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TobaccoTobacco’’s Campaign to s Campaign to 
Manufacture DoubtManufacture Doubt

““Doubt is our productDoubt is our product, since it is the best , since it is the best 
means of competing with the means of competing with the ‘‘body of factbody of fact’’
that exists in the minds of the general that exists in the minds of the general 
public.  It is also the means of establishing public.  It is also the means of establishing 
controversy.controversy.””

-Brown & Williamson Document No. 332506, 1969
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“The scientific debate 
remains open.  Voters 
believe that there is no 
consensus about global 
warming within the 
scientific community.  
Should the public come 
to believe that the 
scientific issues are 
settled, their view about 
global warming will 
change accordingly.  
Therefore, you need to 
continue to make the 
lack of scientific 
certainty a primary 
issue in the debate…”
(emphasis in original)
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Marketing “Product Defense”
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BenzeneBenzene

US National Toxicology Program, US National Toxicology Program, 
Known Human Carcinogen (1980)Known Human Carcinogen (1980)

IARC, Group 1 Carcinogen (1987)IARC, Group 1 Carcinogen (1987)

Copyright 2007, David Michaels, eohdmm@gwumc.edu



Copyright 2007, David Michaels, eohdmm@gwumc.edu



Copyright 2007, David Michaels, eohdmm@gwumc.edu



Copyright 2007, David Michaels, eohdmm@gwumc.edu



Copyright 2007, David Michaels, eohdmm@gwumc.edu



Copyright 2007, David Michaels, eohdmm@gwumc.edu



Seeding the Science
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What Were They Thinking?
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Does Vioxx Increase CVD Risk?Does Vioxx Increase CVD Risk?

In August 2001, JAMA publishes review In August 2001, JAMA publishes review 
of Vioxx trial by three scientists of Vioxx trial by three scientists notnot
associated with Merck:associated with Merck:

Risk of cardiovascular event among Risk of cardiovascular event among 
those taking Vioxx, compared with those taking Vioxx, compared with 
naproxen, was 2.38 (95% confidence naproxen, was 2.38 (95% confidence 
interval, 1.39interval, 1.39--4.00; 4.00; PP = .002).= .002).

MukherjeeMukherjee DM, DM, NissenNissen SE, SE, TopolTopol EJ. JAMA 2001;286:954EJ. JAMA 2001;286:954--959.959.
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Merck Merck ‘‘s Counters Counter--Attack: Attack: 
ItIt’’s the s the AlleveAlleve, not Vioxx, not Vioxx

October 2001, A group of MerckOctober 2001, A group of Merck--
affiliated scientists blame affiliated scientists blame 
naproxen, not Vioxx:naproxen, not Vioxx:
““Differences observed between Differences observed between 
rofecoxib and naproxen are likely rofecoxib and naproxen are likely 
the result of the the result of the antiplateletantiplatelet
effects of the latter agent.effects of the latter agent.””
((KonstamKonstam MA, Weir MR, MA, Weir MR, ReicinReicin AS, et al. Circulation 2001;104:2280AS, et al. Circulation 2001;104:2280--22882288
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Merck Merck ‘‘s Counters Counter--Attack: Attack: 
ItIt’’s the s the AlleveAlleve, not Vioxx, not Vioxx

And December 2001 letter to JAMA: And December 2001 letter to JAMA: 
““ We believe that the analysis of We believe that the analysis of 
[[MukherjeeMukherjee, , NissenNissen and and TopolTopol] ] 
provides no substantive support for provides no substantive support for 
their conclusions.their conclusions.””
Pointing to another study, they assert Pointing to another study, they assert 
that that ““these findings support a these findings support a 
protective effect of naproxen as the protective effect of naproxen as the 
most likely explanation. most likely explanation. ””
KonstamKonstam MA, Demopoulos LA. Cardiovascular events and MA, Demopoulos LA. Cardiovascular events and 
COXCOX--2 inhibitors JAMA 2001;286:28092 inhibitors JAMA 2001;286:2809
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Whose Analysis Was Correct?Whose Analysis Was Correct?

September 2004: Merck withdraws Vioxx September 2004: Merck withdraws Vioxx 
after a placebo trial shows that Vioxx after a placebo trial shows that Vioxx 
increases risk of heart attacks.increases risk of heart attacks.

By then, an estimated 20 million By then, an estimated 20 million 
Americans had taken the drug. Americans had taken the drug. 

FDA scientists estimate Vioxx caused FDA scientists estimate Vioxx caused 
between 88,000 and 140,000 heart between 88,000 and 140,000 heart 
attacks in US alone.attacks in US alone.
Graham D, Graham D, CampenCampen D, Hui R, et al. D, Hui R, et al. The Lancet,The Lancet, 2005;365:4752005;365:475--481481..
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Shameless Self-Promotion
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October 30, 2007
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What Can We Do About It?What Can We Do About It?

Full Disclosure and Publication of ConflictsFull Disclosure and Publication of Conflicts
–– Online access to disclosed information, Online access to disclosed information, 

rather than leaving it to editorial judgment rather than leaving it to editorial judgment 

Eliminate Conflicts of Interest: Eliminate Conflicts of Interest: ““ManagingManaging””
Conflicts is Not EnoughConflicts is Not Enough
–– ban employees of product defense firms ban employees of product defense firms 

from federal science advisory committeesfrom federal science advisory committees
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What Else Can We Do About What Else Can We Do About 
It?It?

Scientist Control of Work ProductScientist Control of Work Product
–– No publication of papers whose first author No publication of papers whose first author 

did not have the unfettered right to publishdid not have the unfettered right to publish

Level the Playing FieldLevel the Playing Field
–– Equal treatment of public and private scienceEqual treatment of public and private science
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For More InformationFor More Information

The Project on Scientific Knowledge The Project on Scientific Knowledge 
and Public Policy:and Public Policy:

www.DefendingScience.orgwww.DefendingScience.org

The Pump Handle Blog:The Pump Handle Blog:
http://http://thepumphandle.wordpress.comthepumphandle.wordpress.com
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