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..Kinal . == Media Briefing -- 3. Kornegay
We appreciate your coming here thi5°morninq to obtain
some background information on a conﬁroversy éhat is important té
your readers, viewers or listenérs.
About‘EKSTfifths of the adult population today are

cigarette smokers. During the past 20 years the' health implica-
. N

tions 'of this custom have attracted increasing attention in the
St

medical and scientific community. During‘thé past l7~yeéés—the )

L ]

tobaceco industrf has become the leadinq sourée of finénéial support

e o— ' ! D

for scientific research relating to smoking and health questions.
pe——— *

During the past nine yeérs, this question has:beeﬁ'the subject of

enp——

public policy decisions by governments at every level from the city

———— . -

councils to the -Presidents of the United States. Here and there -
H i - Po—

we 've seen elements of emctionalism, prohibltlonlsm, even fanatlclsm o

a-&““w —te, N -....--q " e,
] . * T

that have given us more cloudlng than enllghtenment of the aclentmfzc

——————

w—g‘ X -a—._-.._‘_.-
and medical issues.
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I'd like to come back to this line of thought in a few

gy

minutes. First, let me note a thing or two about this briefing.

————

Whatever we have to say today, is on the record. We want any of you

ct—————— —— e - » o
.
T .

to interrupt at any point with a2 question or any remark you want to

ot
———— - wp———— "

make.

,-l

The formal part of this briefing will not go beyond 60

minutes, and 2 drink and some lunch will be waiting for us.

—  qu——— M v . - et

Before going further, I want to introduce to you—the

s————,

medical director of The Tcbacco Institute, Dr. Gilbert Huebner. -

He has been in his present position less thénaayear . but before he’

———ry S——

joined the In;titut?, as a surgeon he saw a great deal of the problems

———

of health from the inside out, so to speak. Dr. Huebner left the
— C— '

Caylor-Nickel Clinic in Indiana, where he'was;staff surgeon, to come

—

to us in Washingtoﬁ. He's a Harvard gradﬁate, and took his.doctorate
onle, ’ S—— .. . . -‘.‘h-.._.

at Cornell University Medical C(ollege. He is a veteran of very

L - - Sendort T,y Aoy

distinguished Army medical service, including pqst§ as chief of
st T A S '

.
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surgery and commanding officer of a station hospital in France.

He was resident in general surgery at Letterman General Hospital

e ————

in San Francisco for four'years. Dr. Huebner is a diplomate of the

[ Y S e e sl

[y

American Board of Surgery and a fellow of the American College of
ety ’ .

Surgeons. ,

Ee will giVe you some of the highlights of the medical

and scientific basis for our view that we do not yet have the

Rl . ——p Sk 20N . g_‘-. -

answers in this controversy about smoking'ana health. . Dr.ﬁHuebner?

A ——

Thank you, Doctor. You've given in a few minutes some

t

of the high spots in the mediéal anﬁ scientific area which demoﬁ-

L el S . ) . A

strate. that we simply are not dealing with a closed case. This

O o

i

3

is by no means a situation in which the tobacco pecple are clutchiﬂg"

at slim reeds, e;ther. Far from it.

m— —— . ' )

-4

r

We've given you a document which explicity shows the lack -

iy VY

of acceptance by some of the foremost scientists and physicians
. .

T00w581
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of the

S,

theory that tobaceo causes disease in this country and else-

am——

! t—

where. Every one of those statements is in the public domain and

m——AR————

St aiah

cach of them is a very carefully considered expression of scientific
~ . : e e —————— s

l\.
views. .
"&

There is another document in your background material

1
B RS, ~

which gives you a timetable of the various kinds.of federal action

dadEnhasnoin
anao—te v o ]

in this controversy starting back in 1962. There isn't any point

i,

in‘my reciting them in detail to you, but -there are some’ interesting -

patterns worth nctingf

. SAm —— wre

When you look at it, you will see ‘that the first major event

was the report of the Aﬁvisory.CQmmittee on Smoking and Health tb the
el . . . . .

Surgeon General back in '64. Right there we began to.see the con~

DO .

flicting reaction within the government that continues right down.
: T ' ¢

P e e

to this day.

r

HEW published the report and endorsed it..

o T502182 °
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FTC within a week accepted it without gualification and

used it as the basis to propose a required health warning in ciga-

rette advertising. The Trade Commission has continued to bress for

+

this warning ever since. Parenthetically, I would say it remains to
A —— 1

wm—
-

be seen whether the industry's recent decision to show the package
wafning in its advertising will suit the Commission.

In any evenf, Congress did not take that' report-=qr ggi‘
- . , - : -
of the subsequent HEW reports--—at face value. Instead, they'held
hearings on the health questions in 1964, '65, and '69;  Congress .-
aeE—— . . . . -
currently requires the Surgeon General's opinion--which I can assure you
we do not agree with--to appear on every cigarette package. But it
ig still the pbsitidn of the Ccngresstas expressed in law that smoking
am— —— . . haa
"may be"--not is, but may be--a health hazard. 1In other words, they

have paid attention’ to what some of these distinguished scientists ~

dm————

and researchers have said.

By 1967 the Federal Communications Commission intervened--

-

first it declared that any station that ran cigarette commercials
SmEEaT———— .

would have to carry anti-smoking commercials too. In 1969 it said
Som——— B N A R aand

gigarette commerciidls ought to be prohibited. Last year ag said théf_

?

T503183
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the stations should keep running the anti-smoking commercials as a

P,

public service--without the cigarette commercials--but that they

St a— -

“~

did not have to give any time for the broadcasting of contrasting

:. wammte o ., + S faga, .
views. That, ladies and gentlemen, is censcorship. As—uow—seeTrum
pa——  ————— —— w—— m—— : )

-#hma.tes_me_';ze—géféen—yw-, ‘:&‘ei‘ re contesting that decisi'._cin in the

-

Federal Courts.

It seems to us that HEW and the regulatory agencies

-) JM&. ) W /ﬂ ‘. , -
have—-ma&e the science of the c:.garette quest:.on ~f:.t the p:ecleter- ‘ .

vlatnn,,

mined policies .véécb..theﬁ%ixﬂ;—a—re—géiné_tn—he#e—‘ehe—ue‘* st mopular

ey

~rsaction. It's"’obvious to us that the Congfess has dealt far more . :

e F— aaad R

even-handedly w:.th the issue in mak;.ng its polz.c:.es £it the sc:.ence.
. .—-—--l "*W Aw oy -, &m_ =" )

[S——
b -

Where you have ‘one branch of the government being more or less rsason-

s b - ’ -

able, and another being totally arbitrary, I—don! -who can be an-

—— vty 2 -— "
\

effective policeman . s 'tZ; pressure of publz.c op:.n:.onB That's ) T

—rrm—, . - \.r I bt stamtpon by ’ . .

r

¢

why we so earnestly want you to understand our view.of this MM

» :-q'-vm: -l

M"'z\—‘d H’*—LW

o T505151
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It's one thing to have to live under federal policies

that have the force of law when they are not based on scientific

S ———————— — P . wa et

facts. We could throw up'our hands and file that under "injustice.” .

1 . -

But there's more to it.

But the greatest damage can be done' to-seience itself, and

ultimately to the American public.

et it e .
.

For if a scientific question c¢an be decided by political
— S ’“

edict it becomes unprofitable to seaxch £or-actual, rather—than

L K

"foicial," facts. If you can, find a sga?eédata féuréaﬁ'séop

R . *

looking for the real culprit. .0r to put it another way, if you go
ek y, e . .

down the wrong fork in éhe road, yod are divefted from following. the
M-‘ . . ' M' e . N . o, .
right fork.

-

It is a diversion that is costly in terms of human lives.
Y . Y '— ———— —

And it has happened before. Such a trip down the wrong fork may
. ——iabb o . _-.;‘

have been made in 1953 in the fight against polio. -One fork led

- atine - oamtbm . PRI . -~

towards a vaccine using "killed" polio virus.

L
a2 onpameiry
" rivtan

- o B - T503185-
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The ?ther led toward a véccine with live virus that could no
longer cause polio.

We have it on th; authority of no léss an expert than
Dr. James A. Shannon, the fcrmer;direcﬁcr of the Nat;cnal.lnstitﬁ;es
of Heélth, that the wrong turn was taken - and for non-scientif%?
reasons. Accoréing to Dr. Shannon, the Naticnal Polio Foundétion,
; voluntary health orgaﬁizaticn, secretly decided to throw its
resources behind the killed virus vacc;ne,'which three-wéeks—aftéil
it came inﬁo general use was discoveréd.to be p;?dgcediaﬁé.tesged
with unsafe and inadquate methods.

As.ygu may Xnow, the.live &irus vaccine is ng the preferred
treatment by at least a ten-to-cne margin. .And as we'have learned

it was delayed three years, because of an unfortunate decision of - '

the Polio Foundation to intervene. Dr. Shannon declared that this

r

intervention "markedly increased the difficulties‘and greatly

. - T50318G B
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protracted the time regquired to develop the generally accepted
polio vaccine we have today."

The same mistake--a non-scientific, political decision--may

be diverting research from the underlying cause of cancer and the

many cther environmental factors that influence the disease. ,

It."is.a possibility worth pondering especially in view of a

cﬁrious ceoincidence. In 1955, the same year the Polio Foundation

took the wrong fork iﬁ,the road, the Ameriéan.Cancé¥'SociétY'too"

seemed to be standing at § croésroads; ,ponfronﬁgd py:é ri;g in ‘ .
lung cance?, the Cancer'Society.was encouraginé research into both
cigarette smok%ng and air pollﬁtion.; For as the ACS gaid, “Somei
evidence places cigarette smoking on the scgne of the '‘crime. ' But the
evidence is not strong énough to convict it. Other data link air

pollution and lung cancer."

L4

-

But that was 17 years ago. The American Cancer Society

has long since made its choice.;.Perhaps the wreng one. And one may

75653187, . -
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also ponder whether the vast Federal research effort likewise was

One outstanding government cancer researcher, for instance, .

feels that the continuing effort to prove that cigarettes are guilty

1

-

is less fruitful than a major research program aimed at discovering

what it is that really causes cancer. ' . .

- -

As he sees it, only one out of 1400 cigarette smokers gets

——

. cancer in any year. To him, that means that the 1399 smokers who -

—~

don't get cancer have scﬁethinq'diffefént ié their géﬁetic structu;é
than thé one smoker whé does get cancer. CT
We thing g;vernmenﬁ policy must foster ééieé;ific upder-.
standing of the.;éuses,of human diseaée.'.It shouldn't replace opeq,_
' objective research with c;péed, oEficial dogma. To do so it must " .-
move to £ill the gapé in our knowledge and not to slam docrs in the

diverted by this well-publicized and heavily §romoted crusade.
face of them.

1507187

T
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Two years ago, after hearing and studying the statements
of nearly 80 scientists and physicians, who spoke for government

agencies, fund-raising organizations, the cigarette industry, or

individually, the House Commerce Committee declared in an official
report that "nothing new has been determined with respect to the
relationship between cigarette smoking and human health since 1964

and 1965."

At the initiative of our industry,'datiné back to-tonver-

sations between the President of The Tobacco Ins?itute.anq‘the

Secretary of Health, Education -and Welfare as long as five years

ago, industry and HEW officials, and scientists, have been holding
discussions in an effort to identify and £ill gaps in ‘knowledge in
smoking and health. The Congress is aware of ;his effort and has -

encouraged it.

z?

The "big-three" sources of funds for such research are the

Council for Tobacco Research, the AMA's Education and Research

.

1503189
L TIMN 0119292
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Founda:ion, both supported by the thacco industry, and of course
the government itself. The industry's commitrient to date through
the twé ogganizations exﬁeéds $35 million. Contrary to what you

might expect, the voluntary health associations' role in

smoking-health scientific research has been minimal.

'-J

We, of the tobacco industry, pledge to keep doing all -we
can in this direction, because we believe the cigarette controversy
raises a fundamental gquestion for the future of American soeiety.

I think there are two gquestions here as far as ghe

a

government is concerne@. Should it provide'infcﬁmation to the,l
public abgut-smpking and'healtﬁf Wé think i; éﬁou}d-fif it sticés
to the facts.

The second qﬁestion is whether it should éttempt to conéii

trol the individual smcking behavior or the citizens. We think it

I
-

should not--but that's where we clearly part company from some of the

)

government people.

TSOQ}‘?" 3{)

’ T
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Ttem. In 1965, the Public Health Service set up a so-called

National Clearinghouse for Smoking and Health to disseminate "health
information." This year, its mission is frankly behavior change.
They say "ge must reduce the number of persons smoking...and work

toward a general reduction in smoking...the task is the determina=- -

tion and utilization of other factors which influence smoking

cassation.”

_ Item. The American Cancer Society has also frankiy

abandoned its interest in providing facts. Quite thevéppogite. -
In his keynote address last yearlJonathan thads, president of . : 5;
- |

the Society, 1laid down a hard line reminiscent 'of Carrie Nation: .
"Qur efforts will continue," he said, “"to eliminate ciéaretté
smoking entirelyf“

(Ironically, part of the Cance:néocietyﬂs indictment of

r
-

cigarettes rests on experiments with mice. But régarding the same

animal experiments with carcinogens in smog, or 0il, gasoline and

.

© [IMN 0119294 TP0R19L. .
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diesel fumes, Dr. Rhoads was cautious. "It is quite a jump," he said,
"from infant...incompgtent mice to human beings." Which is, after
all, what the cigarette inéustry hasvbeen saying all along.)

"

Another Item. The Surgeon General frankly wants to ban

smoking in éublic. Not because it would be efﬁéctive - as he mgft
know it would not be - but because i£ will help discredit the social
;cceptability of smoking.

As the tregd.is now dgvelopiﬁg,‘hhé.fedeial agencies hgbé
decidga that Amgricans wh? do nct‘choase to ccmf;;,mE FofoéfiCial
information lack eithe; the understanding of-tﬁe will. The’
inevitable con;equeéce will be.méregénd more "éducatign" and
"tinkering"?and "protection" ﬁntil pecple "ﬁreely“ conform to the
behavio; that the bureéucrats consider is'real;y best.(:1 must.say:'

the late George Orwell wrgt&™an imaginative book, but I wonder if

———— .
’

he didn't have the &QSQMEEEEf;;ongi:> . ‘i S
) TIMN 0119295

TSOS,QZ,‘  -

[




014599

~15= .
The application of this doctrine to cigarettes ?s too
much a commenplace. Will it be as easily accepted in other areas
of American life? More iméorténtly, should it be entertained at
all as government policy? | . | )

What can the media do to advance scientific progress apd

protect citizens? Primarily, they can tell peoplé that there is

4 L

d!'l

another side to the cigarette controversy. . But first they must

be willing to listen to the other side. A
i FeEE TIMN 0119296
You are doing that todéy very admirably. We are trying _ -

to outline the facts which convince us not that our product is . ' :

above scientific suspicion, not that: it has been scientifically
exonerated--but simply that it Eg_in every sense still on trial.
The cigarette indﬁstry has two,commitments'in light of that fact--to

foster research as we cited earlier, as the only way to resolve this

r

controversy-—and to attempt to make our position cdlear to the public.

This gathering today is an exam?le of the latter, and we deeply -

appreciate your attention to-our story. T503193 ) .

Cwe
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None of it, as I have suggested it in my remarks, would
make much sense- without a glimpse of the medical and scientific con-

siderations on which we rest our case. It's by no means as simple

as the neat summaries out of the front of the Surgeon General's
reports tha£ came over the wire services or the networks from 1
Washington, D. C.

We £ind it very diffigult to capture pp@lic atFention
long enough to provide the details ané.the.téchhic;l pdiﬁtgfzhat .

can counteract the headlines made by the adversaries of cigarettes.

I'd like to wind up the formal part of this briefing by showing, you

a case histér&.of one of these anti-cigarette headline stunts that

turned out eventﬁally to be meaningless. The example.I'm going to
. D sl .

-

discuss in the famous "smoking -dog" experiment that was announced a

year ago February by the American Cancer Society. -

What they did was to try to create an illusion which reaiity

gradually shattered. A good deal.of the reality‘was unearthed by news-

paper and television reporters. TIMN 0119297 T5031.9~1'
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l. ILeft: The story began on February fifth
February 5, 1970
Waldorf Astoria... ’ last year at the Waldorf-Astoria
2. Right: ) Hotel in New York, where the
Swords ) )
American Cancer Society staged a
news conferesnce for two of its”
researchers, Doctors Hammond and
Auerbach. The Society announced
what it claimed was the major link
between cigarette smoking and lung -
cancer. - In their publicity release--
a . 2
and this is an exact quote--the -
3. Right: : Cancer Society said:

"Scientists have produced...”
- ' S Forqéhe firsﬁitimé,“sciéntigts have ° .
- produced 1ung cancer in a
significantly large experimentél
animal as a result.of heavy diéaﬁette
smoking. End quoté; They went on to
say that lung cancer was fdund{n.,

. Quote--in 12 of the heavy smoker -

dogs. ﬁnd quote.

TIMN 0119298
R T503195
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It was a pretty sensational story.

The next day the newspapers across

4. Left: . the country really played it up.
February 6, 1970 ‘ )
San Francisco Chronicle
Right: Smoking Dogs Show... The San Francisco Chronicle ran

this headline:

(Pause)S
* ) 1
5. Left: February 6, 1970 The Chicago Tribune played it this
Chicago Tribuné
Right: Dogs Inhale... way: .
(Pause) D
6. Left: The Washington Post *  Here was the Washington Post story:
Right: Cigarettes Produce... : ) . o
} (Pause)@ ™~
7. Left: Reader's Digest The Reader's Digest.ran this head- Y
Right: Last Gasp... . . e -
line: - !
- ;
- (Pause) D "
8. Left: Time Story & Cover : And it was a major story for th ;
Right: ~Newsweek Story: : ’ _ - i
and CGover : news weeklies, .too. |
. " } N
(Pause) ® B
9. Left: February 6, 1970, It was Page One in the New York- . )
New York Times . : "
Right: 12 Dogs Develop... - . Times, and the gist of all the
. sto;ies-was that Doctors Hammond and
Auerbach found.that twelve of their
experimental doés'had developed lung
. cancer. ' This.was after they inhaled
“TIMN 0119299 T507:96
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1l.

12,

13.

Left:
April 30, 1970

Right: Film on
Left: For many years...

Left: We have observed.,...

2

Left: Now we have...

TIMN 0119300 152197 . . .
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cigarette smoke for more than two
years through holes cut in their

windpipes. Scientists had been

trying for decades to produce lung
cancer in animals with' inhaled- -
smoke, and never had been able to do

it. ° v i

So that was the story everybody read,
and it ﬁas repeated in various media >
over thé ﬁext-séveral-months. on
April 36,;for ekample; DUﬁtor"
Auerbach again gave.the éist of the
finéings on a:teievisioh news
broadcast: '-, 3 ' :

(Film)

e .
(Auerbach: For many years we've

been working on thé effects of

cigarétte smoke on the bronchial .

_ tubes of human beings. We have

observed over this period. of time
changes whicﬂ lead to lung casger.

Now we have done the same thing to

~ dogs that human ﬁeings have done to

Caimi s Bl A @ el aemee( RGNS 18 e (e (SSM M G WNAIAWANS FE R SR Pe & s
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l4. Left:
15. Left:
16. Left:
17. Left:

=20~

Namely, put...

These dogs...

12 Dogs

12 Dogs Developed

Lung Cancer

18, Left:

June 23, 1970

AMA Convention

,s:‘

‘om

011004

themseives. Namely, put cigarette

smoﬁe down ;nto their bronchial

tubes, and we have observed a series

of changes leading to lung cancer.l
These dogs have developed lung- -
cancer sxactly iike those of huéan
beings.) - \
| ..jFilm 0f£)

So the two main points in this

story were--first--that there were -

s . .
. 12 dogs, and--second-~that they .

developed lung cancer--quote-—as

[P TR rroesii e

a result of heavy clgarette smoklng.

‘r

End quote.

Now, as we'll see in a moment, some

. b . . A.v
questions were raised about this,
and when the press began to dig

into it more deeply, both these- .

_ assertions began to be denied.

For. example, on June 23 Doctors

Hammond and Auerbach delivered their

report cnce again--this time in

Chicago at the annual convention of

TIMN 0119301 1503398 . -
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20,

21'

22.

Left:

Left:

Left:

Left:

1 T O VU T S S
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In this experiment...

Just two of them...

They also developed...

"To ‘these, we...

01140 05

the American Medical Association.
Doctor Hamqond held anoéher news
conference there, in a pretty noisy
press room. When the reporters
pinned him down on this study, - -
here's what Docéor’Hamménd said.

(Film) ; ' -

-

(Hammond: In this experiment, the

heavy-smoking dogs of non-filter-

tip cigarettes, two of them, also
developed ver; small ;ﬁvasive{
bronchial carcig%mas. Just two of
thém. The fi}t;r—tip.sgokers and -
éhe-iightgr émokers.diggnot. -Th;y
also developed'bronchiolo—aiVeclar
tﬁmors, 12 6f whicb were invasive.
To these wé h?ée nét aﬁpl;ed th; word

cancer because there's a difference

of opinion as to whether this sort

" of tumor. should or should not be .

, . @ . : .
23. Left: Different pathologists... called cancer. Different patho-

tee

logists have different impressions’

of it, so we are simply publishing

" what we féund, describing it

TIMN 0119302 T503177 ~




24,

Left:

12, (rolls to 2)

25. Right: Research Report
) Revised...

26.

Right:

TIMN 01193(;3 .

¢+

New York Times Story

without applying that term.)

(Film OfF)
So what haa happened was that the
original li cancers had mysteriously
shrunk to two. And the impacéiaf
the 12 dogs begins to fade. But
what about that sensation;l hgndout |
in February? Does the Cancer\
Society, whiéﬁ.c:eated the mféh, ' :
put.out 2 news story leL this?
Research ﬁééort‘keviséd-—
Two Dogs, Not Twelve, .

Develop Lung Cancer. : .

Unfortunately it does not. Now

bear in mind that one of these i

researchers-=-Ddctor Hammond--is a

salaried vice president of the -

American Cancer Society. He, and -

* the other Researcher--Doctor

Auerbach--have had theix dog ex-"
periment supported to the extent of

moré than three-quarters of a*

" million dollazs in grants from the

g -
Society and the government.
5037200
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28.

29.

_Right:

Left: Februar& é, 1870
Waldorf Astoria
Swezrds

Right: “Their findings...

Left: Pebruary 27, 1970
A letter...
Right: Cullman‘letter

e
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We can wonder why these men lent
themselves to this exaggeration by
the Cancer Society, or whether it was

just a careless accident. But I

.think we need some more information

before making a'judgment about that.

Let's go baék to the bombshell
annoE%cement-at the Waldorf. . As

you can imagine, the tobacco industfy
was greatly trgublea about it.

—

Besi@es aﬁnouncing findipgs that the
:eéeqrchers'themselééé la£er in

effect degie&; the.American Cancezr
Society advised the cigaretta |
cpmpanles that day to review thelr
advertising poI;c;és in light of

. The tcbhacco -

these new findings.

companies certainly were and are’

":eady to do so, but they thought

they ought to get an independent-

evaluation of this experiment

&

first.
1501201
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Letter blown up

A letter...
ILewis's letter

Right: TLetter blown up:

New York Times
Eye, Bar, Nose...

e e e e e e e e ———— ————— P e mmies o tees necte t s waniA Y
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So, starting late that month, there
were several exchanges of letters
betwéen Jo;eph Cullman of Philip
Morris, thé chairman of our Tobacco
Institute executive committee,;and
his osposite nunber at the Cancer
Society, William Lewis, who %s

-~

chairman of the board.

R

Mr. cullman asked Mr. Lewis to make
the experimental data available to
a panel’of.indepenaenﬁ exégrt;.“

But Mr. Lewis wrote'bluﬁtly to
Mr._¢ul;ma;g%hat the Cancer Society -
did not ihténd-~quote——to ask that
these two eminent men submit their
éindings to'any se}ec;ed committee
chosen by The Tobacco Institute, or

any other grbup. End quote.

© At that stage The Tobacco Insﬁitﬁte
made the lettets Qubf%g.' Then the
New York Times'iﬁn an editoriai_;n
which ié called Fhe Cancer Soéiet&'s

position a-=-quote--error of

"TIMN 0119305 1503707
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34. Left: March 12, 1970
A letter...
Right: The letter

35. Right: Letter blown up

36. Left: April
(Roll to November)

-25-

[P
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judgment--unquote. And a prestigious
medical journal said their decision

S
was~-quote--difficult to understand.

One of Mr. Lewis's letters in Maréh
saia that the Hammond-iuerbacﬁu
findings were going to be published -
shortly inia medical journal}‘and
tﬁen thgg would show-~quote--the
meticuléus work that Qent into this‘ .
latest §ciéntific experiment.

g

Well, that was last spring, and we

waited for this proﬁpt publication -

of the fipdings; April went by.

May: T

‘ June;

July:

August;

 September:

Octdbgr}

November.,,.

TIMN 0119306
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Why all the delay? As yet we don'%
37, Left: July 8, 1970 have the full story, but the pr§Zs,
The Wall Street Journal ' o
particularly the Wall Street Journal
and Science Magazine, did some

*  investigating and came up with- -

some explanations.

" )
38. Right: AMA Journal decides... First, they learned that the Journal
- .
39. Right: JAMA Cover of the American Medical Assodiation
got manuscripts from Hammond and

Auerbach, and appointed eighteen

indepenaeﬁé authorities™ts revie%
" them--apparently an:unér;cedehted
numbér. Thesé ahtharitieé obviougkf
. décided‘the.study simply didn't
measure up to JAMA's professioﬁal

sﬁandards;

40. Right: JAMA cover smaller The editdr of the AMA Journal, Doctor
Not acceptab}e... . e,
Hugh Hussey, was quoted as saying

' that the articles--quote-—-are not o

. ' . accéptable in their present form;
and that they'd been returned to .
the authors--quote--fbr.exteﬁsive

v . N

revision. End quote.

TIMN 0119307 750380% . .
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42.

43,
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Right: WNew Eng. Journal cover

Right: New Eng. Journal
cover smallér
Not acceptable...

Left: A letter...:
Right: Salutation of letter |

Right: December...

- Left: Archives Cover

(oY

P10

So it looked as though what the
Cancer Society called meticulous

work needed quite a few repairs.

We also found out from the press

that the manuscripts were submitted
to the New England Journal of

S ' S
Medicine, and that that publication

also turned them down.

These events and all the delays
- @ .
prompted Mr. Cyllman to notify

Mr, Lewis that--as he put it--there

is now good reason to suspect that

this report was far from accurate

and that it is likely that none of
the dogs developed lung cancer.

Well, the scientific articles finaliy

-~

appeared, last December, ten ménthg

. after the press conference, in the

Arqpiveé of Environmental Health,
which is a specialty journal of

pretty limited cﬁrculation. .

7503205

TIMN 0119308
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45. Right: The articles

Now, let'?take a look at the
published report, and compare it
with that premature announcement
the previous February. Incidentaliy,
that first announcement coincided
with the Americén Cancer Society's
annual fund raising drive. Aﬁd ‘
Congress at thgt time was still
considering the new cigarette act--
the one that prohibits cigarette
advertising o; tv andnﬁadio. It
was signed into law:just-two months

laten.

As we shaillsee, ﬁhe finding; of ﬁhé
publishéd report are mcdified-drama—
tically from the otriginal Canée?

Society ;nnouncemeﬁé. Some of the

circurstances surrounding the

_ publication raised several new

quegtiohs about the background of

the whole st&ay.

T503206
* TIMN 0119309 .

..: !

-— . —r o —— b

-

Cenent s mTe T ; —— ® = . oy |




46. Right: Aarchives 9 days...

'47. Right: Chief editor...

48. Right: Oscar Auerbach...

49, Right: The articles

.

-29-

e
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&
One of the most eye-catching facts
was that Archives took only nine
days to review and accept a study

which JAMA studied for four'months'

_ before rejecting. - - -

Also, the editor of Archives, whé's-
welluknown-for her anti-cigaéette
views, published the study in
Decembér, the same month.hef

retiremen: became effective.

Angzher interesting.fact is that
Doétgr Auerbaph,himéeig is on thg
édiéériaL boérd'oé.this journal.

We wonder frankly if that ish't

ghe reason he tried several oéher

- S

journals first.

Well, the variations between the

- published report and the Cancer‘h

Society's February press , conference-

version are so abundant I hardly

know where to begin.

T503207
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50.

51.

52.

. 53.

54.

Right:

Right:

Right:

Left:

Left:

-30-

Tumors found...

"Squamous cell...

"Such cancers...

“The dogs ;moked....

r

"The dogs did not...

e

The authors had one group of their
dogs not exposed to any cigarette
smoke at all, and they expressed
surprise aé finding tumors in 25
percent of the non-smoking dogs.
This group is né longer referreq
to as control dogs, as they were
in the Cancer ?ociety's publicity

release,

o=

And the oﬁly reference to cancer

is-~quoke--Squamous -celt=bronchial

‘carcinomas of microscopic size

were found in’ two dogs that smoked ~

many non-filter cigarettes a day

and were killed after 875 days of

smoking. Such cancers were not:

" found in any of theé other dogs.

Close’qubte.

" The ACS also said o;§ginally that

the’ dogs smoked in.much the same’

way that humans do. But the.

o

»

pé%iished study says the dogs did not

T503208
TIMN 0119311
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Left: "The findings...
Left: "Findings should
have... i
Left: "To ascertain...

.
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smokz cigarettes in identically the

same way as cigarettes are smoked

by men.

The original announcement by the
Socégty said that the findingé-of
Doctors Auerbach and Hammond
effectivelf refute contentions by
cigdrette manufacturiné interests
that there was no cigarette-cancer
link, and any claims to the contraﬁy
were only;ééatiéticalJ -~. .

The Cancer Sogigtyfé é;gss release
alséisugggstéd éhéé the findings )
should have a significant impact |
oﬁ the smc#ing of cigarettes in

this country, and ﬁili prqbablf

lead to a reassessment of ;dvexn

tising claims and policies of the '

" cigarette industry.

Now, that February report also said’

v

specifically that.a é%rpose.of the

experiment was to ascertain whether

IMN 0119312 T503209-
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58.

59.

60.

6l.

62.

63.
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Left: "Male beagle dégs...

Right: Roll to picture of
many beagles .

Left: Swords
Left: 10 months delay

Left: Unpubiished...

Left: Accepted in 9 days...

© TIMN 0119313 T503210 .~ " -
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smokiné qigarettesvfor two years or
longer will produce lung cancer in
dogs. The published report makes

no claim oé having accomplished this
purpose. It doesn't even incluée it
as a stated pﬁrﬁose. The absolute
final conclusion of this high}y
publicized study now states i;stead

that male beagle dogs...are satis=-

factory for testing the relative

potency.of_varipus tyﬁés of cigaregtes
in rgspec£ t; the p£odu;;Z§n of
sqﬁa@ous cell.broncﬁié;-carcinomas,
provided that a'lgr§e number of
animals is employed and the‘dogs

smoke for several years. Uhqé%ke.

In our own minds we put together

all these inconsistencies, the .

.long delay in publicationFathe

obvious reserve with which the

. . & .

llog}stS'ahd other.reviewers, the .

.

’ \ ’ . R R
 strange, almost suspicious

'-\?..__*
' data have been received by patho- :
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circumstances under which it was
64, Left: Refuse Independent finally published, and the fact
Review .
that the Cancer Society still
refuses to permit the data to
be locked at by independent .- | )
65. Left: Swords scientists." And The Tobaccc

Institute contends the whole1

-

report is very far from accurate
and that it is likely that none=-- :

repeat none of the dogs developed

lung cancer..

. __ . Yet this is what was hailed by the
American Cancer SQéiety'as a S

£

. scientifieg breakthrough--the'onlyv
alleged breakthrough evidenc;,'
against cigéiettesé by the way,.
in many years. It's being relied
upon as significant evidence in'

prestigiousfreports both in the :,

U. §. and in England.

An& the Suigeon,General of the

United States, who never examined

- TIMN 0119314 Ts03zii -
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the experiment itgelf as far as I

know, warmly endorsed the criginal

66. All black ] press release version,

Many people still believe that
Docéors Hammond . and Aﬁerbach é;e
reputable scientists. They've =~ B
spent a loé of time and moneé'doing)
this experimernt, and it's extremely

difficult to suggest that their :

whole project was a waste.

.
* . . - —

My own feeling is that the doctors

did contribute to a publicity .

étuﬁi, aﬁd then‘became the uﬁhappy
victims of it. Thé editorraf .
67. Left: "When you.receive... Archives hérself commented th;t

| when you’recéi?e é;anés and whén

research money is tight, you have

to go along a little bit with your’

sponsoxrs. She went on to say that .

. . shé was sure_ that.the hubbub in ‘the

lay press was not the wish of the

investigators.

TIMN 0119315 T503212
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Left: Lots of beagles Now, we've taken a substantial
Right: Swords
) amount of youx time to provide
what we consider a broad perspec-
tive on this issue of health and
smoking. We've tried to show how
many different élements are
“;;§oived, and why a simplist;?
énswer is ﬁo? }ogical or justified.
Yet the Cancer Society and many
| others éfe t:ying.to take this
" simple ;pproa;hfin thié contreversy.
I guess the moral is that when any
inétitution makes séné;tionﬁl
ésséftions tﬁey.have to be looked.
All black ' at very ca;e?ulﬂgi

'In this particularlcase,.the éfess
and tv reporters did a superb job
of digging away at the pubiiciéy_

. Story untilithey found the reality

undgrneéth itf,

For that we're appreciative. We're

hopeful the press will continue this

probing role in this controversy. -

TIMN 0119316 7503213
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And now, Doctor Huebner and I will
try to answer any gquestions., I
know this has been a heavy dose

this morning, and there are

probably a lot‘of‘things you might -
want to talk abaut that we haven't
gotten intp; so feel free to speak -
. up. |
" dkedek , ' :
-~ TIMN 0119317
T503Z14 S
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If there aren't ény more questions rigﬁt now, we'll go
ahead and have a drink and some luqch, and there'll be no more
speech-making. I hope thaélwe close this session with ybur having
a bit more comprehensive underst;nding'of this contrqversy--méybé-
a little better impression of the corporate ;eéponsibility of tq?
fine companies which we represent. .I am no expert on corporate -

responsibility, but I am certainly proud of the industry's research

effort; of the fact that it seeks open dialogue with the pubtic on

the smoking-healﬁh questi?n; that it feqognized,:way ?écﬁ in the
60's, 'its obligation no# to promote its prodﬁcés among young
pegple and cea;ed qung‘éo; tﬁét.it ;xtended this ;ol?cy by voluﬁ-
teering two years ago to discontinue its brgadcast advertising

which was reaching so many youngsters, to the annoyance of their

parents; that it volunteered to put the ftér“-nicotine scores in

L4

its advertising which you now see every day, and that soon you will

be seeing the Surgeon General's opinion in every ad ‘as a further

industry step. " ‘ TIMN0119318 T503215
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Well, we thank you for coming. Now let's see about some

lunch.

l-‘
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