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Lisa A. Bero, Ph.D. 
 

Risky Business: Tobacco Industry Manipulation of Scientific Research 
 
Biographical Sketch 
Lisa Bero, Professor, Department of Clinical Pharmacy, Institute for Health Policy 
Studies, Center for Tobacco Control Research and Education, University of California, 
San Francisco, is a pharmacologist with primary interests in how clinical and basic 
sciences are translated into clinical practice and health policy.  Her research includes 
developing and validating methods for assessing the quality of research and scientific 
publication and measuring influences on the quality of research.  Dr. Bero also examines 
the dissemination and policy implications of scientific research.  She studies the roles of 
special interest groups and financial ties in influencing research and its dissemination.  
Her international activities include: advisor to the World Health Organization, recent 
member of the editorial board of the British Medical Journal, and Co-Director of the San 
Francisco Cochrane Center.  She serves on several national and international 
committees related to conflict of interest or technology assessment. 
 
Abstract 
Special interest groups use a number of strategies to generate controversy about risk, 
including: 1) funding research; 2) publishing research, 3) suppressing research that does 
not support the interest group position, 4) criticizing research that does not support the 
interest group position, and 5) disseminating special interest group data or interpretation 
of risk in the lay press or directly to policy makers.  This paper describes case studies 
showing how special interest groups, particularly the tobacco industry, have used these 
strategies in attempts to influence policy and public opinion about risk. 
 
Remedies 
1. When data are characterized as “controversial,” determine the source of the 
controversy. 
When data on risk appear to be controversial, users of the data should investigate the 
sources of the controversy.  Does the controversy exist only because the findings of 
special interest group funded research are contrary to data collected by others?  Is the 
controversy supported only by evidence published in special interest group supported 
publications?  Is the controversy supported only by research publications of low scientific 
quality?  Is the controversy perpetuated in the lay press through citation of special 
interest group affiliated individuals? 
 
2. Full disclosure of interest group ties in the conduct and publication of research 
is a necessary, but not a sufficient remedy. 
 
Questions about the true source of controversial data can be answered only if special 
interest group involvement in all steps of the risk determination process is fully disclosed.  
All scientific publication outlets should require such disclosure.  In order to assess the 
role of special interest groups in establishing controversy, funding sources for all 
published research should be fully disclosed.  Special interest group ties to public critics 
of risk data should be fully revealed in their scientific publications, citations in the lay 
press, and policy-related testimony.  Our findings also have implications for how experts 
should be selected to participate in the risk assessment process.   
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3. Adhere to strict methodological criteria for review of data on risk. 
Those conducting risk assessment and forming policy based on risk data should 
continue to refine and maintain strict criteria for reviewing evidence on risk.  They should 
focus on the body of evidence as a whole, rather than individual studies.  They should 
consider the source of all information, whether it has been published in the scientific 
literature and, if so, whether it has been peer reviewed.  They should critically appraise 
the methodology of all research studies that are relied upon for the determination of risk.   
 
4. Push for release of internal industry documents that are produced through legal 
cases. 
Some interest group tactics have come to light though the documents released during 
the “discovery” process in law suits.  For example, the asbestos and tobacco industries 
were required to release large amounts of internal correspondence when they were sued 
by groups attempting to show that they were harmed by the industries’ products.  Further 
disclosure of internal documents from other interest groups could reveal additional 
strategies that interest groups use to influence the design, conduct and dissemination of 
research. 
 
Selected Bibliography 
Barnes D., & Bero L. 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 Politics, Policy and Law 1996; 21 (3): 515-542. 
 
Barnes D., & Bero L. Scientific quality of original research articles on environmental 
tobacco smoke. Tobacco Control 1997; 6: 19-26. 
 
Barnes D., & Bero L. Why review articles on the health effects of passive smoking reach 
different conclusions. Journal of the American Medical Association 1998; 279: 1566-
1570. 
 
Bero L. Implications of the tobacco industry documents for public health and policy.  
Ann. Rev. Public Health 2003; 24: 267-288. 
 
Bero L., Galbraith A., & Rennie D. Sponsored symposia on environmental tobacco 
smoke. Journal of the American Medical Association 1994; 271: 612-617. 
 
Bero LA.,  Montini T., Bryan-Jones K., & Mangurian C. Science in regulatory policy 
making: Case studies in the development of workplace smoking restrictions. Tobacco 
Control 2001; 10: 329-336. 
 
Bero LA., Barnes DE., Hanauer P., Slade J., & Glantz SA. Lawyer control of the tobacco 
industry's external research program: The Brown and Williamson Documents.  Journal of 
the American Medical Association 1995; 274: 241-247. 
 
Boyd E., & Bero L. Assessing faculty financial relationships with industry: A case study. 
Journal of the American Medical Association 2000; 284: 2209-2214. 
 
Bryan-Jones K., & Bero L.  Tobacco industry efforts to defeat the occupational safety 
and health administration indoor air quality rule. American Journal of Public Health 2003; 
93: 585-592. 
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Hong M, & Bero L. How the tobacco industry responded to an influential study of the 
health effects of secondhand smoke. British Medical Journal 2002, 325: 1413-1416.  
 
Kennedy G., & Bero L. Print media coverage of research on passive smoking. Tobacco 
Control 1999; 8: 254-260. 
 
Malone R., Boyd E., & Bero L.  Science in the news:  Journalists’ constructions of 
passive smoking as a social problem. Social Studies of Science 2000; 30: 713-735.   
 
Mangurian C., & Bero L. Lessons learned from the tobacco industry’s efforts to prevent 
the passage of a workplace smoking regulation. American Journal of Public Health 2000; 
90: 1926-1930. 
 
Misakian S., & Bero L. Publication bias and research on passive smoking. Journal of the 
American Medical Association, 1998; 280 (13): 250-253. 
 
Montini T., & Bero L. Policy makers’ perspectives on public health advocates’ roles in 
regulation development. Tobacco Control 2001; 10: 218-224. 
 
Montini T., Mangurian C., & Bero L. Assessing the evidence submitted in the 
development of a workplace smoking regulation: The case of Maryland. Public Health 
Reports 2002; 117: 291-298. 
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Soumerai S. Coverage by the news media of the benefits and risks of medications. The 
New England Journal of Medicine 2000; 342: 1645-1650. 
 
Roth A., Dunsby J., & Bero L. Framing processes in public commentary on U.S. federal 
tobacco control regulation. Social Studies in Science  (in press). 
 
Schotland M., & Bero L. Evaluating public commentary and scientific evidence submitted 
in the development of a risk assessment. Risk Analysis 2002; 22: 131-140. 
 
Shamasunder B., & Bero L. Financial Ties and conflicts of interest between 
pharmaceutical and tobacco companies. Journal of the American Medical Association 
2002; 288: 738-744.  
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JoAnn M. Burkholder, Ph.D. 

 
Industry Responses to Publicized Links between Water Quality Degradation and 

Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations 
 
 
Biographical Sketch 
JoAnn M. Burkholder is Professor of Aquatic Ecology and Director of the Center for 
Applied Aquatic Ecology at North Carolina State University.  She has authored or co-
authored more than 100 peer-reviewed publications.  She has been invited to testify 
before Congress as an expert on estuarine water quality and impacts from harmful 
algae.  She has held policy positions on the North Carolina Coastal Futures Committee, 
and on the North Carolina Marine Fisheries Commission where she served as Chair of 
the Habitat and Water Quality Committee.  She has received numerous awards, 
including the Scientific Freedom and Responsibility Award from the American 
Association for the Advancement of Science. 
 
Abstract 
Wastes from concentrated animal operation feed industries (CAFOs) have caused 
substantial waster quality, soil, and air quality impacts.  Like various other industries, the 
CAFO industry has acted to discourage scientists and medical specialists who have 
released data documenting industry impacts on water quality, air quality, and human 
health, and to defeat legislators who have seriously considered those data.  Recently, 
some CAFO officials have acted constructively in response to increased public concern, 
but industry pressure to weaken environmental laws and regulations has continued.  
Universities and scientific societies can take several constructive actions to strengthen 
the role of science in assessing CAFO impacts and designing improved waste 
management strategies for this industry. 
 
Remedies 
1. Universities should have an ombudsman who is insulated from direct or indirect 
industry pressure, and who is given power to meaningfully help professors pressured by 
industries and/or closely affiliated scientists. 
 
2. Universities should provide special recognition (e.g., highly prestigious honor or award 
with funding) for employees who have revealed significant impacts from an industry for 
the benefit of the general citizenry.  Universities generally reward employees who work 
well with industries, but this additional step should be taken in recognition of the fact that 
sometimes advancements can require actions that are not favorably received by 
industries. 
 
3. University scientists should be prohibited from accepting grants from an industry 
unless the funding is passed through a "neutral pool" to help protect against undue 
influence by the industry to produce “industry-friendly” data, and to help protect against 
censorship of the study if the findings are unfavorable to the industry. 
 
4. Universities should release annual reports of how much funding they have received, 
by college, from major industries including the companies and professors involved, and 
the purpose/outcome of the funding. 
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5. Legislation should be passed to prohibit industries from controlling the publication of 
findings by non-industry scientists related to projects funded wholly or in part by the 
industry.  
 
6. Scientific societies should develop constructive means of helping to address industry 
pressure.  For example, AAAS could form a committee to evaluate the data of a scientist 
who is being pressured by industry and/or industry-affiliated or otherwise conflicted 
scientists.  If the committee could be insulated to conduct an objective evaluation, then 
its findings could potentially help a scientist professionally survive that pressure. 
 
 
Selected Bibliography 
Burkholder, J.M. Environmental impacts of concentrated swine and poultry operations. 
Paper prepared for the Annual Meeting of the Northeast Branch of the American 
Society of Agronomy and the Soil Science Society of America, University of Rhode 
Island, Greenwich, RI, 2001. 
 
Burkholder, J.M., et al. Impacts to a coastal river and estuary from rupture of a large 
swine waste holding lagoon. Journal of Environmental Quality 1997;26:1451-1466.  
 
Mallin, M.A. Impacts of industrial animal production on rivers and estuaries.  American 
Scientist 2000;88:2-13. 
 
Mallin, M.A., et al. Comparative impacts of effluent from poultry and swine waste 
holding lagoon spills on receiving rivers and tidal creeks. Journal of Environmental 
Quality 1997;26:1622-1631.  
 
Schiffman, S.S. et al. The effect of environmental odors emanating from commercial 
swine operations on the mood of nearby residents.  Brain Research Bulletin 
1995;37:359-365. 
 
Thu, K. & E. Durrenberger (eds.) Pigs, Profits and Rural Communities. Albany, NY: 
State University of New York Press, 1998. 
 
Wilson, S.M. et al. Environmental injustice and the Mississippi hog industry.  
Environmental Health Perspectives 2002;110:195-201. 
 
Wing, S., et al. Environmental injustice in North Carolina’s hog industry. Environmental 
Health Perspectives 2000;108:225-231. 
 
Wing, S., et al. The potential impacts of flooding on confined animal feeding operations 
in eastern North Carolina. Environmental Health Perspectives 2002;110:387-391. 
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Barry Castleman, Sc.D. 
 

The Asbestos Industry's Assault on Science and Society 
 

 
Biographical Sketch 
Barry Castleman is a chemical engineer and has a Doctor of Science degree from the 
Johns Hopkins School of Public Health.  He has worked with public interest groups 
around the world over the past 30 years on the control of asbestos and chemical 
hazards.  He has investigated the history and global aspects of the asbestos issue; the 
history of corporate influence in setting occupational exposure limits; the export of 
hazardous industries to developing nations; and corporate efforts to manipulate 
international scientific organizations. 
 
Abstract 
The asbestos story, thanks to extensive legal discovery, is very detailed and goes back 
for over 70 years. Many examples of improper manipulation of science are cruder than 
the modern versions of corporate influence; today, it is hard to imagine a mortal hazard 
to which millions of workers are exposed, that is well documented in medical journals but 
still remains unknown by the workers and the general citizenry for 40 years or more.  
The struggle over asbestos changed dramatically in the 1970s, with the glare of attention 
caused by leading scientists, the environmental movement, and the newly created 
federal agencies for worker and environmental protection.  Examples are reviewed and 
lessons drawn from them in the context of recent events.  
 
Remedies 
1. Professional associations need to develop systematic ways to prevent business 
interests from using them to issue statements drafted primarily by corporate consultants.  
This may involve disclosure requirements and other measures.  Vigilance of members is 
a vital safeguard.  
 
2. Journal editors should have thorough disclosure requirements for editors', authors', 
and reviewers' financial conflicts of interest that include institutional and familial conflicts 
and go back at least several years.  These disclosures should be published with the 
articles accepted, if a reasonable reader might want to know about them.  
 
3. Expert scientific panels established to advise on national and international science 
policy matters should have requirements for disclosure of financial conflicts of interest.  
These disclosures should be open promptly to public examination upon request.  Expert 
scientific panels should, as a rule, not include members with financial conflicts of 
interest; or, if this is not possible, it should be required that there be balance in the 
make-up of interests represented on the panels.  
 
4. Industry journals established to issue corporate position papers as science should be 
condemned and the publishers challenged, as CSPI and many scientists have done with 
Regulatory Toxicology and Pharmacology.  
 
Selected Bibliography 
Brodeur, Paul. Outrageous Misconduct: The Asbestos Industry on Trial (New York: 
Pantheon, 1985). 
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Castleman, Barry. Asbestos: Medical and Legal Aspects 4th Ed., (New York: Aspen, 
1996). 
 
Castleman, Barry. Re: Doll’s 1955 study on cancer from asbestos.  American Journal of 
Industrial Medicine 2001;39: 237-240.  
 
Castleman, Barry. Controversies at international organizations over asbestos industry 
influence. International Journal of Health Services 2001;31:193-202. 
 
Egilman, David and Harriet Hardy. Manipulation of early animal research on asbestos 
cancer. American Journal of Industrial Medicine 1991;24: 787-791. 
 
Lilienfeld, David. The silence: the asbestos industry and early occupational cancer 
research - a case study. American Journal of Public Health 1991;81:791-800. 
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Cornelia Dean 
 

Editing Science 
 
 

Biographical Sketch 
In September, 2003, Cory Dean will begin a fellowship at the Shorenstein Center at the 
Kennedy School of Government at Harvard. She will use the fellowship to work on a 
book about the misuse of scientific information in American life.  
 
From January, 1997 through June, 2003, she was science editor of The New York 
Times, where she was responsible for coverage of science, health and medical news in 
the daily paper and in the weekly Science Times section.  She also writes occasionally 
for the paper, usually on environmental issues. Before becoming science editor, she 
worked in the newspaper’s Washington bureau as deputy Washington editor. Her 
portfolio was domestic policy. She began her newspaper career at the Providence 
Journal. 
 
Her book, Against the Tide: The Battle for America’s Beaches was published in 1999 by 
Columbia University Press. It was a N.Y. Times Notable Book of the year. In addition, 
she has taught seminars and courses at the University of Rhode Island, Vassar and the 
Columbia School of Journalism, and has spoken to a wide variety of student, journalism 
and scientific organizations. 
 
She is a member of the advisory board of the Metcalf Institute for Environmental and 
Marine Reporting and in July, 2003, will join the Corporation of Brown University, her 
alma mater.  
 
Abstract 
Science journalism is challenging even under the best of conditions.  Science and 
medicine move so quickly in so many directions that even a large staff, like the Science 
Department of The New York Times, has great difficulty keeping up. And most news 
organizations do not have anything like the resources of the Times. In recent years, the 
growing commercialization of science has made the problems of science journalism 
even worse, both in terms of learning the news and reporting it accurately, and learning 
and reporting the financial ties of those who make the news. 
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Michael F. Jacobson, Ph.D. 
 
 

Michael Jacobson is Executive Director of the Center for Science in the Public Interest.  
He holds a Ph.D. from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (M.I.T.) in microbiology 
(1969).  Jacobson is a co-founder (1971) of CSPI and a nationally known expert on 
nutrition and food safety.  He has authored or coauthored books on nutrition and food 
safety (Eater’s Digest, Nutrition Scoreboard, What Are We Feeding Our Kids, The Fast-
Food Guide, Restaurant Confidential, and others), written numerous newspaper and 
magazine articles (New York Times, Washington Post, Smithsonian, and others), and 
published articles and letters in the scientific literature (American Journal of Public 
Health, New England Journal of Medicine, Journal of the American Medical Association, 
Journal of Molecular Biology, and others).  He is regularly quoted in the press and has 
appeared on most major national television and radio news magazine and talk shows 
(including “Oprah Winfrey,” “60 Minutes,” “Today,” and others).  His first published article 
on corporate influences on science was in 1973 (“Feeding at the Company Trough,” The 
Progressive, April, 1973), and he has included information about such conflicts in Eater’s 
Digest and other books. 
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Sheldon Krimsky, Ph.D. 
 

The Hidden Cost of Science in the Private Interest 
 
 
Biographical Sketch 
Sheldon Krimsky is professor of Urban & Environmental Policy & Planning at Tufts 
University. He received his bachelors and masters degrees in physics from Brooklyn 
College, CUNY and Purdue University respectively, and a masters and doctorate in 
philosophy at Boston University.  Professor Krimsky's research has focused on the 
linkages between science/technology, ethics/values and public policy. He is the author 
of: Genetic Alchemy: The Social History of the Recombinant DNA Controversy (MIT 
Press), Biotechnics and Society: The Rise of Industrial Genetics (Praeger); and 
Hormonal Chaos: The Scientific and Social Origins of the Environmental Endocrine 
Hypothesis (Johns Hopkins Univ. Press, 2000.   He is co-author of Environmental 
Hazards: Communicating Risks as a Social Process (Auburn House) and Agricultural 
Biotechnology and the Environment: Science, Policy and Social Values (Univ. of Illinois 
Press) and co-editor of a collection of papers in Social Theories of Risk (Praeger); 
Professor Krimsky has published over 130 essays and reviews that have appeared in 
many books and journals. His current book is about conflicts of interest in biomedical 
research and is titled Science in the Private Interest: Has the Lure of Profits Corrupted 
Biomedical Research? (Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc.) Forthcoming August 2003. 
 Professor Krimsky has been elected Fellow of the American Association for the 
Advancement of Science for "seminal scholarship exploring the normative dimensions 
and moral implications of science in its social context." 
 
 
Abstract 
Academic-industry and government-industry research partnerships have been 
legitimated and encouraged over the past two decades through a series of laws, federal 
policies, and court decisions. This has enabled private interest “stakeholder science” to 
gain influence over university research. Four frames of analysis will be discussed for 
addressing the problem of conflict of interest between the pursuit of truth and the pursuit 
of products.  They are: stewardship; consequentialism; transparency; and integrity of 
science.  The oft-cited “triple-win” outcome of academic-industry and government-
industry research partnerships neglects the hidden costs of the declining role for 
disinterested, public-interest science in academic institutions. 
 
Remedies (excerpted from Science in the Private Interest) 
What can be done to regain the integrity of academic science and medicine at a time 
when turning corporate and blurring the boundaries between non-profit and for-profit are 
in such favor?  We should perhaps begin by re-examining the principles on which 
universities are founded and the importance of protecting those principles from erosion 
and compromise for the sake of amassing larger budgets and providing more earning 
potential for select members of the faculty.  Three principles should guide our approach. 
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1. The roles of those who produce knowledge in academia and those stakeholders who 
have a financial interest in that knowledge should be kept separate and distinct. 
 
2. The roles of those who have a fiduciary responsibility to care for patients while 
enlisting them as research subjects and those who have a financial stake in the specific 
pharmaceuticals, therapies, or other products, clinical trials, or facilities contributing to 
patient care should be kept separate and distinct.  
 
3. The roles of those who assess therapies, drugs, toxic substances, or consumer 
products and those who have a financial stake in the success or failure of those products 
should be kept separate and distinct. 
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Trudy Lieberman 

 
Telling It Like It Isn't: Stories Behind the Stories of Medical Miracles 

 
Biographical Sketch: 
Trudy Lieberman, a journalist for more than 30 years, is the director of the Center for 
Consumer Health Choices at Consumers Union. She is a contributing editor to the 
Columbia Journalism Review, a contributor to The Nation, and writes a monthly column 
for the Los Angeles Times about health and the marketplace.  At the Detroit Free Press, 
Ms. Lieberman was one of the first full-time consumer writers in the nation, and her work 
helped set the standard for consumer reporting.  As health policy editor for Consumer 
Reports, she pioneered ratings and evaluations of HMOs, health insurance policies, and 
nursing homes.  She has won numerous awards and honors including two National 
Magazine Awards, ten National Press Club Awards, a Fulbright Fellowship to study 
health care in Japan, a John J. McCloy Fellowship to study health care in Germany, a 
Joan Shorenstein Fellowship at Harvard University to study coverage of medical 
technology, and an honorary doctorate from the University of Nebraska.  She is the 
author of five books including “Slanting the Story–the Forces That Shape the News.”   
She has been an adjunct professor at Columbia University and teaches media ethics at 
New York University.  She received a bachelor of science degree with distinction from 
the University of Nebraska and holds a certificate in economics and business journalism 
from the Columbia University Graduate School of Journalism where she was a Knight-
Bagehot Fellow in 1976-77. 
 
 
Abstract 
There are very few true medical miracles, but to listen to TV news or read the 
newspaper, one would think miracles happen every day in medicine.  In reality, many of 
the miracles are public relations hype planted by drug or medical technology companies.  
Sometimes academic researchers play the same game. Their aim is to sell a product or 
a study and disguising the sales pitch as news is an ideal way to hook consumers.  
Often the public does not know what's behind what they see or read.  How do they learn 
the real story?  How are they supposed to act on the information they are given?  How 
should the media interpret the PR, also known as “news” for ordinary people?  
 
Remedies 
1. Consumer advocates should develop a tip-sheet to assist the public in evaluating the 
"medical miracle" stories they read and see in the media.  Such a tip-sheet would help 
educate consumers to cast a critical eye on what "news" is being offered to them.  Once 
they learn how to spot the phony stories and public relations disguised as news, 
consumers will be able to become better patients 
as well as advocates for better care. 
 
 
2. Consumer advocates and those concerned with media ethics should develop similar 
guidance for journalists. Such guidance would prompt journalists covering health 
"miracles" to ask questions about the funding behind research, the research sample 
size, the relative benefits and risks, etc.  The development of professional norms in 
accordance with these guidelines, Would go a long way toward stopping the public 
relations hype that so often pervades medical reporting. 
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Selected Bibliography 
Schwitzer, G. The magical medical media tour. Journal of the American Medical 
Association 1992;267(14):1969-1971. 
 
Woloshin, S. and Schwartz, LM. Press releases -- translating research into news. 
Journal of the American Medical Association 2002; 287(21):2856-2858. 
 
Lieberman, Trudy. Covering medical technology -- the seven deadly sins, Columbia 
Journalism Review September/October 2001; pp 24-28. 
 
Lieberman, Trudy. New drugs: a dose of reality -- the press too often plays up the 
positive. Columbia Journalism Review September/October 1999. 
 
Moynihan, Ray and Henry, David. "Selling Sickness: The pharmaceutical industry and 
disease mongering. British Medical Journal 2002;324:886-891.  
 
Moynihan, Ray. Alosetron: A case study in regulatory capture, or victory for patients' 
rights? British Medical Journal 2002;325:592-595.  
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Gerald Markowitz, Ph.D. and David Rosner, Ph.D. 
 

Deceit and Denial in the Lead Industry 
 

Biographical Sketches 
Gerald Markowitz is Professor of History at John Jay College of Criminal Justice and the 
CUNY Graduate Center.  He is also Adjunct Professor in the Department of 
Sociomedical Sciences at the Mailman School of Public Health.  He has been awarded 
numerous grants, including those from the National Endowment for the Humanities and 
was a recipient of The Viseltear Prize from the Medical Care Section of the American 
Public Health Association for “Outstanding Contributions” to the history of public health.  
He has co-authored and edited with David Rosner numerous books and articles, 
including Deadly Dust: Silicosis and the Politics of Occupational Disease in Twentieth 
Century America; Children, Race, and Power: Kenneth and Mamie Clark’s Northside 
Center; Dying for Work; and “Slaves of the Depression,” Workers’ Letters About Life on 
the Job.  
 
David Rosner is Professor of History and Sociomedical Sciences at Columbia University 
and Director of the Center for the History of Public Health at Columbia’s Mailman School 
of Public Health.  He has been a Guggenheim Fellow, a National Endowment for the 
Humanities Fellow and a Josiah Macy Fellow. Presently, he is the recipient of a Robert 
Wood Johnson Investigator Award.  He has been awarded the Distinguished Scholar’s 
Prize from the City University and recently, the Viseltear Prize for Outstanding Work in 
the History of Public Health from the American Public Health Association and the 
Distinguished Alumnus Award from the University of Massachusetts.  He is author of 
numerous books on public health, environmental and occupational health history 
including, with Gerald Markowitz Deceit and Denial: The Deadly Politics of Industrial 
Pollution. 
 
Abstract 
This paper will look at the lead industry’s strategies to create controversy, emphasize 
uncertainty, and downplay risk associated with lead in consumer products during the 20th 
century.  We will focus on strategies that involved research funding (including the private 
funding of government agency research), research suppression (including harassment 
and intimidation) and promotion of false claims about safety and health.  We will link this 
historical discussion with today’s controversies over the stacking of CDC and NIH 
scientific advisory boards with pro-industry spokespeople.   
 
 
Remedies 
1. Policy makers should seriously consider extending implementation of the 
“precautionary principle” in establishing regulatory policy. 
 
2. "Experts" who are used to promote drugs, dietary supplements, and a variety of 
suspected toxic materials should be required to routinely disclose their affiliations in 
various venues including news media, regulatory agencies, academic and scientific 
publications and research reports. 
 
3. Regulatory agencies such as NIOSH, OSHA and the EPA should be restructured to 
reflect the fact that occupational and environmental dangers cross traditional and 
outdated regulatory boundaries. 
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Selected Bibliography 
Gerald Markowitz and David Rosner, Deceit and Denial: The Deadly Politics of Industrial 
Pollution (University of California Press/Milbank Fund, 2002). 
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David Michaels, Ph.D., M.P.H. 

 
Manufacturing Uncertainty: Contested Science and the Protection of the Public's 

Health and Environment 
 
Biographical Sketch 
David Michaels is Research Professor in the Department of Environmental and 
Occupational Health.  An epidemiologist with extensive experience in public health, 
regulatory and public policy, scientific research and program administration, he has 
focused on the application of scientific research findings to a wide range of public policy 
issues. Dr. Michaels served as the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Assistant 
Secretary for Environment, Safety and Health from 1998 through January 2001. In this 
position, he had primary responsibility for protecting the health and safety of workers, the 
neighboring communities and the environment surrounding the nation's nuclear weapons 
complex. He was the chief architect of the initiative to compensate workers in the 
nuclear weapons complex who developed cancer or lung disease as a result of 
exposure to radiation, beryllium and other hazards.   He currently is co-chair of the 
Scientific Knowledge and Public Policy initiative, coordinated by the Tellus Institute 
(www.DefendingScience.org). 
 
 
Abstract 
The tobacco industry is well-known for its use of scientists (as well as public relations 
companies) to “manufacture” uncertainty about the health consequences of tobacco use 
by dissecting every study, and highlighting flaws and minor inconsistencies in published 
research that implicated tobacco as a potent health hazard.  This strategy, which was 
employed by other industries that produced hazardous products (lead, vinyl chloride, 
beryllium), is now used against virtually all newly proposed public health and 
environmental regulation, and a lucrative consulting industry has developed to assist 
manufacturers of hazardous products challenge the scientific basis for public health 
protection and litigation.  This presentation will focus on two primary mechanisms for the 
manufacture of uncertainty: the application of the Supreme Court’s Daubert rule and the 
Data Quality Act. 
 
Remedy 
1. Regulatory agencies should apply the same data integrity requirements currently used 
by medical journals.  
 
The leading medical journals in the U.S. and Great Britain no longer publish articles 
based on studies done under corporate contracts in which the investigators did not have 
the unfettered right to publish the findings.  In a historic joint statement, the editors of 
these journals asserted that contractual arrangements that allow sponsor control of 
publication “not only erode the fabric of intellectual inquiry that has fostered so much 
high-quality clinical research but also make medical journals party to potential 
misrepresentation, since the published manuscript may not reveal the extent to which 
the authors were powerless to control the conduct of a study that bears their names.” 
(see N Engl J Med. 2001;345:825-6).  
 
The editors understand that physicians make life-and-death decisions on the basis of 
what is published in medical journals; it is therefore vital that the findings they publish 
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are “free of commercial interest.”  While the public (through the agencies charged with 
protecting our health and safety) deserve no less protection, few regulatory agencies 
have requirements that ensure that the science on which they base their decision-
making is equally free of commercial interest.  Studies can be submitted to EPA, OSHA, 
MSHA, NHTSA without even identifying who paid for the study; there are no 
requirements to divulge the role of a study’s financial sponsor in the conduct and 
publication of the results.  Regulatory agencies should have, at minimum, the same 
requirements for “data integrity” as medical journals: 
 

• Scientists who directly submit comments or other materials for consideration by 
government agencies should disclose financial and other conflicts of interest that 
might bias their work, and whether they had the contractual right to publish their 
findings without obtaining consent of the sponsor.  If their work was reviewed, 
prior to either publication or submission to the regulatory agency, by a party 
affected by the regulation, that should be disclosed as well. 

 
• Parties that submit data from research they have sponsored (paid for) must 

disclose if the scientists had the contractual right to publish their findings without 
the consent of the sponsor, and, if known, who reviewed the materials prior to 
publication (if published) or submission to the regulatory agency (if unpublished).  

 
• Other parties (i.e. trade associations, unions, public interest groups) who submit 

scientific results to regulatory agencies should disclose all known financial and 
other conflicts of interests of the scientists conducting the studies. 
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Dispensing with the Truth: Drug Companies, Spin Doctors  
and Corporate Junk Science 

 
 
Biographical Sketch 
Alicia Mundy is a Fellow at the New America Foundation, an investigative reporter in 
Washington, D.C., a Contributing Editor for Washingtonian Magazine, and has written 
about drug companies’ influence on health advocacy groups for Washington Monthly.  
She began looking at the ties between pharmaceutical lobbyists, politicians and the 
Food and Drug Administration when she was at U.S. News and World Report in the late 
1980’s. 
 
In 2002, her book on the fen-phen scandal, Dispensing With the Truth, was a semifinalist 
for the Robert F. Kennedy Award. The book documents how Wyeth-Ayerst and its 
partners knew about their diet drugs’ links to an increasing number of deaths from a lung 
disease, and to major heart valve damage, and did not reveal this to doctors, to the 
public, or to the FDA, until they were pushed to do so by lawsuits and The New England 
Journal of Medicine.  The company went on the offensive, producing studies which 
downplayed the deadly side effects. But company documents indicated those studies 
were part of its defense in the face of hundreds of thousands of lawsuits.  

 
Abstract 
In the past 10 years, drug makers have begun using studies in medical journals as a 
form of litigation defense. They arrange through PR firms to get positive articles 
ghostwritten if necessary, placed in journals and publicized.  Their own employees often 
participate in such studies to ensure everyone stays on message.  In the Fen-Phen and 
Rezulin cases, drug makers used medical studies and medical associations to keep a lid 
on bad PR in the media, and to help the companies in the courtroom. The companies 
knew that the FDA doctors who questioned the validity of their “studies” and the 
credibility of their experts would not be allowed to complain publicly about the “studies 
blitz”.  
 
Remedies 
1. The media must take a more active role in revealing funding of drug-maker sponsored 
studies when reporting them; revealing the participation of drug company employees in 
company-sponsored studies; reporting about different results or competing studies and 
whether findings correlate with the source of the funding. 
 
2. The media need to be more active in revealing the funding from companies to health 
advocacy groups which push for drugs to treat new “syndromes” and in questioning the 
birth of these “syndromes” and their proponents.  They also need to report on the role of 
drug companies in sponsoring health advocates’ seminars to health magazines, 
women’s magazines and to Congress, and their role in selecting the topics and 
speakers. 
 
3. The FDA should allow its safety experts to speak openly about their concerns with 
industry-sponsored studies and with the credibility of their authors. The FDA should lift 
its gag order on its real experts. 
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4. The media need to report on how various companies return to the “usual suspects” in 
the medical field to defend them in the media and in court.   
 
Bibliography 
Kassirer, Jerome. Financial conflict of interest: an unresolved ethical frontier. American 
Journal of Law and Medicine 2001;27(2-3):149-62. 
 
Kassirer, Jerome and Joe S. Cecil. Inconsistency in evidentiary standards in medical 
testimony: disorder in the courts. Journal of the American Medical Association 
2002;288(11):1382-7. 
 
Mundy, Alicia. Dispensing With the Truth: The Victims, the Companies and the Dramatic 
Battle over Fen-Phen. (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 2001). 
 
Mundy, Alicia. Hot flash, cold cash. Washington Monthly January, 2003. How the influx 
of money from drug makers coincided with a pro-industry agenda at the Society for 
Women’s Health Research, which continued to promote hormone replacement therapy 
after the NIH study said last July that those drugs could be dangerous for women.  
 
Mundy, Alicia. You taking us for dopes? Editor & Publisher, June 19, 2001. About the 
lack of information on medical studies by health reporters in print and on the air, and lack 
of conflict of interest disclosure in medical journals.  
 
Mundy, Alicia. The national media’s pecking order. Editor and Publisher, April, 25, 2000. 
On CBS and Los Angeles Times Rezulin coverage.  
 



 23

Neil Munro 
 

Biotech Debates and Media Opportunities 
 
 

Biographical Sketch 
Neil Munro has covered the politics of the technology business for 14 years. He wrote for 
Defense News during the Reagan-buildup and decline, for Washington Technology 
during the dot-com bubble, and for National Journal during the last four years. 
 
Abstract 
The media's coverage of biotech is uncomfortably similar to its coverage of the dot-com 
bubble.  The media pizzazz surrounding Wall Street initial public offerings (IPO) hid 
myriad undisclosed inside-deals that skewed managers' incentives and helped drained 
value from shareholders and company-founders. Similarly, the pizzazz over scientific 
advances helps to hide myriad inside-deals that shape scientific incentives, as well as 
the judgments of voters and politicians. 
 
Dot-com companies got the media's attention, but other companies got the money: the 
merchant banks, stock-pickers, and larger high-tech firms. In biotech, the promise of 
cures and breakthroughs gets press attention, but others stand to make the most money 
-- large pharmaceutical companies, outsourced support companies and patent-
licensees. 
 
The hyped-promise of dot-com growth deceived many reporters and also investors 
about the value of stocks. The media is now hyping promised cures for patients afflicted 
with Alzheimer's, Parkinson's and other diseases. Skepticism is required.  In particular, 
journalists need to pay more attention to the fact that supposedly objective scientists 
have business interests that overlap with and have the potential to influence their 
scientific views. 
 
Remedies 
1. Science reporting should be covered under a hybrid beat that synthesizes the rules of 
traditional science reporting and the rules of a traditional business beat, overseen by an 
editor who understands the role of money in biotechnology. 
 
2. Science reporters should call it like it is.  For example, scientists who have 
management or advisory duties in at least one company should be described in media 
reports as "academic entrepreneurs," not simply as “scientists.”  Similarly, academic 
scientists who do not have direct financial stakes in companies, but who still receive 
income from companies that license their patents, should be described as "the recipient 
of patent royalties."  
 
3. If quoted scientists are linked to institutions, reporters should note whether those 
institutions are funded in whole or in part by firms with a stake in what's being written 
about.  Similarly, when quoting university deans and executives, reporters need to check 
the university's "technology transfer" programs, whose task is to maximize revenue 
generation from the sale or licensing of the university's discoveries to industry.  
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Herbert L. Needleman M.D. 

 
Poisoning our Minds: Industry Attempts to Silence  

the Science of Childhood Lead Poisoning 
 
 
Biographical Sketch 
Herbert Needleman is Professor of Psychiatry and Pediatrics at the University of 
Pittsburgh School of Medicine.  He has been studying the effects of lead at low doses on 
children’s brains and development for 30 years.  He developed the dentine assay for 
lead, and using it, showed that lead at doses too low to bring children to medical 
attention was associated with IQ loss, behavioral aberration, language deficits and 
disturbed classroom behavior.  He followed these children into young adulthood and 
showed that their deficits persisted and were expressed in school failure and reading 
disabilities.  He designed the first forward study of lead exposure in the uterus, and 
showed that it was associated with cognitive deficits later in life.  His studies have 
demonstrated that lead exposure is associated with increased aggression, disturbed 
attention and delinquent behavior.  He conducted the first case control of delinquents, 
and demonstrated that they have elevated bone lead levels, and that this finding is 
associated with an odds ratio of 4 for delinquency.  For his work on lead toxicity, he has 
been honored by the Dana Foundation, the Heinz Family Fund, and has been elected to 
the Institute of Medicine of the National Academy of Sciences. 
 
Abstract 
The field of lead toxicity has been uniquely contentious.  This state of affairs exists 
because industrial influences have degraded the discourse and employed tactics more 
appropriate to professional wrestling than science.  One tactic has been to accuse 
exponents of scientific misconduct.  I will briefly discuss my personal experience with 
this tactic.  
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Marion Nestle, Ph.D., M.P.H. 

 
Food Industry Influence on Dietary Advice, Nutrition Science, 

and Government Nutrition Policy 
 
 
Biographical Sketch 
Marion Nestle has been Professor and Chair of the Department of Nutrition and Food 
Studies at New York University since fall 1988.  Her degrees include a Ph.D. in 
molecular biology and an M.P.H. in public health nutrition, both from the University of 
California, Berkeley.  Her first faculty position was in the Department of Biology at 
Brandeis University.  From 1976-86 she was Associate Dean of the University of 
California San Francisco (UCSF) School of Medicine, where she taught nutrition to 
medical students, residents, and practicing physicians, and directed a nutrition education 
center sponsored by the American Cancer Society.  From 1986-88, she was senior 
nutrition policy advisor in the Department of Health and Human Services and managing 
editor of the 1988 Surgeon General’s Report on Nutrition and Health.  She has been a 
member of the FDA Food Advisory Committee and Science Board, the USDA/DHHS 
1995 Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committee, and American Cancer Society committees 
that issue dietary guidelines for cancer prevention.  Her research focuses on analysis of 
the scientific, social, cultural, and economic factors that influence dietary 
recommendations and practices.  She is the author of Nutrition in Clinical Practice 
(Jones Medical Publications, 1985), Food Politics: How the Food Industry Influences 
Nutrition and Health (University of California Press, 2002), and Safe Food: Bacteria, 
Biotechnology, and Bioterrorism (University of California Press, 2003).  Food Politics 
won the 2003 James Beard Book Award (Literary), and the Association of American 
Publishers Award for the best book in Nursing and Allied Health published in 2002.  
 
Abstract 
Dietary recommendations suggest that people would be healthier if they consumed less 
of foods containing saturated or trans fats, sugars, salty foods, alcohol, and calories in 
general, but food companies use every legal, regulatory, and societal means to actively 
oppose policies supporting this advice.  They lobby government agencies, international 
agencies, such as WHO, and co-opt nutrition professionals through sponsorship of 
research, publications, and meetings, and exploit ambiguities in nutrition science to 
press for advice that favors product sales.  Among food associations, those representing 
meat and sugar producers are only the most overtly aggressive in promoting product 
sales at the expense of public health. 
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Paying the Piper, Picking the Tune:  
Drug Companies and Clinical Researchers 

 
 
Biographical Sketch 
Drummond Rennie is Deputy Editor of The Journal of the American Medical Association 
and Adjunct Professor of Medicine at the University of California San Francisco. He was 
educated at Cambridge University and Guy's Hospital Medical School, London. He has 
done numerous studies on the patho-physiological effects of acute and chronic hypoxia 
in the Andes, the Alps, the Yukon, Alaska, and the Himalayas. He is a nephrologist, and 
was deputy editor of the New England Journal of Medicine when at Harvard. He served 
as a member of the Commission on Research Integrity to the Public Health Service, and 
conducts research into authorship; ethical issues in science and publication; the editorial 
peer review system (he directed all four International Congresses on Peer Review), the 
reporting of trials and the integrity of the biomedical literature. 
 
Abstract 
Journal editors publishing clinical research are increasingly concerned that commercial 
sponsors are exerting excessive control over trials involving their products. To prevent 
publication of unfavorable results, companies have threatened researchers, stopped 
trials, and blocked publication. Increasingly, principal investigators find themselves 
excluded from the raw data, and unable to analyze results until they have been 
processed by company employees. Researchers and their institutions, beholden to the 
sponsors, often hesitate to challenge this loss of control. The consequence is biased 
reporting, resulting in biased treatments. Remedies must be directed at reducing bias at 
each level of the process.  
 
Remedies 
1. Investigators must understand at the start that their aims and those of the sponsors 
may differ radically, and they must be cautious when entering into relationships with 
commercial sponsors. Research institutions must forbid contracts that cede control to 
the sponsors of the design, conduct and publication of reports of trials. Research 
institutions depend heavily on public trust for their legitimacy and on public funds for their 
functioning. They must have in place strong conflict of interest policies and recognize 
that short-term financial gain at the expense of reputation is a policy guaranteed in the 
long run to reduce the public's confidence and investment. 
 
2. Journal editors must require that some of the leading investigators are independent of 
the sponsors and testify that they had full control over the design and conduct of the 
studies, and access to all the data, and that there were no restrictions on publication. 
These authors are expected to assume responsibility for the entire study. In addition, 
authors should specify their contributions and editors should publish these. The role of 
the sponsors in the design, conduct, analysis and reporting of studies must be disclosed 
to readers. 
 
3. The public is advised to be skeptical of favorable results of studies of medical 
products when the studies have been sponsored by the manufacturers - the ones who 
have most to gain from such publication.  
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Jennifer Sass, Ph.D. 
 

Tools or Weapons? Pharmacokinetic models, Transgenics, and  
Toxicogenomics in the Regulatory Setting 

 
 
Biographical Sketch 
Jennifer Sass is a Senior Scientist at the Natural Resources Defense Council. She has 
spent over a decade as a laboratory researcher, in biomedical research. Her areas of 
study include neurobiology, cell and molecular biology, and toxicology. She has 
published over a dozen research articles and commentary in peer-reviewed scientific 
journals. Research specifics include the study of mercury on neural development, the 
study of aluminum on neurobiochemistry, and the study of stress proteins (molecular 
chaperones) in embryonic development. Her Ph.D. is from the University of 
Saskatchewan, Canada. Jennifer works primarily on monitoring the EPA’s assessment 
and regulation of pesticides and toxic chemicals. In addition, she is actively working with 
other public interest groups to enforce governmental policies limiting researchers with 
financial conflicts of interest from participating as independent scientists, on 
governmental advisory committees. 
 
Abstract 
The role of toxicogenomics, pharmacokinetic and pharmacodynamic models, and 
transgenic animals is a hotly debated subject among regulatory agencies.  These 
molecular techniques and mathematical models provide extremely rapid and relatively 
inexpensive screening methods for detecting effects of toxic chemical exposures at the 
molecular level, and aid in determining the mechanism of toxicity of an agent.  Because 
these new and valuable methodologies are so complex, they defy scrutiny by traditional 
public interest groups. As a result, regulated industries are able to produce and provide 
data based on these methods almost without oversight. The result has been a push by 
polluting industries to weaken regulatory standards, based on murky data and fuzzy 
math. 
 
Remedies 
1. The public interest community must quickly join the dialogue between government 
and industry, as these methodologies are adapted for regulatory use, so that all 
concerns are met. 
 
2. Molecular methods must be developed that serve the public, and not just the 
pharmaceutical and chemical industries.  Toxicogenomic methods developed for 
pharmaceutical drug testing are primarily concerned with liver toxicity in adult animals. 
The public interest community should push for a broader array of tests that include in 
utero exposures, juvenile animals, both sexes, and central nervous system tissues. 
 
3. Molecular methods can be used to aid in identification of sensitive populations that 
may be genetically predisposed to chemical-induced disease. This information should be 
used appropriately to prevent disease, however, the legal ramifications of these data are 
tremendous. We must make sure that these personal data are used to prevent toxic 
exposures, and not to deny employment to genetically-susceptible workers. 
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Stifling Science: Attacks on Government Scientists  
after the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill 

 
 
Biographical Sketch 
Jeffrey Short is a physical chemist and has worked mainly on oil pollution research in 
Alaska since 1973.  He is a member of the first scientific group to respond to the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill, and has remained the lead chemist for the Exxon Valdez Trustee 
Council, a consortium of federal and Alaska state government agencies to administer the 
restoration of the impacted region.  His work since the spill has mostly focused on 
evaluating the embyotoxic effects of oil pollution, and the significance of potentially 
confounding hydrocarbon sources in the Gulf of Alaska.  He works in Juneau, Alaska at 
the Auke Bay Laboratory, a part of the Alaska Fisheries Science Center of the National 
Marine Fisheries Service. 
 
Abstract  
Government scientists found that oil from the 1989 Exxon Valdez spill was surprisingly 
persistent and toxic.  Motivated by potential litigation, a sustained campaign to 
aggressively challenge these findings ensued, sponsored by Exxon Corporation.  
Methods employed include misrepresentation of government data, manipulating 
agendas of scientific meetings, abuse of the scientific peer-review process, abuse of the 
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), shadowing field studies, and groundless allegation 
of scientific misconduct.  
 
The scientific process for evaluating original research contributions depends critically on 
the integrity of the all the participants: contributors, peer-reviewers and journal editors.  
Unfortunately, this assumption may no longer be taken for granted.  The potential 
economic consequences of regulating activities affecting public health, natural resource 
utilization and the environment create powerful incentives to abuse the process.  
 
These abuses could be curtailed by extending government scientist's standards of public 
accountability to privately-funded environmental scientists, and by modifying FOIA 
regulations to provide equal treatment of government and academic scientists. 
 
Remedies 
1. The system of safeguards to deter publicly-funded scientists from scientific 
misconduct – including a formal definition of scientific misconduct, public access to data, 
a procedure for evaluating claims of misconduct, and sanctions for offenders – should be 
expanded to include privately-funded scientists who participate in public policy, 
regulatory and legal processes. 
 
2. Supporting data of scientific papers, regardless of the source of research funding, 
should be publicly available.  All scientists, whether in government, academia or 
industry, should be allowed to evaluate their data and formulate their professional 
conclusions in private and without interference, but having announced those conclusions 
to the public (in the press, in publications, or in submissions to government bodies), they 
should be required to make their supporting data available for public scrutiny. 
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3. Scientific journals should adopt a consistent code that stipulates fair procedures for 
evaluating claims of scientific misconduct, and these journals should collectively 
proscribe contributions from demonstrated offenders.  Equal access to data would level 
the playing field by exposing privately-funded scientists to the same risks for engaging in 
misconduct as are currently faced by their publicly-funded counterparts, and would 
thereby reduce the scope for abusing the scientific process.  
 
4. Scientific journals should enforce standards of scientific misconduct and sanctions for 
offenders.   
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include studies of environmental and occupational exposure to radiation, health effects 
of industrial animal production, and community-based research and education on 
environmental injustice in North Carolina.   
 
Abstract 
Industrialized livestock production exposes workers and nearby communities to organic 
dusts, ammonia, hydrogen sulfide and noxious odors, disproportionately impacting low 
income people and, in the U.S. South, people of color.  Following release of a study 
describing health impacts of living near an industrial swine operation, pork industry 
lawyers threatened to sue University of North Carolina researchers for defamation and 
demanded participant records that had been obtained under promise of confidentiality.  
The pork industry’s tactics and close ties to governments and universities created a 
“chilling effect” on health research, intimidating researchers and community members on 
whose participation future research depends.   
 
Government agencies, universities and research ethics boards should adopt stronger 
measures to protect study participants and their communities.  As a matter of 
environmental justice, researchers should be more responsive to communities burdened 
by health hazards than to industries that create, or governments that permit, those 
hazards. 
 
Remedies 
1. Public records statutes should be modified to protect research participants and their 
communities from disclosure of confidential information. 
 
2. Researchers and Institutional Review Boards (IRBs) should consider research 
protections for entire communities, not just individual research participants. 
 
3. IRBs should acquire technical capacity and personnel to evaluate the potential for 
deductive disclosure of the identities of research participants and communities when 
research records are released. 
 
4. When threats occur, scientists, universities and community partners should make 
them public in order to alert other potential targets of intimidation and embarrass the 
perpetrators. 
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5. Universities should provide public assurances that researchers will be protected from 
pressures brought by donors, board members and funders.   
 
6. Universities and foundations should strongly support community, worker and 
consumer driven research into environmental and workplace hazards and product safety 
by funding participation in planning, conduct and oversight of environmental health 
research and in public education about research findings. 
 
7. University and ethics boards should increase representation of grassroots community, 
worker and consumer organizations. 
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