surrounding
tobacco industry funding of research, to lay out many of the arguments made by the different sides for and
against accepting such funding, to stimulate debate, and to invite feedback from our readers.

The Philip Morris External
Research Program

The reemergence of a tobacco indus-
try-sponsored research program, the
Philip Morris External Research Pro-

gram (PMERP), has raised red flags in the
tobacco control and tobacco research com-
munities because of the past use the in-
dustry has made of peer-reviewed and, es-
pecially, non-peer-reviewed research.  As
outlined in the tobacco industry docu-
ments now available, the industry has sys-
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.(1)   The stated mission of PMERP is
to “support the highest quality research
that contributes to our fundamental scien-
tific knowledge, help address the concerns
of the public health community regarding
cigarette smoking, and enables Philip Mor-
ris to continue its pursuit of product
modification(s) or new product design(s)
that might reduce the health risk of smok-
ing.”(2)   PMERP 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 program is located at

the same address and has the same director
as the CIAR. The stated mission of the
CIAR was to “create a focal point organiza-
tion of the highest scientific caliber to spon-
sor and foster quality, objective research in
indoor air issues and to effectively commu-
nicate research findings to the broad scien-
tific community”.(3)  With the establishment
of the Master Settlement Agreement (MSA),
the tobacco industry elected to cease the
operation of the CIAR only to restore it as
PMERP, albeit with a broader research focus.

Call to Action
TRDRP is part of the Proposition 99-funded
tobacco control effort in California along
with other programs funded by the Depart-
ment of Health Services Tobacco Control
Section (TCS) and the California Department
of Education (CDE).  The Tobacco Educa-
tion and Research Oversight Committee
(TEROC), which has oversight responsibil-
ity for these programs, has urged UC to pro-
hibit UC investigators from accepting fund-
ing from PMERP.   Separately, TEROC has
also requested that TRDRP adopt a policy
similar to that promulgated by TCS in 2000,
which stipulates that “any principal inves-
tigator who within the last five years from
the start date of the grant period, or during
the term of the grant, receives funding from,
or has an affiliation or contractual relation-
ship with a tobacco company, any of its
subsidiaries or parent company, is not eli-
gible for funding…”  TEROC specifically
requested that TRDRP “should prohibit any
funds from being awarded to entities that
are currently receiving funding from the
Philip Morris (External Research) Program.”
This narrowing of the focus on the research
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 his answer to TEROC, UC president
Richard Atkinson assured the committee
that “the comprehensive policies the Uni-
versity already has in place, which address
research funding from private entities, are
appropriate and adequate.  The University’s
policies are intended to achieve two broad
goals.  They protect researchers’ academic
freedom to investigate issues they believe
are important, independently of political,
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.”

To develop a position statement on this
issue, TRDRP sought input from the Gen-
eral Counsel’s office, the Vice-Provost for
Research, and TRDRP’s Scientific Advi-
sory Committee (SAC).  The intent of any
policy implemented by TRDRP would not
be to change existing UC policies, but rather
to create an independent policy, which re-
flects a funder’s perspective.

Why not tobacco-industry
sponsored research?
Industry-sponsored research has been a
topic of debate within the scientific com-
munity for decades.  Several studies in-
vestigating the impact of industry spon-
sorship on reported research outcomes
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Policies and Positions of
Other Organizations on the
Funding Controversy
Margaret Shield

See “Policies” page 4

As part of an examination of the im-
pact   of  tobacco industry funding
on scientific research, TRDRP re-

viewed how other entities in the research
community have dealt with the issue.  The
egregious behaviors of tobacco companies
in denying the addictive nature of nicotine
and denying the links between smoking
and disease create a dilemma for scientists
who also know the industry as a signifi-
cant source of private funding for research.
The debate centers on the benefits of re-
futing ties to such an industry versus the
benefits of industry financing of valuable
research.  The discussion quickly becomes
complicated with issues such as the pro-
tection of academic freedom, the free ex-
change of scientific information regardless
of its source, the research community’s ob-
ligation to promote public health and
whether (or how) to enforce morality.  Re-
search institutions, professional scientific
societies, editorial boards of journals, and
research funding organizations have
struggled to develop appropriate policies
to address this issue.

Research Institutions
Financial ties between tobacco manufac-
turers and American universities or medi-
cal schools include donations for specific
projects or for general operating expenses,
endowments, scholarships, consulting
fees, as well as specific research grants.(1)

In the mid 1990’s, a handful of U.S. research
centers adopted bans on acceptance of to-
bacco industry dollars for research.(2)

These institutions include Massachusetts
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 the issue and decided that an out-
right ban on this funding source would be
a detriment to academic freedom. (1)  Simi-
larly, the University of California does not
restrict its researchers from obtaining fund-
ing from tobacco sources. (see box page 4 ).

At most research institutions, the de-
cision of whether or not to apply for or
accept a research grant from a tobacco com-
pany or a foundation funded by tobacco
companies is in the hands of the individual
researcher.  To avoid conflicts of interest
and protect the rights of their scientists,
research institutions typically have poli-
cies governing the conditions under which
their researchers may accept external fund-
ing.  However, a recent study of 89 major
U.S. research institutions found that the
content and enforcement mechanisms of
conflict of interest policies vary widely from
institution to institution.(3)  The issue of
industry-academic relationships, which
have increased dramatically in the last 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 activities while maintain-
ing the public trust.(4)

Professional Scientific Societies
Professional societies in the sciences have
also been debating the issue of tobacco
industry funding.  Several societies that
focus on health and medical research is-
sues have taken action.  The American
Medical Association, American Lung As-
sociation and American Thoracic Society
encourage their members to voluntarily
refuse funding from big tobacco and to ac-
tively participate in tobacco control initia-
tives.(5, 8)  The American Public Health As-
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.”(6)

Scientific Journals
Peer-reviewed scientific journals typically
have policies requiring authors of scien-
tific manuscripts to disclose their affilia-
tions as well as potential conflicts of inter-

est.  Such policies are determined and en-
forced by each journal’s editorial board and
therefore differ from journal to journal.
Even journals with long established poli-
cies against publishing articles in which
the authors have a financial stake find the
rules challenging to enforce in all instances
because relationships between research-
ers and companies can be complex.  An
example of the problem is found in the situ-
ation faced by the New England Journal of
Medicine in 1996 when it 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.(9)

Several scientific journals have decided
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
the mid-1990’s, the American Thoracic So-
ciety (ATS) adopted a policy in 1995 of
refusing to publish research funded by to-
bacco monies in the society’s two journals
– the American Journal of Respiratory and
Critical Care Medicine and the American
Journal of Respiratory Cell and Molecu-
lar Biology. (2,7)  Proponents of this action
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 authors of 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
the editors of other major journals, notably
the British Medical Journal(8), 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 hypothesis and the research results,
strikes some as a threat to free discussion
of ideas.  These editors propose that care-
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See “Fox” page 5

The Tobacco Industry as a Funder of Scientific Research
Isn’t that like leaving the fox in charge of the hen house? Francisco O. Buchting

The use of science as part of a strate-
gic public relations campaign 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.  This statement is evident from the
chronicle of activities garnered from to-
bacco industry documents and published
scientific studies.  Such tactics have proved
a worthwhile endeavor for the industry by
providing it with the tools to prevail over
litigation challenges, impede or delay lo-
cal, state and 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/councils the tobacco indus-
try has overtly, as well as covertly, created
and funded have been multiple fronts for
the industry to coordinate and implement
its public relations campaign.  Through the
guise of funding “legitimate” research, the
industry was able to conduct its covert
campaign while not drawing any signifi-
cant attention to itself.

Following is a brief account of the to-
bacco industry’s infiltration of the scien-
tific endeavor through its covert activities
by positioning itself as a funder of “legiti-
mate” tobacco related studies and steer-
ing the scientific discourse.  Details of the
industry’s covert activities and response
to the issues of ETS will 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 legislative action.

The Beginning
By the early 1950’s, the tobacco industry
was faced with an increase in published
independent research linking tobacco use
to lung cancer, a questioning of consumer
confidence, and threats of litigation.  These
challenges led to the tobacco companies
jointly adopting a strategic campaign put
forth by Hill and Knowlton, a public rela-
tions firm, that called for the establishment
of the Tobacco Industry Research Com-
mittee (TIRC), later renamed the Council
for Tobacco Research-U.S.A., Inc (CTR). (1)

According to the industry’s public state-
ment, the intent of the council was to 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.(2)  The true intention of the
council was to serve as the industry’s front
to carry out its campaign to use science for
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) .(3)

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 a program purported to fund legitimate
scientific research be a condition in a settle-
ment of a legal suit?  The reasons for such
action are obvious given the real purpose
of the council.  Bero et al., (1995) provided
a comprehensive account of the covert op-
erations of the TIRC/CTR as detailed in
industry documents.(2)  In brief, their find-

ings revealed the existence of a “special
projects” division that funded non-peer
reviewed projects per the recommendation
of industry lawyers.  The goals of the spe-
cial projects were first to develop scientific
data to help defend the tobacco industry
in litigation, and second to foster relation-
ships with scientists who could later tes-
tify on the behalf of the industry.  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 produce results
that favored the industry 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.(2)

“Let’s face it. We are interested in
evidence which we believe denies the
allegations that cigarette smoking causes
disease.” (Philip Morris, 1970). (4)

More Smoke and Mirrors -
the ETS Machination
Excerpts from a report by the Roper Orga-
nization for the US Tobacco Institute high-
lights the strategy the tobacco industry
adopted to address the issue of ETS:
“what the smoker does to himself may be
his business, but what the smoker does to
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 has yet 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 evidence that passive
smoking is not harmful to the non-smoker’s
health.” (1978).(5)

The industry’s assessment of the po-
tential harm the issue of ETS could bring
to its business led the industry to aggres-
sively confront concerns over ETS from
different avenues.  Once again, like in the
health effects area, a public relations cam-
paign to systematically manipulate and dis-
tort the study of ETS became a lead strat-
egy for the tobacco industry.
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Policies
ful peer review should be utilized instead.

Research Funding Organizations
Agencies of the U.S. federal government
that fund biomedical research, such as the
National Institutes of Health and the Cen-
ters for Disease Control, do not restrict
funding on the basis of any sources of in-
dustry income that researchers concur-
rently accept.  U.S. non-profit organizations
and foundations that fund medical re-
search, such as the 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 funders that are attempt-
ing to divorce themselves from research-
ers accepting tobacco funds come from the
U.K. where the charitable Cancer Research
Campaign (CRC) and the Wellcome Trust
both have policies against funding re-
searchers who accept tobacco industry
funding.(10)

The CRC, which provides about one-
third of all funds for cancer research in the
U.K., enacted a policy in April 1999 that
denies funding to any researcher who ac-
cepts tobacco money directly, as well as to
any researcher who works with or shares
resources with those who are funded by
the tobacco industry.  This policy resulted
from the CRC’s concern over Cambridge
University’s decision in 1997 to accept £1.5
million (which eventually went towards
funding a chair in international relations)
from British American Tobacco.  Initially
the CRC proposed cutting off an entire in-
stitution if any member accepted tobacco
industry funds for any purpose; however,
after a stand-off with universities followed
by intense negotiations, 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 is difficult and it may need to enlist
the assistance of tobacco control advo-
cates to enforce the ban.(10)

This quick review of policies and 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-
cantly with the events surrounding the 1998
Master Settlement Agreement.  However,
Philip Morris’s decision to launch a new
External Research Program shows much still
remains the same on the topic of funding
for research projects and research institu-
tions by tobacco manufacturers.  Thus the
debate over the scientific community’s re-
sponse to this funding source will not, and
should not, fade away.
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University of California Positions on Tobacco
Industry External Funding and Investments

The University of California administers the Tobacco-Related Disease Research Program,
part of the state of California’s tobacco control efforts; however, at the same time, it does not
prohibit UC faculty from obtaining research funding from tobacco companies.  In a recent
letter to Jennie Cook, chair of the state’s Tobacco Education and Research Oversight Com-
mittee, UC President Atkinson recognized the committee’s concerns about tobacco industry
support of university research, but restated the university’s position that UC researchers
may obtain funding from any private source as long as university policies are met.  In addition
to policies requiring “intellectual honesty and integrity in research”, UC policy mandates that
researchers funded by external sources retain the “freedom to interpret and publish or other-
wise disseminate research results in order to support the transfer of knowledge to others”, as
well as the right to “utilize the results of their research to perform future research”.(1)  The
intent of these policies is to simultaneously protect the academic freedom of UC researchers
and prevent external funders from controlling research outcomes.

However, in another area, the university has taken a significant step in distancing itself from
the tobacco industry.  The University of California Regents recently reaffirmed the exclusion
of tobacco stocks from the UC investment portfolio.  This issue, which has been dormant for
many years because UC’s portfolio did not contain tobacco-related holdings, received re-
newed scrutiny when index funds that include tobacco stocks came under consideration as
investment possibilities.  At a January 18th meeting, the UC Regents approved a measure to
exclude tobacco stocks from UC investments, currently a $52 billion portfolio.  This decision
was based on concerns about the social responsibility of investment in tobacco companies, as
well as the determination that UC investment goals could be well-met by selection of alterna-
tive index funds that exclude tobacco stocks.

With this action, UC joins a growing list of universities - both public (Universities of Wash-
ington, Michigan and Wisconsin) and private (Stanford, Harvard, Johns Hopkins and Tufts)
- that have permanently divested from tobacco stocks.  Other California state funds that have
recently banned tobacco investments are California’s Pooled Money Investment Account

and the California State Teachers Retirement System.

1.  Principles Regarding Rights to Future Research Results In University Agreements with
External Parties , University of California, Office of the President, 8/26/99 (http://
www.ucop.edu/ott/principls.html)
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Fox
By the mid to late 1980s, the tobacco

industry was faced with increasing scien-
tific evidence of the harmful effects of ETS.
A number of industry documents provide
details as to the extent of the industry’s (in
particular, that of Philip Morris’) 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 with the ETS issue in the United King-
dom were laid out.(6)  The UK tobacco in-
dustry was informed of the Philip Morris
plan to covertly recruit research scientists
who would dispute the risks of ETS on an
international level, thus keeping the con-
troversy alive.  This endeavor was code-
named the “Whitecoat” project and re-
ferred to as such in the industry documents.
(7)  The global coordination of the
“Whitecoat” project, as well as the screen-
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
outline the creation and funding of the In-
ternational Center for Indoor Air Research
(ICIAR) as the agency under which this
global campaign was managed and carried
out by lawyers.(8)  In addition, these docu-

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

About the same time, the Center of In-
door Air Research (CIAR) was created in
the U.S. in 1988.  The CIAR, like the TIRC/
CTR, also emphasized that the funding of
research projects be done in a “scientifi-
cally rigorous and objective manner” based
on peer review by independent scientists
and thus this process “ensures that only
high quality research . . . is recommended
for funding”.(9)  Similar to the TIRC/CTR
and the ICIAR, the CIAR also funded “spe-
cial projects”.  The focus of the CIAR was
more narrowly defined than the TIRC/CTR,
i.e., focused on indoor-air-quality research.
Given the industry’s pattern to fund stud-
ies that did not question the casual rela-
tionships between mainstream smoking
and disease, or in this case ETS, it is of no
surprise that the CIAR focus was con-
stricted, thus diverting the argument from
ETS to other pollutants/carcinogens
present in indoor environments.  Further-
more, CIAR projects were funded as con-
tracts rather than grants.  The significant
difference between a contract vs. a grant
award is that contractual agreements gen-
erally provide less latitude for the investi-
gator and allows the funder (CIAR) greater

control over the research conducted.
A comprehensive look into the CIAR

can be found in Barnes & Bero (1996).(9)

Their findings demonstrate the existence
of what was known at the TIRC/CTR as
“special projects”.  Besides funding inde-
pendent peer-reviewed studies, the CIAR
also funded special projects it categorized
as “applied” and “other”.  These goal 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 funded the CIAR (Philip Morris USA,
R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Company, and
Lorillard Corporations, and Svenska
Tobaks A.B. (a Swedish tobacco company
later added in 1994).  Moreover, in publica-
tions referring to the studies that were
funded, the CIAR did not mentioned that
some of the projects were funded through
a process that was exempt from the peer-
review process.  An analysis of the projects
funded by the CIAR found that special
projects were more likely to focus on 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 ETS regulations. (9)

See “Fox” page 9

Funding
provide evidence that these studies more
often report a positive outcome for the in-
dustry than similar research funded by
other sources.(4)   The fears of conflicts of
interest arising from research sponsorship
are real.  Research institutions have re-
sponded by implementing policies aimed
at minimizing conflicts of interest of their
investigators.  And it is these policies that
President Atkinson referred to in his re-
sponse to TEROC.  However, the scope of
these policies and their enforcement vary
widely among institutions.  As research
institutions receive increased 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
see it as just another industry sponsoring
research for its own use.  Research projects
are not aimed at improving existing prod-

ucts or devising improved and safer ciga-
rettes.  In fact, the strategy of the industry
is to NOT fund research related to its prod-
uct1, 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 legislative
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 independent scientists with non-peer
reviewed studies, which it uses as evidence
in testimony before legislators and 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 on the issue, educating our

applicants and reviewers about the strate-
gies employed by the tobacco industry,
urging them to forego tobacco industry
funding, or not inviting reviewers who have
industry ties. We would like to encourage
our readers to give us their opinions on
this issue. Our contact information is on
the back of this newsletter.
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Exclusionary Policies: Simplistic Approaches to Complex Issues?
Jeffrey Cheek

At first glance, it seems prudent for TRDRP
to avoid all appearances of any association
with individuals and/or institutions receiv-
ing funding from the tobacco industry.
However, a fundamental principle for any
research program is to ensure that the sci-
ence it supports is both rigorous and im-
partial.  TRDRP should indeed seek to mini-
mize the risk of conflicts of interest between
its researchers and the tobacco industry –
and do so in a fair, unbiased manner so that
the Program remains beyond 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 comprehensive and could promote dis-
trust between health effects researchers and
tobacco control professionals.

If TRDRP were to adopt a policy re-
stricting eligibility for funding, what are the
consequences for the Program or its stake-
holders?  The following details several con-
cerns with the recommended policy and
seeks to redress those issues that are ex-
cessively punitive and/or discriminatory.

A rose by any other name – it’s still
money from the tobacco industry
There are always potential conflicts of in-
terest when any industry funnels money
towards research focused on its commer-
cial products.  The example of pharmaceuti-
cal industry funding that either discourages
or prevents publication of negative data il-
lustrates just one of many concerns regard-
ing commercial support of public health re-
search (1), also see Policies and Positions
of Other Organizations on the Controversy
in this newsletter).  However, given the
broad implications of industry funding and
the influence it may buy the tobacco com-
panies, a major limitation of the policy rec-
ommended to TRDRP is the sole focus on
researchers who receive funding from the
Phillip Morris External Research Program
(PMERP).  Essentially, this policy would
target a select group of researchers with
expertise in either pulmonary health effects

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-
tors who have served as expert witnesses
for the tobacco industry; certainly this con-
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
Phillip Morris (i.e. PMERP), TRDRP would
not have to address the more subtle issues
of secondary or privately arranged finan-
cial ties between the tobacco industry and
TRDRP awardees.  However, this spotlight
on PMERP contrasts with the model for
the proposed ban (i.e. the policy imposed
by the California Tobacco Control Section
(TCS) on its applicants), which specifies a
far broader set of guidelines that discour-
ages, for example, community-based orga-
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 from restrictions on 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
PMERP-sponsored research without prov-
ing it invalid, it is both unscientific and anti-
democratic.  It follows that an effective
strategy to counter “influence peddling”
by the tobacco industry must necessarily
be comprehensive, particularly in recogni-
tion of past strategies employed by the
industry’s multiple fronts.

Get over it – public health has ben-
efited from some industry-sup-
ported research
As noted in previous articles in this news-
letter, research on the health effects of to-

bacco use (and particularly on secondhand
smoke) have had an authoritative influence
on public opinion and
legislative and judicial
action.  What is easily
overlooked is that such
research has neither 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 on this topic
demonstrates that some
of these projects re-
ceived funding from
CIAR.(2)  The point here
is not to justify the con-
tinued use of industry-
sponsored funding as provided through
PMERP.  Indeed, the industry has shown
that nothing comes free, viz., Phillip Morris
used CIAR as a mechanism to collapse their
non-peer reviewed research projects – de-
signed to challenge and contradict studies
demonstrating any risks of exposure to 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
the industry.

There is also a discrepancy in TEROC’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

××××××POINT CO



  7  TRDRP Newsletter  -  March 2001

The Philip Morris External Research Program; Fig Leaf Optional

The newly created Philip Morris External
Research Program (PMERP) is nothing
more than a not too thinly veiled front for

promoting the interests
of Philip Morris (PM) in
particular and the to-
bacco industry gener-
ally.  PMERP is the lat-
est incarnation of the
Center for Indoor Air
Research (CIAR),
which was explicitly set-
up to cloud the issues
surrounding the harm-
ful nature of environ-
mental tobacco smoke
(ETS). (1)  The bottom
line is that PMERP
seeks to surround itself
with the best possible
scientists to give the
public appearance of
scientific and corporate
responsibility.   To strip
Phillip Morris of its fig
leaf, first I 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 (MSA) offensive on the part 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?
“The Purpose of the Philip Morris External
Research Program is to support the high-
est quality research that contributes to our
fundamental scientific knowledge, helps
address the concerns of the public health
community regarding cigarette smoking,
and enables Phillip Morris to continue its
pursuit of product modification(s) or new
product design(s) that might reduce the
health risk of smoking.”(2)

It is somewhat incredible to think that
PM is concerned with the “highest quality

that  . .  helps address the concerns of the
public health community.”  PM and the to-
bacco industry generally have spent their
entire corporate lives denying, deflecting
and obfuscating the deadly truth about
their product.  Philip Morris has spent years
attacking the public health community, so
for them to turn around in 2000 and state
that they are concerned with helping to
address this community’s concerns is not
entirely believable.  It must be borne in mind
that, at the same time that the call for the
PMERP appeared, PM was leading the fight
to block any and all regulatory efforts that
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 Massa-
chusetts law that required disclosure of in-
gredients in cigarettes belies their
newfound interest in the nation’s health.
(3)  The supposed public health concerns
that PMERP so boldly trumpets in its stated
goals are severely circumscribed when its
parent and the other tobacco companies
will not even provide the basic information
regarding the contents of its products for
scientific analysis.

Moreover, Philip Morris has gone out
of its way to hinder research that seeks to
document the availability of tobacco to
minors.  The tobacco industry has spon-
sored legislation in several states making it
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,
Climes and Offenses, Article 7, 16-12-175).
(4)  How is it possible that PMERP is con-
cerned with “the highest quality research
that contributes to our fundamental scien-
tific knowledge” when its parent (PM) is
pro-actively blocking tobacco use research
among youth?  Is PMERP really fit to con-
duct a research program when its benefac-
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.(5)  On
the other hand, much of the research 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
PMERP will continue the “special projects”
mechanism (read non-peer-reviewed), like
its predecessor the CIAR.  These “special
projects” were the darlings of the tobacco
executives.   Tobacco industry documents
clearly show that their role was to obfus-
cate issues surrounding the harmful effects
of ETS and ultimately be used as a blunt
instrument in Philip Morris’ fight with the
tobacco control movement.(6)

But probably the most disturbing as-
pect of PMERP’s goals is not so much of
what is said, but of what is not said.  There
is not one word about tobacco use being
the number one preventable killer of hu-
man beings around the world.  No mention
that tobacco use is responsible for more
than 400,000 deaths per year alone in the
United States. (7)   Researchers should ques-
tion whether the goal of the PMERP to im-
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 PMERP this
way:  “Can a meaningful research program
to reduce the known health damage of to-
bacco be conceived without acknowledg-
ing that tobacco causes dependence, dis-
ease and death?” (8)

Scientific Legitimacy and Cover,
PMERP’s Real Goal
The principal reason for the establishment
of the PMERP is for Philip Morris to gain
scientific legitimacy that serves as a cover
for their continued marketing and selling
of disease and death around the planet.
As an appendix to PMERP’s call for appli-
cations, there are of over 100 scientists
listed as potential peer-reviewers.  Many

See “Fig Leaf” page 9
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See “Exclusionary” page 10

Exclusionary
invoked by TCS is retroactive, as it excludes
any applicant who has received funds from
the tobacco industry 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’s history,
it is highly unlikely that the PMERP will be
an unbiased or problem-free source of sup-
port for future research on tobacco’s health
effects.  Nevertheless, what advantage is
gained for tobacco control by taking a pu-
nitive (and retroactive) approach against
CIAR researchers or peer reviewers who
may not have known the extent of manipu-
lative action on the industry’s part?

Unfortunately, with respect to the
PMERP, researchers who are otherwise
strapped for funding may legitimately ask:
if Phillip Morris is going 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?  It is also clear that there will always
be those who, regardless of the source,
will accept any funds to maintain their re-
search endeavors.  However, there is a dis-
tinction between a prospective position de-
signed to inform and encourage divesti-
ture from industry funding and a retrospec-
tive, punitive policy that employs condem-
nation by association – how would you
prefer to be approached?

Wedge politics and unforeseen
consequences
Even when a position or policy may be clear,
the form in which it is communicated ulti-
mately shapes its effectiveness.  Recently,
a tobacco control group undertook a strat-
egy that serves to illustrate how confron-
tational approaches can lead to unintended
results.  This action, initiated by Essential
Action’s Global Partnership for Tobacco
Control (based in Washington, D.C.), was
framed as an “educational” telephone and
letter writing campaign that targeted those
scientists whose names had appeared on a
list of potential reviewers for 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 “naïve” and “damaged
[the reviewer’s] reputation as a researcher.”
The targeted individuals were also pejora-
tively referred to as “tobacco industry
hires.”(3)   In addition to the letter writing
campaign, Essential Action also created a
mass email drive by incorporating the email
addresses of PMERP reviewers and Scien-
tific Advisory Board members (without
their knowledge or consent) into a listserve.

This campaign initiated a wide spec-
trum of responses from the targeted audi-
ence: as of the publication deadline for 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.
essentialaction.org/tobacco/action/pmpr/
phone.html).

This potentially alienated some scien-
tists who might otherwise be allies in the
cause.  Subsequent 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.  Was Essential Action’s campaign
effective at “raising the consciousness” of
PMERP peer reviewers?  Perhaps.  Unfor-
tunately, it was also perceived by some to
be similar to the harassment tactics em-
ployed by groups (e.g., animal rights ac-
tivists) who are opposed to biomedical re-
search in general.  Ultimately, the polariz-
ing nature of such political actions can re-
sult in an “us vs. them” mentality that nei-
ther enables an appreciation of the prob-
lem across the broad spectrum of public
health researchers, nor addresses the long-
term issue of countering the dissemination
of “disinformation” by the tobacco 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 stakeholders would perceive
such a policy.

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 health research.  It is the
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-
ties and scientific merit rather than political
considerations.  Ultimately, the “double-
edged sword” of incorporating a political
process into funding research on tobacco
control and tobacco-related disease could
have repercussions beyond the immediate
gains of handicapping  the PMERP.  Alter-
natively, the following points should be
considered during the debate on whether
TRDRP should establish a position or
policy on applicants receiving tobacco in-
dustry support:

(1) If TRDRP, or any funding agency, is
to take either a position that discourages
its stakeholders from pursuing tobacco in-
dustry funding (or a policy preventing
such), it should envelop a broad approach
that covers all forms of industry support,
either direct or via satellite organizations
or subsidiaries.  Narrowly focused policies
that target one area both ignore the larger
problem and serve to further divide the to-
bacco control movement.

(2) Attempts to educate researchers by
addressing the problem from their 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 as reviewers for 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,
from their perspective, are performing a pro-
fessional courtesy (much like peer review-
ing for journals).  Identifying the scientific
concerns behind Phillip Morris’ attempt to
support “legitimate” research (e.g., the si-
multaneous funding of “special’’ projects



  9  TRDRP Newsletter  -  March 2001

Too Bad It Is Not The End - A
Leopard Can Not Change Its Spots
For the year 2000, after almost 50 years of
tobacco industry’s fronts (TIRC/CTR,
ICIAR, and CIAR) created to carry out a
very successful strategic public relations
campaign to help fight its legal and legisla-
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 needs to be looked
at from a broader perspective that includes,

but not limited to, a strategic public rela-
tions campaign with science as its tool (see
article on Philip Morris, page 7).  In the
case of PMERP, it is hard to believe that
Philip Morris has changed its spots.
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Fig Leaf
of the researchers are well published in their
respected fields.  Additionally, most of
these scientists are from well-known
universities and research institutions.
Harvard, University of California, Univer-
sity of Michigan, John Hopkins, the US
EPA, Brookhaven National Laboratory and
the NIH along with many others has em-
ployees participating in this endeavor. (2)

Printing the scientists with the names of
their institutions is done to give the illu-
sion that the tobacco industry is involved
in meaningful scientific collaboration.

While the before-mentioned institu-
tions and many of the identified 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’s endeavors.  The tobacco indus-
try says ‘see, we have many of the leading
members in the scientific communities work-
ing with us, we can not be all that bad’.
The problem with this line of argumenta-
tion is that while PMERP is portraying it-
self as an equal partner in the pursuit of
science, the reality is that the tobacco in-
dustry has historically used scientific re-
search to confuse and distract the public
from the underlying negative health con-
sequences of their product.  While PMERP
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, the fund-
ing of scientific endeavors to tease out the
deadly processes involved in smoking and
second hand smoke appears to be the last
thing on Philip Morris’ mind.

There are other curious issues sur-
rounding the listing of scientists by
PMERP.   Most funding agencies don’t
publish their list of reviewers beforehand.
Unlike the National Institutes of Health
(NIH), where standing study section par-
ticipants are listed as definite reviewers,
PMERP 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.(9)   Additionally,
as distinct from the TRDRP, where a list of
scientists who have actually reviewed the
applications are posted for public scrutiny
following each grant cycle, PMERP makes
no mention of this possibility.  The conclu-
sion is inescapable: PMERP is blatantly
projecting the good image of renowned
scientists and institutions as a front for it’s
continued marketing and sales of disease
and death.

PMERP:  Part of the Post-MSA
Offensive of the Tobacco Industry
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) era to repo-
sition the tobacco industry as a kinder and
gently, albeit profitable, conveyor of dis-
ease and death.

The MSA gave $206 billion to the
States to end most lawsuits against the in-
dustry.  With one stroke, the tobacco in-
dustry began to right its corporate ship and
keep at bay even larger and more damag-
ing lawsuits looming on the horizon.  Si-
multaneously, the industry wrapped itself
in a “new and softer” coat.  Unfortunately,
we have all become much too aware of and
perhaps nauseated with the “new” socially
responsible tobacco company:  “Working
to make a difference.  The people at Philip
Morris.”  Through an aggressive $150 mil-
lion dollar year ad campaign(10), PM and its
subsidiaries now want us to believe that
they are the champions of battered women,
poor African Americans, the homeless,
flood victims and the shut-in.  Italian love
songs?  Give me a break!

Additionally, the post-MSA Philip
Morris wants to promote itself as a fighter
against youth smoking.  CARD, the youth
anti-smoking campaign launched by PM
and adopted by some retailers to check the
identification of teens before selling them
tobacco products, mainly has served the
purpose to get Phillip Morris back on tele-
vision.  Moreover, industry marketers know
that saying that your product is restricted
to adults is a sure-fire way to attract teens.

See “Fig Leaf” page 10
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Fig Leaf
PM and other tobacco companies

have established web-sites to make them-
selves and their product more accessible
to the public.  In fact, PM has gone 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.
While they are ready to admit (after 50 years
of lying and denial) that smoking can be
harmful, the tobacco industry will not ad-
mit to the fact that second hand smoke is
also a serious health hazard.  Rather, they
would like the world to believe that side
stream smoke from a cigarette is just an
irritant.  It is within this latter context that
we must locate the role of the PMERP.

I suspect that PMERP will fund “spe-
cial projects” in an attempt to keep alive
any and all controversies surrounding the
health effects of second hand smoke.  Re-
search into “other” air pollutants will be
investigated, the lack of causal models will
be trumpeted and additional ammunition
against indoor smoking restrictions will be
sought- the same role-played by its prede-
cessor, the CIAR.  This is just speculation;
maybe PMERP will prove me wrong.

What is to be Done?
I would strongly encourage  funding agen-
cies to adopt a broad-based educational
campaign to expose the treachery of the
tobacco industry.  Through newsletter ar-
ticles, letters-to-editor, and joining with
other groups for common cause funding
agencies, including TRDRP, should take
the lead in warning researchers and review-
ers about the pitfalls of involving them-
selves with tobacco industry money.  They
could identify tobacco-related disease sci-
entists and tobacco control advocates who
are prepared to speak out against the
PMERP.  These individuals should be en-
couraged to write articles, editorials and
op-ed pieces.  Potentially, TRDRP’s Burn-
ing Issues could sponsor a forum and host
a public speak-out on the subject.  Mini-
mally, those in the tobacco research arena
should discuss this matter with their peers
and encourage them to shun tobacco in-
dustry funding.

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

should restrict support of scientists who
maintain funding from the tobacco indus-
try, prospectively as opposed to retrospec-
tively.  It is my sense that most researchers
will choose the high road and renounce
any and all affiliation with the tobacco in-
dustry.   I believe that most scientists will
see through the veneer; the people at Philip
Morris are not part of the public health
solution, rather they are a large part of the
public health problem. The more scientists
who refuse to collaborate with PMERP the
smaller and smaller their fig leaf becomes.

I recognize that securing funding is
always hard, still reliance on tobacco in-
dustry funding is not necessary.  Biomedi-
cal researchers, Epidemiologists, Behav-
ioral Scientists, Health Policy researchers
and Community smoking prevention evalu-
ators have other sources to draw on: NIH,
NCI, TRDRP, Robert Wood Johnson Foun-
dation, National Science Foundation,
American Legacy Foundation, Colorado
Tobacco Research Program, Minnesota
(MPAAT), National Cancer Society, Ameri-
can Lung Association, American Heart
Association, just to mention a few.

I am sure that some in the research
community will think that this suggestion
is a bit drastic.  I would simply respond
that drastic circumstances require drastic
measures.  The tobacco industry should
not be able to buy its way out of responsi-
bility for killing over 400,000 people per year,
and that is just in the United States!  Let’s
remove the fig leaf all together and expose
the tobacco industry for what they truly
are: the largest dealers of deadly drugs in
the world.  Industry sponsored research
has historical been at the service of the
industry, nothing more, nothing less.  Apart
from a fraction 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) have to take responsibility for their
actions.  Don’t give shelter to the tobacco
industry by letting them use your good
name.  Scientists must be aware that ac-
cepting funding from the number one killer
in the world, regardless of the potential
good, essentially promotes the interests of
the tobacco industry and helps perpetuate
their goal of selling disease and death, pure
and simple.
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under the guise of peer-review; redirecting
the focus of indoor air quality away from
health concerns directly attributable to sec-
ondhand smoke) will be far more effective
in accomplishing the objective of minimiz-
ing the tobacco industry’s influence on
health-based research.
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On November 30 – December 1, 2000, TRDRP
convened its fifth Annual Investigator Meet-

ing (AIM 2000) with the theme, Environmental
Tobacco Smoke: Dying Without Trying?.  Over
400 attended, a record number.  Building on the
positive experience of AIM 99, the conference
started off with workshops organized this year by
the Western States Affiliate of the American Heart
Association, the American Cancer Society – Cali-
fornia Division, the Tobacco Control Section of
California’s Department of Health Services, and a
number of TRDRP-funded neuroscientists.

The conference continued on the second day
with the plenary session addressing the biology,
epidemiology, and policy aspects of ETS.  Theodore
Slotkin, Ph.D. from Duke University reported on
his research findings in a presentation entitled “To-
bacco, Nicotine, and Fetal Brain Damage: The Smok-
ing gun in ADHD and SIDS”, where he discussed
some of the probable mechanisms by which expo-
sure to nicotine causes fetal brain damage and the
resulting adverse consequences.  Peggy Reynolds,
Ph.D. of the California Department of Health Ser-
vices gave a presentation on “ETS and Lung Can-
cer: The Epidemiologic Evidence” in which she
highlighted studies showing the link between ETS
and lung cancer in non-smokers.  Greg Connolly,
DMD, MPH of Massachusetts Tobacco Control
Program presented information about efforts in
Massachusetts to use the link between ETS and
adverse health effects for decisive public policy
measures, including requiring the listing of ingredi-
ents on cigarette packages.  Audiotapes of these

TRDRP Highlights

The TRDRP AIM 2000 Plenary Panel  l-r: Susanne Hildebrand-Zanki, Moderator;
Greg Connolly, Peggy Reynolds and Theodore Slotkin.

Environmental Tobacco Smoke:
Dying Without Trying? - AIM 2000

plenary speakers are available from TRDRP.
In scientific poster sessions that followed

lunch, TRDRP-funded investigators presented
their latest findings on many tobacco use issues,
including cancer, heart disease, prevention, lung
disease, nicotine dependence, policy research, epi-
demiological studies, health effects on women and
infants, and secondhand smoke exposure.

For those of you who attended the confer-
ence and were curious about the artwork on the
program cover – it was created through a collabo-
ration of two famous poster artists, Wayne Healy
from the US and Tomasz Sarnecki from Poland
for an exhibition at the Gene Autry Museum in
Los Angeles, CA.

The 2001 Review Cycle
TRDRP has received applications for the 10th fund-
ing cycle.  During March, April, and May, we will
conduct 10 study sections.  Funding decisions will
be made in early June.  Approximately $21 million
is available for new awards.  The program’s re-
search priorities and award mechanisms have not
changed significantly from 2000.

The newly created Colorado Tobacco Re-
search Program (CTRP) has asked TRDRP to
conduct the peer review of CTRP’s applications.
CTRP’s first year budget is approximately $4.5
million and the program must make its first round
of awards by June 30, 2001.  Since CTRP has
adopted TRDRP’s research priorities and is using
some of TRDRP’s award mechanisms, TRDRP

is ideally positioned to conduct the peer review
for CTRP.  While CTRP applications will be re-
viewed by TRDRP study sections, they will not
be part of the TRDRP funding model and they
will not influence funding decisions for California

applications.

TRDRP’s Budget Declines
The Governor’s budget released on January 10,
2001 again contains funding for the DHS Cancer
Registry of $3.2 million above the $1.7 million
appropriated for this agency from the Research
Account in the past.  This redirection of funds
effectively reduces the TRDRP budget from
$23.221 million to $20.021 million, a 14% decrease.
Last year, which marked the first time the Research
Account was used to supplement funding for the
registry, the additional amount for the registry came
to $3.55 million, which equated to a 16% cut for
TRDRP.  TRDRP is extremely concerned that its
mission is being compromised by these diversions
and that alternative funding sources for the registry
must be identified.

New Members on the
Scientific Advisory
Committee (SAC)

Three new members have joined
TRDRP’s SAC.  The new representative
from the University of California, San
Diego is Lewis Rubin, M.D., Director
of the Division 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 at 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
legislature for the calendar year 2000 is
now available.  Breaking our long-
standing tradition of mailing the report
to the several thousand TRDRP
stakeholders, we will make the report
available on our website and only send
hardcopies upon request.
Note:  All TRDRP publications can
be found at our website:

www.ucop.edu/srphome/trdrp
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