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policy on tobacco industry-
funded research
Ruth E Malone
For several years, the senior editors and
editorial board of Tobacco Control have dis-
cussed changing our formal stance on the
publication of research funded by the
tobacco industry. It is simple enough to
say, as most journals do, that regardless of
funding source, well-done science should
always be welcome at a journal if it passes
peer review, and that full disclosure about
funding sources provides adequate
warning to reviewers and readers about
potential research and/or reporting biases.
There are good arguments to be made
challenging disclosure as a method for
insuring scientific transparency,1 2 but the
core of the issue is deeper than this: it
involves whether there are systematic
reasons to believe that publishing tobacco
industry-funded research violates higher
principles.3

In the case of the tobacco industry,
there is abundant evidence (only a small
sample is cited here) to show that this is
the case, and to call for making a clear dis-
tinction based on funding source. First, of
course, is the overwhelming evidence that
tobacco companies have repeatedly and
systematically interfered with legitimate
scientific research, and repeatedly used
industry-funded scientists and their
industry-facilitated findings to deceive
consumers and undermine public
health.4–16

The issue is not merely that the tobacco
companies produce research biased to
favour their positions; they also use their
scientists as key ambassadors in their cor-
porate legitimacy-rebuilding work.17 For
example, re-establishing connections with
reputable scientists was made an explicit
part of Philip Morris’s long-term plan to
rebuild its public reputation and renormal-
ise the tobacco business.18 Thus, when
peer-reviewed health journals publish
industry-funded work, they are putting
their journals in service to tobacco indus-
try public relations goals.

Second, Tobacco Control, as a journal, has
always had a normative stance: its very
title speaks to its purpose.3 Tobacco Control
does not exist merely to publish research
about tobacco in general, but to advance
the field of tobacco control through publish-
ing well-done science, scholarly discourse
and advocacy pieces. The editors take as
givens that tobacco products are bad for
health, that we face a global, industrially
produced disease epidemic from tobacco
industry products, and that tobacco com-
panies’ primary aim (even, as some point
out,19 their legal obligation to shareholders)
is to increase profits through multiple
means, including encouraging tobacco con-
sumption and minimising or discouraging
tobacco cessation. One might argue that
this implies that we editors are, therefore,
no less biased than tobacco companies
when it comes to research. However, while
we are always happy to publish studies
that advance tobacco control by showing
that policies and programmes work to
reduce tobacco use or change its social
meaning, we are equally happy to publish
studies showing when they do not work,
when they are not cost effective, or when
they create new, unanticipated problems.
We do not reject well-done studies simply
because we do not agree with their find-
ings, or those findings call into question
current practises; in fact, the field as a
whole often benefits from challenges to
common assumptions, which can open
new areas of research.
Third, most reputable journals and

scientists respect the notion that the point
of inquiry is to widely disseminate and
refine knowledge—in the case of
health-related journals, knowledge that
will ultimately benefit health. Presently,
staggering numbers of publications based
on tobacco company internal documents
show that the tobacco industry, by con-
trast, uses its funding of research and
researchers to suppress, delay and thwart
dissemination of knowledge and to create
confusion.20–26 This behaviour reflects the
industry’s overriding concern for profits,
which trumps even the most basic ethical
obligations of any society—truth telling
and minimising harm among them. It is

for these reasons that countries which are
parties to the World Health Organisation
Framework Convention on Tobacco
Control have agreed that ‘there is a funda-
mental and irreconcilable conflict between
the tobacco industry’s interests and public
health policy interests’.27

Quality academic publishing depends
upon a foundation of trust and a shared
mission between authors and editors.
Nevertheless, neither of these is possible
with the tobacco industry, which shares
neither the mission of promoting transpar-
ency in science, nor that of achieving
tobacco control, and has amply demon-
strated its untrustworthiness. Only
research that tobacco companies think
likely to advance tobacco industry goals
(and profits) will be allowed to be submit-
ted for publication, creating a presubmis-
sion bias.

For all these reasons, Tobacco Control
will no longer consider papers reporting
work funded, in whole or in part, by a
tobacco company or tobacco industry
organisation. Furthermore, we will not
consider papers by authors who accept
tobacco industry funding.

We cannot claim to be path-breaking in
making this decision; in fact, we are
rather late to the party. Other reputable
journals have already been doing this (in
some cases, for years) and we owe them
a debt of gratitude for their leadership.
Since 1995, for instance, journals pub-
lished by the American Thoracic Society
have had an explicit policy against pub-
lishing research funded by the tobacco
industry.3 28 Journal of Health Psychology
has long had a similar policy.29 In 2010,
PLoS Medicine announced its policy,
joining PLoS One and PLoS Biology.30

There are likely to be others, and we
hope that other journals will join us.

More recently, the United States
National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA),
a major National Institutes of Health
research funder, released a guidance docu-
ment of points to consider regarding appli-
cations from grantees who also accept
tobacco industry funding.31 Citing the
decision in U.S. Department of Justice vs.
Philip Morris et al., the massive federal
lawsuit in which the major tobacco com-
panies were found to have engaged in fraud
and racketeering (findings recently reaf-
firmed on appeal), the document notes
that tobacco industry-funded research has
been shown to be biased in favour of indus-
try goals. Further, the document notes that
‘the interests of the tobacco industry are
fundamentally incompatible with the scien-
tific goals and public health mission of
NIDA’. For these reasons, NIDA (while not
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prohibiting outright the funding of
researchers also supported by industry)
counsels great caution in considering such
applications. Several universities and
private research funders have adopted pol-
icies against acceptance of tobacco industry
research funding for similar reasons.32 33

As noted in a previous editorial by the
then editor Simon Chapman in 2005,34

Tobacco Control very rarely receives industry-
funded research papers, as the industry has
many favoured journals where it can
publish. However, the discussion was reo-
pened recently by a direct query to the
editor, which followed close upon the heels
of a flurry of several rejected submissions
of work from Chinese tobacco industry
scientists. One of these submissions
claimed that ‘science has not to date been
able to identify biological mechanisms
which can explain with certainty the stat-
istical findings linking smoking and certain
diseases’, citing the website of British
American Tobacco as a source for this
astonishing assertion.

In fairness to the journal’s earlier editors,
tobacco company scientific malfeasance
was only suspected, but not fully known,
until after the release of millions of pages
of tobacco industry documents. But, given
the massive body of research and scholar-
ship that has since used the documents to
demonstrate industry patterns and prac-
tises so extensively, we would be remiss
now to ignore its implications for editors
of a professional journal focused on health.

As its editors, we will not allow Tobacco
Control to be put into the service of advan-
cing tobacco industry goals. We recognise
that we may, in implementing this policy,
miss opportunities to publish industry-
funded studies on the pending crop of
so-called ‘potential reduced exposure pro-
ducts’, or even products that could poten-
tially be less harmful than those now on
the market. However, we see no evidence
whatsoever that tobacco companies plan
to phase out the single most deadly con-
sumer product ever made and the source of
the bulk of their profits: the cigarette.
Once cigarettes are pulled from the market,
as a Philip Morris chief executive once
swore they would be should they be found
to cause disease,35 36 then we can revisit
our decision. Meanwhile, we are pleased to
join with many other reputable journals
and funders in formally refusing to con-
sider tobacco industry-funded work.
Acknowledgements Thanks to the Tobacco Control
editorial board for vigorous discussion of the issues at
stake, and especially senior editors Andrew Hyland,
Joaquin Barnoya, Joanna Cohen, Coral Gartner, Sally
Haw, Lisa Henriksen, and to Simon Chapman, Lisa Bero,

Patricia McDaniel, Elizabeth Smith, Naphtali Offen and
Valerie Yerger for comments on this editorial.

Funding None.

Competing interests None.

Provenance and peer review Commissioned;
internally peer reviewed.

Tobacco Control 2013;22:1–2.
doi:10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2012-050874

REFERENCES
1. Michaels D. Addressing conflict in strategic

literature reviews: disclosure is not enough. J
Epidemiol Community Health 2009;63:599–600.

2. Bero LA, Glantz S, Hong MK. The limits of
competing interest disclosures. Tob Control
2005;14:118–26.

3. Caplan AL. Should our journals publish research
sponsored by the tobacco industry? Con: the
smoking lamp should not be lit in ATS/ALA
publications. Am J Respir Crit Care Med
1995;12:125–6.

4. Barnes D, Bero LA. Industry-funded research and
conflict of interest: An analysis of research
sponsored by the Tobacco Industry through the
Center for Indoor Air Research. J Health Polit Policy
Law 1996;21:515–42.

5. Glantz S, Slade J, Bero L, et al. The cigarette
papers. Berkeley, CA: UC Press, 1996.

6. Chapman S, Carter SM, Peters M. “A deep
fragrance of academia”: the Australian Tobacco
Research Foundation. Tob Control 2003;12(Suppl 3):
iii38–44.

7. United States District Court for the District of
Columbia. Amended Final Opinion, U.S. Department
of Justice versus Philip Morris et al. Civil Action No.
99-2496 (GK). 2006. http://publichealthlawcenter.org/
sites/default/files/resources/doj-final-opinion.pdf
(accessed 1 Aug 2012).

8. Drope J, Chapman S. Tobacco industry efforts at
discrediting scientific knowledge of environmental
tobacco smoke: a review of internal industry
documents. J Epidemiol Community Health
2001;55:588–94.

9. Muggli ME, Forster JL, Hurt RD, et al. The smoke
you don’t see: Uncovering tobacco industry scientific
strategies aimed against environmental tobacco
smoke policies. Am J Public Health
2001;91:1419–23.

10. Hammond D, Collishaw NE, Callard C. Secret
science: tobacco industry research on smoking
behaviour and cigarette toxicity. Lancet
2006;367:781–7.

11. Gruning T, Gilmore A, McKee M. Tobacco industry
influence on science and scientists in Germany. Am J
Public Health 2006;96:20–32. http://www.ajph.org/
cgi/content/abstract/AJPH.2004.061507v1
(accessed 1 Aug 2012).

12. Muggli ME, Hurt RD, Blanke DD. Science for hire: a
tobacco industry strategy to influence public opinion
on secondhand smoke. Nicotine Tob Res
2003;5:303–14.

13. Barnoya J, Glantz SA. The tobacco industry’s
worldwide ETS consultants project: European and
Asian components. Eur J Public Health
2006;16:69–77.

14. Tong EK, England L, Glantz SA. Changing
conclusions on secondhand smoke in a Sudden
Infant Death Syndrome review funded by the tobacco
industry. Pediatrics 2005;115:e356.

15. Francey N, Chapman S. “Operation Berkshire”: the
international tobacco companies’ conspiracy. BMJ
2000;321:371–4.

16. World Health Organization. Tobacco industry
interference with tobacco control. 2009. http://www.
who.int/tobacco/resources/publications/
9789241597340.pdf (accessed 1 Aug 2012).

17. MacKenzie R, Collin J. ‘A good personal scientific
relationship’: Philip Morris scientists and the
Chulabhorn Research Institute, Bangkok. PLoS Med
2008;5:1737–48.

18. McDaniel PA, Smith EA, Malone RE. Philip
Morris’s Project Sunrise: weakening tobacco
control by working with it. Tob Control 2006;15:
215–23.

19. Callard C, Thompson D, Collishaw N. Curing the
addiction to profits: a supply-side approach to
phasing out tobacco. Ottawa: Canadian Centre for
Policy Alternatives, 2005.

20. Trotter L, Chapman S. ‘Conclusions about exposure
to ETS and health that will be unhelpful to us’: how
the tobacco industry attempted to delay and
discredit the 1997 Australian National Health and
Medical Research Council report on passive smoking.
Tob Control 2003;12(Suppl III):iii102–6.

21. Muggli ME, Hurt RD, Repace J. The tobacco
industry ’s political efforts to derail the EPA report on
ETS. Am J Prev Med 2004;26:167–77.

22. Ong EK, Glantz S. Tobacco industry efforts
subverting International Agency for Research on
Cancer’s second-hand smoke study. Lancet
2000;355:1253–9.

23. McDaniel PA, Solomon G, Malone RE. The tobacco
industry and pesticide regulations: case studies from
tobacco industry archives. Environ Health Perspect
2005;113:1659–65.

24. Hammond D, Chaiton M, Lee A, et al. Destroyed
documents: uncovering the science that Imperial
Tobacco Canada sought to conceal. CMAJ
2009;181:691–8.

25. Hong M, Bero L. How the tobacco industry
responded to an influential study of the health
effects of secondhand smoke. BMJ
2002;325:1413–16.

26. Yano E. Japanese spousal smoking study revisited:
how a tobacco industry funded paper reached
erroneous conclusions. Tob Control 2005;14:227–33;
discussion 33–5.

27. World Health Organization. WHO Framework
Convention on Tobacco Control Guidelines for
Implementation of Article 5.3. 2008. http://
wwwwhoint/fctc/guidelines/article_5_3pdf
(accessed 1 Aug 2012).

28. Rutter T. US journals veto tobacco funded research.
BMJ 1996;312:11.

29. Marks DF. A higher principle is at stake than simply
freedom of speech. BMJ 1996;312:773–4.

30. PLoS Editors. A new policy on tobacco papers.
PLoS Med 2010;7:e1000237.

31. National Institute on Drug Abuse. Points to
Consider Regarding Tobacco Industry Funding of NIDA
Applicants. 2011. http://www.drugabuse.gov/
about-nida/advisory-boards-groups/
national-advisory-council-drug-abuse-nacda/
council-statements/points-to-consider-regarding
(accessed 1 Aug 2012).

32. Cohen JE, Ashley MJ, Ferrence R, et al. Institutional
addiction to tobacco. Tob Control 1999;1999:70–4.

33. Cohen J. Universities and tobacco money. BMJ
2001;323:1–2.

34. Chapman S. Research from tobacco industry
affiliated authors: need for particular vigilance. Tob
Control 2005;14:217–9.

35. Cummings KE. A promise is a promise. Tob Control
2003;12:117–8.

36. Curriden M. Tobacco exec stuns observers. Dallas
Morning News 1997, August 22;Sect. http://legacy.
library.ucsf.edu/tid/gpt68c00/pdf (accessed 1 Aug
2012).

2 Tobacco Control January 2013 Vol 22 No 1

Editorial

group.bmj.com on June 8, 2016 - Published by http://tobaccocontrol.bmj.com/Downloaded from 

http://publichealthlawcenter.org/sites/default/files/resources/doj-final-opinion.pdf
http://publichealthlawcenter.org/sites/default/files/resources/doj-final-opinion.pdf
http://publichealthlawcenter.org/sites/default/files/resources/doj-final-opinion.pdf
http://publichealthlawcenter.org/sites/default/files/resources/doj-final-opinion.pdf
http://publichealthlawcenter.org/sites/default/files/resources/doj-final-opinion.pdf
http://www.ajph.org/cgi/content/abstract/AJPH.2004.061507v1
http://www.ajph.org/cgi/content/abstract/AJPH.2004.061507v1
http://www.ajph.org/cgi/content/abstract/AJPH.2004.061507v1
http://www.who.int/tobacco/resources/publications/9789241597340.pdf
http://www.who.int/tobacco/resources/publications/9789241597340.pdf
http://www.who.int/tobacco/resources/publications/9789241597340.pdf
http://www.who.int/tobacco/resources/publications/9789241597340.pdf
http://wwwwhoint/fctc/guidelines/article_5_3pdf
http://wwwwhoint/fctc/guidelines/article_5_3pdf
http://wwwwhoint/fctc/guidelines/article_5_3pdf
http://www.drugabuse.gov/about-nida/advisory-boards-groups/national-advisory-council-drug-abuse-nacda/council-statements/points-to-consider-regarding
http://www.drugabuse.gov/about-nida/advisory-boards-groups/national-advisory-council-drug-abuse-nacda/council-statements/points-to-consider-regarding
http://www.drugabuse.gov/about-nida/advisory-boards-groups/national-advisory-council-drug-abuse-nacda/council-statements/points-to-consider-regarding
http://www.drugabuse.gov/about-nida/advisory-boards-groups/national-advisory-council-drug-abuse-nacda/council-statements/points-to-consider-regarding
http://www.drugabuse.gov/about-nida/advisory-boards-groups/national-advisory-council-drug-abuse-nacda/council-statements/points-to-consider-regarding
http://www.drugabuse.gov/about-nida/advisory-boards-groups/national-advisory-council-drug-abuse-nacda/council-statements/points-to-consider-regarding
http://www.drugabuse.gov/about-nida/advisory-boards-groups/national-advisory-council-drug-abuse-nacda/council-statements/points-to-consider-regarding
http://www.drugabuse.gov/about-nida/advisory-boards-groups/national-advisory-council-drug-abuse-nacda/council-statements/points-to-consider-regarding
http://www.drugabuse.gov/about-nida/advisory-boards-groups/national-advisory-council-drug-abuse-nacda/council-statements/points-to-consider-regarding
http://www.drugabuse.gov/about-nida/advisory-boards-groups/national-advisory-council-drug-abuse-nacda/council-statements/points-to-consider-regarding
http://www.drugabuse.gov/about-nida/advisory-boards-groups/national-advisory-council-drug-abuse-nacda/council-statements/points-to-consider-regarding
http://www.drugabuse.gov/about-nida/advisory-boards-groups/national-advisory-council-drug-abuse-nacda/council-statements/points-to-consider-regarding
http://www.drugabuse.gov/about-nida/advisory-boards-groups/national-advisory-council-drug-abuse-nacda/council-statements/points-to-consider-regarding
http://www.drugabuse.gov/about-nida/advisory-boards-groups/national-advisory-council-drug-abuse-nacda/council-statements/points-to-consider-regarding
http://www.drugabuse.gov/about-nida/advisory-boards-groups/national-advisory-council-drug-abuse-nacda/council-statements/points-to-consider-regarding
http://www.drugabuse.gov/about-nida/advisory-boards-groups/national-advisory-council-drug-abuse-nacda/council-statements/points-to-consider-regarding
http://www.drugabuse.gov/about-nida/advisory-boards-groups/national-advisory-council-drug-abuse-nacda/council-statements/points-to-consider-regarding
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/gpt68c00/pdf
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/gpt68c00/pdf
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/gpt68c00/pdf
http://tobaccocontrol.bmj.com/
http://group.bmj.com


tobacco industry-funded research
's policy onTobacco ControlChanging 

Ruth E Malone

doi: 10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2012-050874
2013 22: 1-2 Tob Control 

 http://tobaccocontrol.bmj.com/content/22/1/1
Updated information and services can be found at: 

These include:

References
 #BIBLhttp://tobaccocontrol.bmj.com/content/22/1/1

This article cites 29 articles, 17 of which you can access for free at: 

service
Email alerting

box at the top right corner of the online article. 
Receive free email alerts when new articles cite this article. Sign up in the

Notes

http://group.bmj.com/group/rights-licensing/permissions
To request permissions go to:

http://journals.bmj.com/cgi/reprintform
To order reprints go to:

http://group.bmj.com/subscribe/
To subscribe to BMJ go to:

group.bmj.com on June 8, 2016 - Published by http://tobaccocontrol.bmj.com/Downloaded from 

http://tobaccocontrol.bmj.com/content/22/1/1
http://tobaccocontrol.bmj.com/content/22/1/1#BIBL
http://group.bmj.com/group/rights-licensing/permissions
http://journals.bmj.com/cgi/reprintform
http://group.bmj.com/subscribe/
http://tobaccocontrol.bmj.com/
http://group.bmj.com

