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DEDICATION

DR. IRVING J. SELIKOFF

Dr. Irving J. Selikoff (1915–1992), a New York physician based at Mount Sinai Hospital, was the leading American medical expert on asbestos-related diseases between the 1960s and early 1990s. Selikoff was consistently demonized as a media zealot who exaggerated the risks of asbestos on the back of bogus medical qualifications and flawed science. Since his death, the criticism has become even more vituperative and claims have persisted that he was malicious or a medical fraud. However, most of the attacks on Selikoff were inspired by the asbestos industry or its sympathizers, and for much of his career he was the victim of a sustained and orchestrated campaign to discredit him.

From “Shooting the Messenger: the Vilification of Irving J. Selikoff,”

J. McCulloch and G. Tweedale1

DR. ALICE STEWART

Alice Stewart, (1906–2002) achieved worldwide fame, and changed medical practice, through her tenacious investigations and demonstration of the connection between foetal x-rays and child cancers. She went on to attract the enmity of the nuclear and health physics establishments—and the hostility of the British and American governments—by insisting that her studies showed that the adverse effects of exposure to low-level radiation were far more serious than had been officially accepted…. Stewart’s entire life and career were devoted to social medicine, to the improvement of the lives of others, and to the bitter battles that have to be fought to ensure that findings contrary to policy or received wisdom … are investigated in a balanced and adequate way and, where necessary, acted upon.

From the Obituary of Alice Stewart by Anthony Tucker2


PREFACE

David O. Carpenter

One of the greatest problems in scientific discovery is the perversion that can result due to conflicts of interest. While there are other possible bases for conflicts of interest, most are financial. Individual scientists may have financial conflicts of interest that influence the design of the studies they perform so that they obtain a result similar to that which they, or their funders, want. When funding for scientists comes from an organization or corporation with desires to present a clean bill of health to the public, there is strong motivation to give the funder what they want, if only to continue receipt of funding.

The most egregious epidemiological Judas in modern times is probably Sir Richard Doll, who for years took significant amounts of money from Monsanto, Dow Chemical, and the Chemical Manufacturers Association in return for making strong public statements denying that chemicals and radiation cause cancer. Because of his distinguished position, his views—though they fail to take into account the impact of hundreds of carcinogenic chemicals in our food, water, and air, and how these exposures increase rates of cancer in the general population—still have significant influence on public policy.

Corporations themselves have both more power and more money than most individual scientists to influence how scientific and epidemiological results are perceived by the scientific and general public, and especially by the regulatory and political bodies that determine whether restrictions are placed on products and their use. The financial return from development and sale of chemicals and some high-tech products can be enormous, and the temptation to ignore, hide, or deny problems by any means possible is great. This book offers an introduction as to how corporations can, and have, distorted knowledge and actions on health impacts of products in which they had financial interests.

There are a variety of ways that industry can pervert or manipulate knowledge of the toxicity of products in which they have financial interest. Many corporations have their own research units and actively participate in scientific meetings and the publishing of research results. But the outcomes of this research are often, indeed usually, controlled by the corporate management such that adverse effects of their product are not released, even if found by their own research.

Often adverse effects from internal testing are hidden under the ruse that the results are “proprietary.” There are numerous examples of disease outcomes where industry-funded research failed to detect hazards but government-funded research showed significant adverse health effects. If research is carried out by teams beyond the corporation, they can still to some extent control the outcome by controlling the provision of raw data.

In the laboratory, it is always possible to obtain negative results if that is the desire. One can manipulate the assay sensitivity so as not to detect an effect. One can study a limited number of animals or people so that any results obtained are not statistically significant. One can fail to follow the animals or the people for a sufficient period of time so as to detect health effects, especially if the effect is something with a long latency, such as cancer. Or one can look for only acute effects, such as LD50, when the real concern is either a subtle change in cognitive function and behavior or a long-term alteration in reproductive function.

There are several common tactics used by industry to pervert or manipulate the results of scientific research and the way in which products are perceived after they come onto the market. Often independent researchers whose studies demonstrate adverse effects of an industrial product in which the corporation has a financial interest are described publicly as being “advocates,” “fringe,” or even “poor” scientists. This tactic is facilitated by the fact that any responsible scientist will always indicate both the strengths and weaknesses associated with their results in their publications.

Industry often inappropriately takes such “weaknesses” to publicly discredit the investigator while minimizing the importance of the results. When this is not enough, corporations can resort to harassment of independent scientists and others. This may take the form of accusations of misconduct or impropriety, or (at least in the United States) by demanding access to all unpublished data and documents through a Freedom of Information Law (FOIL). On occasion it means direct legal action against scientists, authors, journalists, or campaigners alleging defamation or loss of income as a result of statements concerning the dangers from the industrial product.

Corporations are often represented on national and international committees that make policy on environmental issues and use their voices on these committees to promote their own interests. The rationale for including individuals with such clear conflicts of interest on such committees is obscure. Often it is said that these individuals are clearly experts who have great experience with the products or their manufacturer. Such choices are also based on the concept of “balance.” The result of such “balance” is usually that public health is compromised by the economic interests of the corporations. This is also common when it comes to comments from the press on environmental health issues. Reporters for newspapers or television often feel obligated to take a “balanced” view on health reports and go to industry for comments that mitigate or minimize the significance of the results showing risk. Corporate interests are used to attack and discredit independent writers and investigators.

Even more powerful interventions can be made by corporations in public health policy at the political levels. The situation in the United States is probably more egregious than elsewhere, but the problem occurs in every country and internationally to varying degrees. Except in circumstances where there is public financing of political campaigns, corporations contribute significantly to individuals running for public office who will support their views and corporate interests. These funds effectively buy influence that has impact on budgets for research, regulatory policies, and legislation. In the United Kingdom, money is poured into campaigning committees aligned to Parliament that influence the regulation and acceptance of questionably toxic products.

The net result of corporate influence on public health policy is that public health is inevitably compromised only to protect corporate profits. Through intentional lies, distortion of facts, corruption of individual scientists whose views are for hire to the highest bidder, and influence on the political system to protect profits, industry is responsible for significant morbidity and mortality of the world’s citizens.

The history of smoking and cigarette manufacturers is a striking example. There was clear evidence that smoking caused lung cancer as early as the 1930s, but because of the political power of the tobacco industry, aided and abetted by health professionals, many of whom were either addicted to tobacco, held stock in tobacco companies, or were paid as consultants, there was no systemic effort to inform the public of the hazards of smoking or to restrict access to tobacco products until some forty years later. The costs in terms of lives lost and to the global economy are enormous. The World Health Organization states that tobacco kills nearly six million people each year worldwide and costs billions of dollars in excess health-care costs and lost productivity.

Even when developed countries did begin to regulate sale of tobacco products, the producing companies focused on developing countries, using the same advertising techniques that promoted smoking as something cool and without hazard. The magnitude of adverse health impacts of other chemicals and environmental exposures is less well documented than that of cigarettes and perhaps asbestos, but is increasingly significant.

Most collusive ties to industry in the area of research and the promotion of toxic products begin as secret ties, and by the time they have run their covert course, they have caused considerable damage. Turning around a single case and making even one individual responsible, regardless of the damage caused, is exceptionally difficult. Corporations and individually connected scientists have become adept at glossing over a system that can cause immense damage.

Once a product or an industrial process is questioned, the chances are that its defense will get more deeply embedded in the scientific fabric and that the truth about the damage it causes can become less easily challenged over time.

I have chosen to illustrate these phenomena with the story of PCBs, a subject not covered in any of the successive chapters. In point of fact, there are now so many such examples that the editor of this book must have had a difficult time choosing among them.

The Monsanto Company manufactured polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), sold as “Aroclors,” in Anniston, Alabama and Sauget, Illinois from 1935 until 1977. While Monsanto had evidence for the toxicity of PCBs as early as 1937, little information on the degree of toxicity was provided to employees, government regulators, or the public even after manufacture and use of PCBs was terminated by federal action in the United States in 1976. As late as 2000, a company spokesperson stated, “The overwhelming weight of scientific evidence suggests there are no chronic human health effects associated with exposure to PCBs.” However an internal memo dated September 4, 1953, stated “As I am sure you know, Aroclors cannot be considered nontoxic.”

In 1969 an “ad hoc” committee was appointed to “(1) Protect continued sales and profits of Aroclors, (2) Permit continued development of new uses and sales, and (3) Protect the image of the Organic Division and the Corporation as members of the business community recognizing their responsibilities to prevent and/or control contamination of the global ecosystem.” A 1975 memo regarding the reporting of results of a two-year study where rats were fed Aroclors made the following recommendation: “In two instances, the previous conclusion of ‘slightly tumorigenic’ was changed to ‘does not appear to be carcinogenic.’ The latter phrase is preferable. May we request that the Aroclor 1254 report be amended to say ‘does not appear to be carcinogenic.’” While Monsanto had knowledge of the toxicity of PCBs, it was kept hidden. Later a jury found Monsanto guilty of “suppression of the truth, negligence, trespass, nuisance, wantonness, and outrage,” and they were held liable for damages.

One of Monsanto’s major clients was the General Electric Corporation (GE), which used PCBs at a large number of sites around the United States primarily as an insulating fluid in capacitors and transformers. This led to releases into the environment at many plants. In 1976, GE is reported to have purchased about thirteen million pounds of PCBs from Monsanto and used about 5.6 million of those at two plants in Fort Edward and Hudson Falls, New York, communities on the Hudson River. Some five hundred thousand pounds of PCBs were escaping into the river each year, and all two hundred miles down to Manhattan were contaminated. Under threat from the federal government to require cleanup of the river, General Electric mounted an active research program, both internal and in universities, to document that anaerobic bacteria were capable of removing chlorines from the PCB molecule.

They argued that removal and cleanup was unnecessary because natural processes would solve the contamination. The GE publication, River Watch, stated in 1991 “GE scientists have announced laboratory findings that could lead to a simpler, cleaner way to get PCBs out of the Hudson River sediments. The findings show that all of the chlorine atoms on a PCB molecule can be removed by anaerobic bacteria.” However, there was clear evidence that dechlorination did not result in destruction of the PCB molecule, only in a change in the congener distribution. These actions delayed the removal of PCBs from the river for more than thirty years. The upper part of the river is currently being dredged of PCBs; financed by GE, this is the largest and most expensive dredging project in US history.

GE funded a study of over seven thousand capacitor workers at the two plants along the Hudson River. However, to be included in the study required employment for only ninety days, and all secretarial staff and others not even working with PCBs were included in the study.

Not surprising under these circumstances, no elevation in cancer risk was found, even though PCBs are known human carcinogens. Later, a GE spokesperson said, “Public perception about the health risks of PCBs and the scientific facts are in conflict. Most scientists agree that PCBs are not the hazard to human health that was feared in the 1970s. PCBs produce tumors in some laboratory animals, but there is no proof—based on human exposure of more than forty years—that PCBs cause cancer or any other serious health problems in people.” However, a recent study of 24,865 capacitor plant workers in three states, including those described above, performed by the National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health, found significant elevations in rates of all cancer—intestinal, brain, prostate, and stomach cancers, and malignant melanoma and multiple myeloma. In 2013 the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) declared all PCBs to be known human carcinogens based on evidence including the GE-supported study.

In addition to being known human carcinogens, PCBs are known to increase risk of type 2 diabetes, hypertension, cardiovascular disease, hypothyroidism, and chloracne, and they cause cognitive deficits and neurobehavioral changes. If one depended upon Monsanto and GE, none of this information would be known. The length and persistence of arguments in favor of toxic products is demonstrated in the following book.

In 1735, Benjamin Franklin, one of the founders of the United States and authors of the US Constitution, stated, “An ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure,” (or in metric terms, “a gram of prevention is worth a kilogram of cure”). This old phrase captures the concept of the precautionary principle. The majority of chapters in this book show repeatedly that failure in preventing exposures to chemical toxins and various forms of radiation have resulted in human disease that could have been prevented.

The central issue is what level of evidence is necessary before steps are taken by individuals, scientists, and governments to prevent exposure of the public. A closely related question is at what point when there is incomplete information on a danger should the public be informed about the possibility of harm? It is often assumed by regulators as well as scientists that the public cannot deal with uncertainty and wants clear black-and-white statements (i.e., that something is either “safe” or “unsafe.”) This condescension is most certainly not justified, as every person deals with uncertainty and risk at various levels all the time.

However, it is much more difficult to explain to the public the level of evidence in support of an issue, as well as the weaknesses in that evidence, than it is to make dogmatic statements about safety or lack thereof. Unfortunately, when there is uncertainty, too often the dogmatic statements made by persons in authority turn out in the long run to be wrong and have negative consequences at multiple levels. The effort to prevent fear of something for which evidence of danger is incomplete is fine when ultimately it turns out not to be dangerous, but is most certainly not fine when the incomplete evidence turns out to be correct or even an underestimation of the actual risk.

There are very different levels of proof used in the world today. In mathematics, it is possible to prove a theorem to an absolute degree of certainty. That is not possible in most other disciplines. Within the medical and scientific community, we use odds or risk ratios with confidence intervals (CI) as indicators of proof. Most epidemiological studies will present results with 95 percent confidence intervals, and occasionally with 99 percent confidence intervals. This approach acknowledges that there are associations that occur by chance and do not reflect causation. Thus, a 95 percent CI indicates that there is no more than a 5 percent possibility that the associations occurred by chance, whereas a 99 percent CI leaves only a 1 percent possibility of a chance association. However, regardless of the strength of association it is impossible to absolutely prove causation.

The variable one studies may, in fact, be tightly associated with something else that is not being directly studied, and it is the second variable that is causative of the association. Therefore, within the scientific community we rely on the “weight of evidence” from multiple sources and testing multiple variables in an effort, never totally achieved, to reach causation. In addition, we commonly attempt to apply the Hill Criteria (strength, consistency, specificity, temporality, biologic gradient, plausibility, coherence, experimental evidence, and analogy) when trying to distinguish causal from non-causal associations. This is in spite of the fact that Hill himself did not propose these as “criteria” but rather as considerations when drawing conclusions as to causation.

A very different standard of proof is that used in legal circles, which is “more likely than not.” This is 50.1 percent level of proof, obviously much less stringent than 95 or 99 percent. Had this level of proof been applied to cigarette smoking and lung cancer and the results reported to the public, literally millions of lives would have been saved.

Scientists at Carnegie Mellon University developed the concept of “prudent avoidance” in the 1980s around concerns related to health effects of magnetic fields associated with power lines and household electricity. They outlined three distinctly different possible approaches for dealing with uncertainty. The first was to do nothing. This could be denial that there was anything of concern, or perhaps providing information in a passive manner. The second was to impose rigid regulation, even though there remains uncertainty as to the magnitude of the risk. This approach may not be in the best interest of society because of costs, inconvenience, and other adverse impacts. The third, intermediate course of action, and the one they recommended, was “prudent avoidance,” which meant doing what could be done at both personal and societal levels to reduce exposures without undue costs and inconvenience. This approach involves providing information to the public and the regulators that accurately discloses what is known and what is unknown, allowing individuals to make their own decisions on whether or not to take steps to reduce their exposure.

The concept of “prudent avoidance” is good at a personal level, but it is much weaker than the basic tenants of the precautionary principle at a public or regulatory level. It should be the responsibility of governments to protect the public from exposure to hazardous exposures, and that decision should not be left to either the general, and often uninformed, public or those with vested interests.

The European Union’s REACH regulations are an excellent example of application of the precautionary principle, in that they attempt to be certain that all toxicity of new chemicals is known before the chemical is allowed to be produced. And the possible toxicities are not only important to human and animal health, but also to the ecosystem.

Inevitably, corporations have a wide range of arguments about why a precautionary principle should not be invoked: if you scrutinize everything for safety, we will—they say—end up back in the Dark Ages; we will stifle freedom of production and the armchair observers will take control. Application of the precautionary principle does not mean stopping progress with development of new chemicals, new technologies, or new applications. It means only that we do not introduce a new exposure without having first determined exhaustively whether or not it poses harm to the human race or the ecosystem. The harm to human health caused by past mistakes—smoking, PCBs, asbestos, endocrine-disruptive chemicals—should motivate society to learn the tragedies of these errors and practice precaution.

A strong economy and growing economic and technological development are important to all societies, but such growth does not have to be at the expense of public health.


INTRODUCTION

Stories of data manipulation on the emissions from cars, which affected Volkswagen and other car producers, have recently been reported in the mainstream media. It could be said that the manipulation of “scientific” evidence by corporations has now come of age—a real and recognized factor in the litany of corporate malfeasance.

It is not surprising, however, that this issue has risen to the surface when automobiles—the testers’ most loved product—are the subject; previously all kinds of faults and dangers in all kinds of products have been passed over by the mainstream media.

The chapters that follow in this book demonstrate clearly that data and science “bending” have a long history, which, because such incidents have apparently still been in the area of “doubt,” have rarely been given space in the public media. This book scrutinizes this history, especially since the 1970s, in many different areas of corporate propaganda and the attempts to cover up public health risks.

It finds on the whole that, like most aspects of our world, corporate profit and corporate inquiry has taken the place of real scientific research. In almost every case the publicity given to the exposure of these research illusions has at best been brief and at worst non-existent. This book does its best to right that lack of balance.

The first chapters introduce readers to the way in which large companies, corporations, and individuals selectively produce, promote, and process products whose toxicity has been brought into question.

“A Dark Culture—the History and Literature of Health Damaging Production, its Exposure, and its Corporate Defense,” the first chapter in the book, draws on the literature of toxic products and their production to look broadly and historically at the need companies and organizations, such as professional associations, have to promote good news while censuring the health damaging effects of products and their manufacturing processes.

In “The Basis of Bad Science,” chapter 2, the authors provide a blueprint that describes the ways in which science and the information that flows from it, can be misused and manipulated in order either to ignore toxicity or reflect products and processes in a good light.

In chapter 3, “A Battleground— From Phenoxyacetic Acids, Chlorophenols and Dioxins to Mobile Phones—Cancer Risks, Greenwashing and Vested Interests,” Lennart Hardell describes a personal career marred by attacks from industry and corporate epidemiologists. Hardell carried out the original research with the late Olav Axelson, which led to the banning in Sweden of a carcinogenic herbicide used by rail and forestry workers. Hardell describes how he has paid dearly for this contribution to the health of the public both in Sweden and other countries.

We are continuously subjected to the promotion of pharmaceutical medicines and often regaled with the news that science is defeating cancer in its global battle. In chapter 4, “Losing the War on Cancer,” a senior cancer epidemiologist expresses his frustration at the gap that exists, especially in the developing world, between the claims of the cancer industry and the reality of improved health.

Giving damaging products and processes a clean bill of health is often termed “Greenwashing.” This process is described in chapter 5, “Greenwashing: The Swedish Experience.” Internationally renowned researchers utilize the authority of university-based research facilities and the media to promote research that reflects favorably on questionable processes and products.

In chapter 6, “Industrial Influences on Cancer Epidemiology,” a researcher and author looks at the process of epidemiology and the ways that it might, by accident or by design, give a benign face to drugs, processes, and even adverse events.

In chapter 7, “Serving Industry, Promoting Skepticism, Discrediting Epidemiology,” a Canadian civil rights and ethics worker looks in detail at one research worker whose work has been questioned on grounds of possible biases in the field of asbestos research.

The middle chapters of Corporate Ties that Bind introduce readers to a number of case histories and studies partly of individuals and partly of corporations or governments—the work that appears sympathetic to industry—and partly of institutions and industrial processes that promote products whose toxicity has been questioned.

Chapter 8, “Secret Ties in Asbestos—Downplaying and Effacing the Risks of a Toxic Mineral,” is written by Geoffrey Tweedale, who throughout his career has written and researched extensively the effects of asbestos production and the way that its dangers and damage were veiled by the industry.

In “Kidding a Kidder,” Martin Walker looks again at the work of the late Sir Richard Doll. Chapter 9 describes Doll’s role in one of the biggest cases of toxic poisoning in Europe, which killed thousands of people in the Madrid region of Spain. Doll became the most important expert witness in this case against the distributors of cheap cooking oil, at the behest of the World Health Organization. However, not a word about the case was mentioned in his official biography.

“Escaping Electrosensitivity,” chapter 10, is a personal account of undiagnosed illness that the medical profession and the corporations have attempted to delete from the research process of particular products and manufacturing processes. Christian Blom, a Finnish worker, paints a deeply observed picture of how he became electrosensitive and how he managed to live with this condition. He looks at length at the arguments used by industry to disabuse the medical profession and the public that there is such a phenomena.

Chapter 11 is concerned with undiagnosed and “invisible” illnesses. “Ignoring Chronic Illness Caused by New Chemicals and Technology” comes from a Scandinavian trade union journalist who covered from the beginning the damage done to workers by early computer screens. As with Christian Blom’s chapter, Gunni Nordström looks at the affected workers and the attempts by companies to cover up the damage. The chapter is a complex account of the consequences of workers being beaten in the short-term by companies producing health-damaging high-tech equipment.

In her beautifully readable book, The Woman Who Knew Too Much, Gayle Greene describes the standoff that occurred at Oxford University between the committed, brilliant, and intuitive epidemiologist, Alice Stewart, and the industry-funded pragmatist, Sir Richard Doll. For chapter 12 in this volume, “A Tale of Two Scientists: Doctor Alice Stewart and Sir Richard Doll,” Greene delves more deeply into Doll’s attachment to industry and his seemingly continual desire to ensure that Stewart was not recognized as a leading voice in her profession.

Pharmaceutical corporations, because of their apparent altruism, take it for granted that they are entitled to shape government policy, especially in the field of vaccination. Increasingly, the pharmaceutical corporations in the United Kingdom and the United States have moved to take control of the supposedly independent vaccine regulatory agencies. In both the United Kingdom and the United States, regulators have made mistakes in licensing vaccines that have had serious adverse effects. In chapter 13, “The Corporate Hijacking of the UK Vaccine Program,” Martin Walker looks at just one involvement of corporately sympathetic academics in vaccine regulation.

The major battles in Sweden over environmental toxins have taken place in relation to dioxin, a dangerous chemical that can infiltrate the environment in a number of ways. In chapter 14, Martin Walker and the late Bo Walhjalt look at the way this struggle developed, particularly with the intervention of US corporate agents and agencies.

Chapter 15, “Burying the Evidence—The Role of Britain’s Health and Safety Executive in Prolonging the Occupational Cancer Epidemic,” takes a hard look at Britain’s Health and Safety Executive, its history, and recent attempts to reform and even remove it. It describes the inevitable outcome of the regulatory oversight of toxic industries as organizational bias. In particular, the lead author, Rory O’Neill, has exceptional experience and information of workers’ illnesses and the failure of this organization, being the long-term editor of the trade union magazine, Hazards.

Chapter 16, “Spin in the Antipodes,” takes us to Australia and relates how there is a serious emerging public health risk from the ubiquitous use of the cell phone and the increasing evidence for harm, including brain tumors, male infertility, behavioral disturbances, and electrosensitivity.

The nuclear industry is massive and monolithic; its interests stretch across many areas of the state and its security. During a period in the 1970s and 1980s all the resources of corporate defense were used to protect it from criticism. In an attempt to control academic information and attract expert witnesses to the civil claims that were rising against them, the nuclear industry set up the “independent” Westlakes Research Institute. In chapter 17, “Westlakes Research Institute,” one of the long-term survivors of Sellafield and a founder of Cumbrians Opposed to a Radioactive Environment (CORE), Janine Allis-Smith, examines the “independent” Westlakes Research Institute, describing how this “academic” institution built a number of biases into their work.

The career of Devra Davis has been blighted by her honesty and its reception among academics. However she has continued with her populist and bestselling books while also researching the electromagnetic fields produced by mobile phones. In chapter 18, “Wilhelm Hueper and Robert Kehoe, Epidemiological War Crimes,” which looks at the contrasting careers of Wilhelm Hueper and Robert Kehoe, she broaches the subject of how the views and acts of corporately guided epidemiologists can be corrected and sanctioned.

The final part of Corporate Ties that Bind looks at ways in which the conflicts of interest inherent in many of the previous cases might be avoided. It focuses on early warning systems and what happens when they are not in place.

In chapter 19, Pierre Mallia looks at the idea of the precautionary principle, which itself has become the butt of corporate criticism, and those who believe that entrepreneurs and producers should be able to do anything they wish in the name of progress, who argue that those who believe in precaution are stifling the freedom to produce and keeping us in the Dark Ages.

While science spends billions on harvesting and containing Earth’s plant life, animal species can often fall prey to corporations. In chapter 20, “The Precautionary Principle in the Protection of Wildlife—the Tasmanian Devils and the Beluga Whales,” Jody Warren looks at the failure to properly utilize the precautionary principle in the case of these two species.

Chapter 21, “Dust, Labor and Capital— Silicosis among South Africa’s Gold Miners,” looks at the legacy of the British and other countries mining asbestos in Africa. While it has been difficult for citizens in Britain and America to fight claims for damages against environmental or work toxicity, the legal struggle of those employed by corporations in their home countries is almost impossible. They have to fight not just the bent science but bent law and the legacy of imperialism.

In cases where whole communities are contaminated, the corporations that are responsible often fight to the death over that responsibility. With respect to research and evidence, corporations often seize the day. Amid a whole series of confounding tricks, they use their power to conduct epidemiological studies and buy up expert witnesses. One possible alternative to professional conflict of interest research in these cases is community epidemiology. In chapter 22, this subject is described by Professor Andrew Watterson.

Chapter 23, “Downplaying Radiation Risk,” has been placed at the end of the book because it details one of the most pressing environmental problems in the contemporary developed world. It is an excellent example of how corporate production runs riot regardless of public health.

The short chapter 24, “You Have Cancer: It’s Your Fault,” which ends the book, is something of a rallying cry in favor of the cancer sufferer. While a whole army of disinterested academics find and promote bogus answers to the quickly expanding cancer statistics, Professor Sherman is absolutely sure that whatever the pressures, those who suffer from cancer should think long and hard before blaming themselves for their condition and understand the lengths to which corporations go in order to dodge responsibility, putting profit before health.


Chapter 1

A DARK CULTURE—THE HISTORY AND LITERATURE OF HEALTH-DAMAGING PRODUCTION, ITS EXPOSURE, AND ITS CORPORATE DEFENSE

Martin J. Walker

Day and night the telescreens bruised your ears with statistics

Proving that people today had more food, more clothes,

Better houses, better recreations—that they lived longer, happier,

more intelligent, better educated than the people of fifty years ago.

Not a word of it could ever be proved or disproved.1

George Orwell

Alex Carey’s posthumous book, Taking the Risk out of Democracy, subtitled Corporate Propaganda versus Freedom and Liberty, was published in 1995.2 Carey was a class-conscious Australian who for the last forty years of his life lectured mainly in industrial psychology and the psychology of propaganda. He realized, more than most, how industrialization had passed the door marked “Democracy” and was heading for rooms bare of choice.

Carey’s book, a collection of published and unpublished chapters, gives a framework through which to view the problems of industry penetration of civil society and political democracy. The book throws open the political and cultural reasons for the drift of capitalism and representative democracy toward totalitarian corporatism. Carey’s most famous quote is popularized by Noam Chomsky in the forward of Chomsky’s book, World Orders Old and New:


The twentieth century has been characterized by three developments of great political importance: the growth of democracy, the growth of corporate power, and the growth of corporate propaganda as a means of protecting corporate power against democracy.3



The following book principally focuses on the problem of distorted science or scientific information by those working directly for corporate interests. However, distorting epidemiology or other information and, as McGarity and Wagner term it, Bending Science4 in order to ensure profit regardless of damage to workers, citizens, and the environment is not an isolated pursuit that takes place only within a refined academic environment.

The questions surveyed by science and open to reporting misinformation are not only questions of health and physical damage; they are also political questions. For example, while the matter of human microchipping undoubtedly has a health aspect5 that research by corporate insiders might attempt to skate over, the political question of control of the social person is undoubtedly at the forefront of any debate and is perhaps more difficult for the corporations to argue, leading to more aggressive strategies to quiet any discourse.

Whether or not microchipping causes health damage, it is something that has to be contested or at least debated by a “free people” in a democracy. However, many health studies suggest it is not safe. Only a universal political campaign will take it off the corporate agenda; this same argument applies to other campaigns, such as that against genetically modified organisms (GMOs).

All techniques of propaganda exist within a social, economic, political, and cultural matrix, and it is important that those opposed to a corporate future realize this; otherwise, conflicts will be confined to the narrowest of criteria. Unfortunately it might be said that because of the nature of contemporary politics and the high technology means of production, the greatest of attention is paid by critics and reformers to the general situation of “censorship” and “disinformation” in occupational and public health “science” while such matters as the havoc wrought by the pharmaceutical cartels on, for instance, independent, natural forms of personal medicine have all but been written out of contemporary scientific history.

While the “scientists” who are victims of attacks use the language of science to defend themselves, the corporations frequently negate or completely abandon science in their attacks. Although, for example, there is no lack of science with which to address alternative therapies such as acupuncture and homeopathy, the pharmaceutical corporations, defending mass deaths from medicines, win without effort or proof by labeling practices as fraudulent, quackery, or simply of no therapeutic use.

The battles of clinical and research “scientists” with corporate industry and government have begun to hog the stage in the war with corporatism. Is it important to understand the scale and the “ballpark” of corporate industry’s campaign to stop competition and the critical appraisal of products? Is it important to understand the distortion of information sociologically, historically, beyond science? I argue in this chapter that unless we understand the nature, the magnitude, and the strategies of corporations, we will be unsuccessful in challenging their illegality, immorality, and unethical behavior. After all, the strategies of the corporations are not only aimed at scientists, but at cutting-edge writers, campaigners, activists, and whistle-blowers, and, for example, medical practitioners who would not consider themselves first and foremost as “scientists.”

The interesting juxtaposition of two reports emphasizes this concern about plausibility and recognition of the different streams of struggle involving corporations. “Heads They Win, Tails, We Lose: How Corporations Corrupt Science at the Public’s Expense,”6 was published by the Scientific Integrity Program of the Union of Concerned Scientists in 2012. It is an excellent report that depicts in detail the whole bag of tricks used by corporations to censor views and research results critical of corporate science, toxic production, and their effects upon health. While the report’s message is radical, its apparent reliance upon the regulatory, political, and scientific establishment to solve or ameliorate the problems faced by science and scientists leaves one feeling that the scientific community has partially failed to understand the nature of corporatism.

The second report, “Spooky Business: Corporate Espionage Against Nonprofit Organizations,”7 although sounding like a completely different report, in fact, addresses a very similar subject. It was published in 2013 by a single author, Gary Ruskin, with a PO Box number address in Washington, DC. Ruskin’s very thorough research deals with the gathering of intelligence to inform attacks or containment on critics of corporations. One could say that this report deals with the groundwork that corporations carry out in order to campaign against individuals or groups.

The tactics outlined in the report are obviously used by and against people working well beyond the area of clinical or research science. I immediately recognized some of the tactics that had been used against me by pharmaceutical companies. “Spooky Business” tells the story of an intelligence community moving from the sanctuary of the dingy halls of the state to the more polished halls of the corporations. They are doing the same work for the private sector and their new targets are very similar, but now they are almost entirely those who critique corporations. “Spooky Business” updates one aspect of David Helvarg’s brilliant book, The War Against the Greens,8 and reports a new wholly more sophisticated war that is being developed by corporatism against democratic protest.

The report traces the growth of domestic private intelligence, which has grown up against any kind of opposition to corporations. It points to the fact that this domestic war economy is staffed by ex-police, federal agents, and the most skilled crisis PR management companies, all of whom have been headhunted and poached by corporations and now have high-technology apparatus that are more sophisticated than those used by the US state.

Clearly independent scientists, clinical and academic, are to some extent burying their heads in the sand if they think that opposition to corporatism can succeed with a war fought only in the theater of scientific research.

Long before industrialization covered the developed world, there had been critics of the emergent industrial means of production. Bernardino Ramazzini (1633–1717) wrote the first cogent treatise on occupational health, which examined the potential sources of illness in more than forty-two occupations, both manual and sedentary. Titled De Morbis Artificum Diatriba (Diseases of Workers), it was published in 1700.9 Ramazzini seemed to have faced little opposition to his accurate ideas about the damage done to workers by their working environment, and accepted as a teacher by two of Italy’s best universities, he was highly respected academically.

One of Ramazzini’s most quoted statements, however—“’Tis a sordid profit that is accompanied by the destruction of health”—and even his choice of subject to study hints at his concern about the workers and the moral stance of those who organized production. On other issues in Ramazzini’s medical life, such as a cautious approach to the prescription of medicines, Ramazzini, a trained physician, did face opposition from the monopoly makers, sellers and providers of drugs, the apothecaries. When Ramazzini campaigned for the limited use of cinchona bark (from which the alkaloid quinine was derived) in the treatment of malaria, he was fought by the apothecaries who had been using the remedy in a typically “orthodox” manner for all kinds of fevers and making good profits from it. He also faced opposition from the ruling elite in medicine who were still following the idea of classic Greek physician, Galen, that all diseases were based on a balance of the humors.10

The turf wars in medicine between the apothecaries—the faint beginnings of the pharmaceutical industry—and independent healers were entrenched by the Inquisition of the late seventeenth century, which chose to see herbalism, for example, as diabolical. One of the first victims of these wars, although not apparently affected by the Inquisition, was Samuel Hahnemann, a trained physician born in Germany in 1755, who developed the theory and practice of homeopathy. At the time of his birth, treatments and diagnoses were chaotic from what we might today call a “rational perspective.” There was no organized diagnostic procedure or treatment in the mid-eighteenth century; court physicians and other professionals believed in a ragbag of treatments from bloodletting and magic to a wide range of herbal and chemical elixirs that had rarely been tested.

Despite that today Hahnemann is ridiculed and derided, especially in the United Kingdom, he established himself prominently at the end of the eighteenth century as a scientific physician and medical researcher. He developed the already considered concept of “like curing like” and used a systematic and rigorous proving of a wide variety of natural substances on a large number of individuals.

Having chosen a substance that seemed likely to act as a cure, he would send out samples to students and colleagues with instructions for taking various quantities and to send back meticulous reports of all physical or psychological effects, a kind of scientific trial that was completely unknown for medicines at that time.

Hahnemann’s most fundamental idea that has stayed relevant until the present day was that if you examined in detail the effects of a particular substance on the human mind and body, that substance could be used to “cure” those same effects when they were presented by a patient as an illness. What, however, was novel about Hahnemann’s ideas for treatment, and what has attracted considerable attention since the late eighteenth century, for obvious reasons, was the idea that only the smallest dilution of the remedy was necessary to effect a cure.

Hahnemann came under heavy attack from the apothecaries who saw this rationally tried medicine as a serious threat to their irrational tricks. Also, of course, even at that time, money was a driving force of the apothecaries. Although training in homeopathy could take some time, the remedies themselves were cheap to produce and prescribe, or even free through a homeopathic hospital. Toward the end of his life Hahnemann came under severe attack.

His attitude to those who attacked him was clear. In a letter to a colleague, he wrote, “What is true cannot be minted into a falsehood, even by the most distinguished professor.”11 Seven years after this letter, he wrote the paragraph below, which stands as good advice today when facing shills on social media. Speaking of a colleague who was defending homeopathy, he wrote the following:


I regret, however, that he should spend so much time and headwork on these sophistries. Believe me, all these attacks only weary the assailants of truth, and, in the long run, are no obstacle to its progress. We do well to let all these, specious, but nugatory articles alone, to sink of themselves into the abyss of oblivion, and their natural nothingness … All these controversial writings are nothing but signals of distress—alarm guns fired from a sinking ship.12



The scale, irrationality, and insensibility of these attacks on Hahnemann are evident in an 1825 quote from Christoph Wilhelm Hufeland, the most influential medical writer of that time, in an article about homeopathy:


I consider it wrong and unworthy of science to treat the new doctrine with ridicule and contempt. It is in my nature to lend a helping hand to the persecuted. Persecution and tyranny in scientific matters are especially repugnant to me.13



The apothecaries, however, were determined to forge their monopoly and when they had done this, determined to enforce it. In his 1861 book, The History and Heroes of the Art of Medicine, J. Rutherfurd Russell traces the early attacks by the apothecaries on Hahnemann:


The proverb says that “any stick is good enough to beat a dog,” and the first stick the German apothecaries took up was a legal one. There was an enactment which prevented physicians from compounding their own medicines; this was brought to bear against Hahnemann and although he pleaded that he never actually mixed even two medicines, and that the law was never intended for such a practice as his, yet the stick came down on his back and he had to leave Leipzig in consequence.14



During the nineteenth century, both “orthodox” doctors and those who had gone over to homeopathy were pitted against recurring cholera epidemics that occurred across Europe. In the London cholera epidemic of 1854, of the 331 cases of cholera and simple diarrhea treated at the London Homeopathic Hospital, there was a 16.4 percent mortality rate. The neighboring Middlesex Hospital received 231 cases of cholera and 47 cases of choleric diarrhea. Of the cholera patients treated, 123 died, a fatality rate of 59.2 percent.15

In 1855, the treatment committee of the Board of Health compiled its major report for Parliament on cholera and its treatment. The treatment committee agreed among themselves to exclude the London Homeopathic Hospital statistics as they would “compromise the values and utilities of their average of cure, as deduced from the operation of known treatments, but they would give an unjustifiable sanction to an empirical practice alike opposed to the maintenance of truth, and to the progress of science.”16

In a House of Commons debate on cholera in 1855, based on the report, Robert Grosvenor 1st Baron Ebury asks whether the Board of Health forms received from homeopaths were refused on receipt. Benjamin Hall replied that those forms returned by homeopaths had been systematically identified and excluded from the report.17

Perhaps one of the most transparent, even juvenile, attacks on homeopathy was practiced against Jacques Benveniste. Benveniste, a well-regarded researcher at INSERM, was the author of four papers previously published in Nature and some two hundred scientific articles, two of which were cited as “citation classics” by the Philadelphia Institute for Scientific Information.

In 1988, Benveniste submitted a paper titled “Human basophil degranulation triggered by very dilute antiserum against IgE” to Nature, which suggested that water conveyed the information of even greatly diluted substances and affected IgE. Benveniste waited a year for their agreement to publish.

The paper was published, but was accompanied by a disclaiming editorial by John Maddox, a leading pro-corporate skeptic. Soon after publication, the Committee for the Scientific Investigation of Claims of the Paranormal (CSICOP) began harassing Benveniste.18 Despite the fact that other scientists in other laboratories replicated his results, CSICOP pressured Benveniste into giving them permission to send a team to “investigate” his experiments.

When James Randi—the showman magician with no science experience funded specifically to campaign against alternative medicine—turned up with John Maddox and the American, Walter Stuart, they behaved like three of the Marx brothers and proceeded to write up the results of their “research” for Nature.

On publication they claimed that Benveniste’s work was a hoax. Benveniste, who had previously held Maddox in great respect, was to say later, “It was as if I had given the Pope my wallet to mind while I worked and he had stolen it.”19

In concert with a massive propaganda campaign in the media, in every European country, Benveniste and his work were ridiculed. Within weeks he had lost his grants and his position at INSERM, while his very name became a byword for quackery. With the pharmaceutical corporations having such control over journals and even news programs, Benveniste was unable to clear his name. Despite a continuing replication of his results, he was never able to regain a foothold in research before he died, ironically, during an operation in a French hospital.

It seemed that few “scientists” observing what happened to Benveniste were willing to take sides, insisting instead on seeing the case as one in which bona fide researchers outside the mainstream of medical research had misunderstood the science. In fact, Benveniste’s results in particular were of enormous consequence to the pharmaceutical companies: were it possible to prove that very low doses of medicines could convey their information through liquids over distances, the fundamental premise of pharmaceutical medicine would be questioned and the premise of cheap universal “natural” health care could be partially established.

The examples of Hahnemann specializing in an idea of alternative medicines and Ramazzini who cottoned on to the damaging physical effects of industrial work processes, two forward-looking doctors in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries set the stage for focusing on two strands of monopoly interests that have survived to the present day.

It was not until the middle of the nineteenth century that a movement against public and private environmental toxins began to coalesce. As the effects of environmental illness came to be noticed in a number of industries, reformers of various kinds began to question worker and consumer health safety.

Although in some occupations and industries, like the one that organized young chimney sweeps small enough to climb up chimneys, the movements for their protection were quickly effective; others had to wait until the end of the nineteenth century and the beginning of the twentieth for critical writings and campaigns. Even less easily proven, environmental health damage has stayed above the law and beyond reform until the present day.

Henrik Ibsen was one of the first writer critics to look at the question of what happens to someone, in this case a community-based doctor, who reports a public health threat caused by industry.20 Ibsen finished An Enemy of the People in 1882, very close to the most energetic period of writing about vested interests and corporate denial of the toxic effects of industry in the United States.

The central character in An Enemy of the People, Dr. Thomas Stockmann, is the medical officer of health in a coastal town in southern Norway. His brother, Peter Stockmann, is the town’s mayor, chief constable, and chairman of the municipal baths’ committee, with his fingers in many local commercial concerns, including the local tannery which, it turns out, is polluting the new municipal baths.

When Dr. Stockmann links gastrointestinal illnesses suffered by his patients to the new “health-giving” spa baths, his brother reacts with a whole series of censorial dirty tricks that drive the town’s population to hysteria, which is turned on the doctor. Throughout the play, Ibsen makes much of the fact that all party political systems expect individuals to subsume their own interests to those of the majority: a question particularly relevant to the contemporary battle over, for example, mass vaccination.

When Robert H. Sherard died in 1943, he left a legacy of thirty-three books, including fourteen novels, as well as many newspaper articles. Despite being born into an aristocratic milieu, Sherard, cut off from his inheritance by his father, plunged into the bohemian artistic fringe, writing biographies of famous authors, notably Oscar Wilde and Émile Zola.

At the turn of the nineteenth century, workers in the north of England found an unlikely champion in Sherard. From 1895 to 1901, in his mid-thirties, Sherard involved himself in a series of investigations that were published in Pearson’s and The London Magazine: “The White Slaves of England,” “The Cry of the Poor,” “The Closed Door,” and “The Child Slaves of Britain.”21 Whatever Sherard’s driving feelings and purpose in these investigations, whether he wrote out of a sense of sympathy or socialist ideology or even in an attempt to live through the pain of the termination of a friendship with Oscar Wilde, the workers have rarely found a better advocate.

The White Slaves of England, first published in 1897, describes itself as a true picture of certain social conditions in England in the year 1897.22 The book looks at, among others, the alkali workers, the nail makers, the slipper makers and tailors, the wool combers, the white lead workers, and the chair makers.

Sherard developed his own methodology to investigate working conditions: “The exploration of the factories was an easy task. One had often but to walk confidently in at the front door with firm steps and a brazen forehead. When this was impracticable there was the wall at the back. And there were other ways and means, which need not be detailed, lest helpful friends be molested.”23

In the late nineteenth century, the alkali workers of Widnes and St. Helens represented the kind of health damage rarely seen even in the developing world today but recorded in the photographs of Sebastião Salgado24 and chronicled in books like Disposable People: New Slavery in the Global Economy by Kevin Bales.25 The damage done by chemicals to both the workers and environment was total. Sherard wrote the following:


The spring never comes hither. It never comes because neither at Widnes or St Helens, is there any place in which it can manifest itself. The foul gases which, belched forth night and day from the many factories, rot the clothes, the teeth, and in the end, the bodies of the workers, have killed every tree and every blade of grass for miles around.26



From the beginning of his investigations into the conditions of workers, and from the beginning he sided with them, Sherard seemed to have a built-in radar that kept him from playing any part at all on behalf of the employers, seemingly sure that to become involved with the employers was to directly undermine the workers’ case.

Speaking of his involvement with the workers who shared small hospitalities with him, he says the following two sentences in relation to the employers—two sentences that might have become the slogans for any independent investigator into corporate power:


I avoided contact with the masters as far as possible, and am in no way indebted to any of them for assistance in my enterprise. The factories I visit were visited by me as a trespasser, and at a trespasser’s risk.27



Pearson, the magazine publisher, stood solidly behind Sherard when he was attacked by the bourgeoisie of northern England. Sherard’s chapter on the slipper makers and tailors of Leeds came under incendiary attack by trade associations and retailers of Leeds. The Leeds Times doesn’t waste any space in getting right to the point:


Under the somewhat sensational general heading of the “White Slaves of England” in Pearson’s Magazine for September, Mr. R. H. Sherard contributes to the current issue of Pearson’s Magazine a rather highly coloured article.28



Despite on occasions “being on the run,” “breaking into workplaces,” and generally espousing a rebellious faith in the poor and the working class, when Sherard came up for air and his work was published, he had to fight off the industrial gentry who took every opportunity to slander and abuse him. Speaking of the main textile trade paper, he said the following:


… have led it to commit … a series of very gross libels upon me. I am charged by the editor of the Textile Mercury with falsehood, slander, and “traduction.” I presume traducement was meant.29



In the September 5, 1989, issue of the Textile Mercury, there appeared two leading articles, the first headed “Libels on the Nation.” This article links Sherard’s writing to the US muckrakers and then goes for his throat:


We were not, however, prepared to believe in the possibility of English journals joining in the lying and libelous attacks which have been made against our industrial life generally [my italics] by some American newspapers until we saw the current issue of Pearson’s Monthly.30



The little known Sherard was one of the greatest investigative writers of the nineteenth century, a man completely wedded to a social cause who was not afraid of taking the brickbats of the new industrial middle class.

In 1888, there occurred a revolutionary strike in London that led to the first organization of a trade union for women. The matchgirls strike at Bryant & May in London’s East End resulted from a number of conflicts between the company and their exploited workers. The working women, who made matches from white or yellow phosphorus, were as young as fifteen.

The strike began following the suspension of one worker on July 2 and developed within days. The women’s demands covered a number of issues including the fourteen-hour working day, low pay, instant dismissals, the imposition of fines, refusal to allow breaks, and, perhaps the most serious of all: working with the deadly toxic, cancer-causing yellow phosphorus. The cancer was known colloquially as “phossy” jaw, and more formally “phosphorus necrosis of the jaw.” The British Government was fully aware of the dangers of yellow phosphorus, which had been banned in Sweden and the United States, but argued that banning it would amount to a restraint of free trade.

Like many other political and labor disputes of this period, the strike, though won by the women employees, was progressed by outsiders of considerable political resolve. The first to join the workers was Annie Besant, a tireless campaigner for women who had already lost custody of her daughter to her clergyman husband, who had told the court that as Besant was not a Christian she was unfit to bring up her daughter. Besant was later to face trial at the Old Bailey after publishing a book about contraception.31, 32

On hearing about the strike, Besant published an article in June 1888 in The Link, a paper she had set up with W. T. Stead, a journalist. Her article titled “White Slavery in London,” was, in the best tradition of investigative reporting, based on interviews with a number of women working at the factory.33 The fact that Bryant and May had presided over the death and disfigurement of many young female workers did not stop them threatening a High Court action against Besant and her article. In the face of these heavy-handed tactics, Besant and others arranged for fifty-six matchgirls to march to the offices of The Link on Fleet Street and then on to the House of Commons.34 The strike ended after a negotiated settlement on July 16 with most of the workers’ demands being met.

It was, however, 1901 before the company announced that they had discontinued the use of yellow phosphorus, and it was not until the use of white phosphorus was prohibited by the international Berne Convention in 1906 and its provisions were implemented that industrial use ceased.

The most radical action of the campaigning group for the matchgirls, was the setting up of a matchmaking factory just round the corner from Bryant & May in 1891. This factory used the much safer, though more expensive, red phosphorus, and the company was soon producing six million boxes a year. Workers were paid twice the amount as those employed at Bryant & May and worked in better conditions. Salvation Army adherents campaigned with local retailers to get them to sell only red phosphorus matches.35

Twenty years after Ibsen’s An Enemy of the People, and in the same decades Sherard and Besant were writing, a group of US journalists and writers emerged. Dubbed by Teddy Roosevelt as “the muckrakers,” they were a non-hegemonic group of American writers who campaigned against corruption in City Hall, the boardrooms of the Trusts, and the personal lives of the great founding capitalists of the United States. Among their greatest exposés were Ida Tarbell’s The History of Standard Oil Company36 and Upton Sinclair’s fictionalized horrors of the Chicago meat packing plants, The Jungle.37 The muckrakers were, on the whole, more likely to be campaigners than today’s academics.

Upton Sinclair was an active socialist when in 1909 he finished the manuscript for The Jungle.38 Sinclair eventually got his manuscript accepted by Doubleday, where the editor was “a kind and extremely naive man” who: “… submitted the proofs to the managing editor of the Chicago Tribune, who sent back a thirty-two page report on the book, prepared by ‘a disinterested and competent reporter.’”39 When Sinclair exposed the report as meat packers’ propaganda, Doubleday sent a young lawyer to investigate. He met a publicity agent for the packers who admitted that he knew of The Jungle: “I read the proofs of it and prepared a thirty-two page report.” Upton Sinclair paid a high price for his critical campaign when, among other attacks, his communal home was burned down.40

The late Rachel Carson, a qualified marine biologist who had worked for the US Department of Fisheries, wrote the first “modern” book that gave a general picture of the damage that chemicals were doing to the environment and human and animal health. Her book, Silent Spring,41 became the founding work of the environmental movement and the subject of a relentless campaign against environmentalists by the chemical companies.42 To defend the DDT industry, the chemical companies developed a whole new lexicon of tricks.

The US producers of DDT, Velsicol, tried to stop publication of Silent Spring. In a letter to the book’s publishers, they entreated


In addition to the sincere opinions by natural food faddists, Audubon groups and others, members of the chemical industry in this country and in Western Europe must deal with sinister influences.43



The communists, they said, intended “to reduce the use of chemicals in this country … so that the supply of food will be reduced to East-Curtain parity.”44

In defense of DDT, the American Medical Association sided with the US Nutrition Foundation, then supported by fifty-four companies in the food, chemical, and allied industries.45 A “Fact Kit” sent out by the Foundation stressed the “independence” of those who attacked Carson, “… special interest groups are promoting her book as if it were … written by a scientist.”46 Of course, Carson was a scientist just not a corporate scientist.

Paul Brodeur has been one of the greatest writers and investigators in the area of public health. His life’s work is a series of books about the health-damaging effects of different industries. His first book about the asbestos industry, written originally for the New Yorker, was published by Viking Press in 1973 as Expendable Americans: The incredible story of how tens of thousands of American men and women die each year of preventable industrial disease.47

Brodeur is a true original, one of the first writers to popularize the story of vested interests and manipulated science that damaged the health of thousands of workers and citizens. A quote from the Newsletter of The Association of Trial Lawyers of America places the book within the post-1968 era of the politics of industry and health: “This splendid exposé uncloaks the total callousness, stupidity, and deceit of the medical-industrial complex consisting of company doctors, industry consultants, and key occupational-health officials at various levels of the state and federal governments.”

Brodeur went on to write books dealing with the cover-up of major health concerns in post-industrial society. Among these works are: Currents of Death: Power lines, computer terminals, and the attempt to cover up their threat to your health,48 and The Zapping of America: Microwaves, their deadly risk, and the cover-up.49 This latter book was published in 1977, again, well before its time.

The late 1960s and the 1970s was a period imbued with the spirit of investigation, a time when many sociologists—and indeed, scientists—saw and identified the damaging collusion that existed between the growing industrial complex and the health of the people. In 1977, the late Barbara Seaman and her doctor husband, Gideon, published their great investigation into hormone replacement therapy (HRT) and the use of hormones in birth control pills, Women and the Crisis in Sex Hormones.50 The book was promoted as “the most important medical story of the 1970s.” Unfortunately, the story of sex hormones, the doctors who pushed them, the companies that manufactured them, and the women they killed, remained one of the most “important medical stories of the next thirty years.” When I wrote my book on HRT, HRT Licensed to Kill and Maim51 in 2007, the best I could do was update Barbara Seaman’s earlier work. Seaman’s book, a solid five-hundred-page volume, charts in detail the collusion between industry and the medical profession and the adverse reactions that both groups continue to deny. Studies still repeatedly report on significant risk of cancer from HRT while manufacturers determinedly continue to produce it and doctors continue to prescribe it.52

We should always be grateful for the eccentrics and those who take on gigantic projects and pull them off. There are a few books that crop up “out of time,” imbued with the spirit of the 1960s but published later. Sometimes, these authors might want to deny their progeny. I think of Geoffrey Cannon’s magnificent book, The Politics of Food, published in the late eighties, in this way.53 The book, that has no subtitle, is promoted on the front cover as describing, “the secret world of Whitehall and the food giants which threaten your health.”

Like all good books of this genre, The Politics of Food was for a long period an excellent reference for any links between industry and the food we eat. When I found this book it was as if I had suddenly discovered another world, like that of Tolkien or the Borrowers.54 The book is truly subversive, making nonsense of the fairy stories that a postwar generation had been told about food production and science’s concern about health through food. More than anything else, however, Cannon’s book gives names and specific details of vested interests and hitherto secret ties.

A more modest US book, of 260 pages, published in 1981 and announcing itself as Industry Influence in Federal Regulatory Agencies,55 was written by Paul J. Quirk of Princeton University. Quirk, like Braithwaite in his stunning 1984 book Corporate Crime in the Pharmaceutical Industry56 interviewed, in this case, regulatory officials, asking how they felt industry tried to influence policy. However, unlike Braithwaite, Quirk seems to flunk his conclusions.

In the 1970s, there was in sociology and the more specialized science of epidemiology—as there was in politics generally—a turn to the Right. This was very generally, a turn against the more human and small-scale observation of personal and group behavior in favor of a high-tech overview of large populations. Such studies had serious disadvantages, tending to cut out or delete the smaller clinical effects on human health, while describing in bland terms the mass response.

This new epidemiologically based research shared goals between universities and business interests in what was first termed the “university-industrial complex” by Martin Kenney in the title of his 1986 book, Biotechnology: The University-Industrial Complex.57 Kenney, an assistant professor of agricultural economics at Ohio State University, raised concerns over the development of close business ties between many universities and large biotechnology corporations and how this “university-industrial complex” would affect educational institutions, agriculture, and society in general.

Sheldon Krimsky, in Science in the Private Interest, examined the ethical quandary whereby university research has often become deeply entangled with entrepreneurship and commercial interests—to become what Krimsky called an “inevitable tide of corporate and academic partnerships and the commercialism of knowledge.”58 Krimsky concluded: “As universities turn their scientific laboratories into commercial enterprise zones, and select faculties to realize these goals, fewer opportunities will exist in academia for public interest science—an inestimable loss to society.”59

One main target for attack at the heart of the corporate science lobby has always been what they consider alternative cancer treatments. It is abundantly clear why this should be: cell-based cancer research is a booming multimillion-dollar industry and, as in other environmentally caused illnesses, the occupational or environmental roots of most cancers are being denied to the last. A small number of writers have pieced together the ways in which the cancer establishment maintains a censorious grip over non-orthodox treatments and stymies preventative work.

Ralph W. Moss and Professor Samuel Epstein came at the problem of censorship from two different perspectives. While Epstein has tried valiantly to bring the manufacturers of environmental carcinogens to book, Moss has drawn attention to the considerable variety of treatments available and the “alternative” treatments that have been censored. Ralph Moss has spent more than twenty years investigating and writing about cancer issues and, like Epstein, has been an activist in the sense that he has set up groups and organizations to pursue their answers to the cancer problem.

In both cases, Moss and Epstein’s first significant books, Moss’s The Cancer Industry60 and Epstein’s The Politics of Cancer,61 presented information that produced shock waves and tutored a generation. Professor Epstein has carried the torch lit by individuals like Rachel Carson and the sociologist Edwin H. Sutherland, who wrote White Collar Crime,62 in writing unambiguously about the corruption of science by corporations and large charities. Epstein has been exceptional among his generation of public health academics in his constant willingness to be involved in campaigning organizations, to name names and write about the reality of corporate liability. He has made frequent forays into Britain, inducing local authors to produce books echoing the analysis in The Politics of Cancer, such as Cancer in Britain: The Politics of Prevention.63

Although Moss’s most renowned book, The Cancer Industry, was published in the 1990s, a more recent book, published in 2014, brings him full circle, from the initial incident after which he left Sloan Kettering, into the contemporary discourse about cover-ups and corporate shenanigans. Doctored Results tells the story of the suppression of the results of laetrile studies.64 A promotional blurb on Amazon describes the book: “The first full-scale exposé of one of the major scientific scandals of the twentieth century by a man who was there at the time and who helped reveal the cover-up.” Perhaps one of the clear distinctions between the work of Moss and Epstein is that Moss has always been interested in promoting alternative treatments, while Epstein has doggedly investigated the corruption of science in relation to prevention and the corruption of science in relation to allopathic treatments.

In 2005, Epstein published Cancer-Gate: How to Win the Losing Cancer War, a book packed with information that activists and critics of the cancer establishment need to fight back against the manipulation of epidemiology and industrial science.65 More recently, Epstein has been working with congress trying to frame a bill that defines manipulation of research data as corporate crime, deserving of a criminal sentence.

The writer who best reflects the contemporary focus on consumer choice in the area of cancer is Barry Lynes. Lynes, who has written consistently about alternative cancer treatments since the 1970s, has plowed a lonely furrow; his books are far from academic texts, written with activists and sufferers in mind. Lynes became interested in suppressed cancer cures after studying Royal Rife. His first book, The Cancer Cure that Worked, has become a bestseller and looks at the life and times of Rife.66 In 1990, aware of the lack of individual choice in the area of cancer care, Lynes wrote Helping the Cancer Victim: Patient Rights, Medical Freedom & the Need for New Laws.67 This short book is a handbook for those affected by cancer and those seeing the need for campaigning for legal changes.

The late Christopher Bird, well known for his book The Secret Life of Plants,68 also got involved in questioning the cancer establishment when he was the first person to recover one of Rife’s microscopes. In 1996, Bird wrote the superb The Persecution and Trial of Gaston Naessens.69 The book is excellent on-the-spot reportage enhanced by his description of arriving in town for the trial with his typewriter and returning to his hotel room every evening after the hearing to bash out his notes, which formed the basis of the book. Naessens was an experienced laboratory scientist and doctor who built a microscope similar to Rife’s. Over a long period of scientific investigation, he discovered the life cycle of a microorganism present in the blood of people who contracted cancer. He developed a treatment that damaged the organism, and began to prescribe it, hence his prosecution by the Canadian medical authorities.

The reason Bird’s book reflects on “secret ties” is because those who went as far as giving evidence against Naessens clearly did so for a reason: they were part of the massive international web that links industry to the regulatory agencies. Bird comments on these people and their evidence at length.

In academia and even within the more popular books and papers about “secret ties” and “vested interests,” it is usual to report solely on the “positive” bending of science carried out by corporations to give a healthy gloss to their products. There is, of course, a whole other world of propaganda and PR crisis management that focuses on the negative attacks on those who appear to the corporations to hamper commercial competition.

One of the most science-saturated, technologically tumescent areas of modern production is pharmaceuticals. Given that in this area, science demotes the human being to the mechanistic level of the robot and that medicine’s origins in science are lost in the mists and smoke of the industrial revolution rather than growing from an empathy with human life, it is not surprising that one of the greatest battlefields and the one in which disinformation is paramount is that of pharmaceutical medicine.

Two cancer therapeutic approaches that have come under constant attack over the last decades are those of Dr. Hulda Clark and Dr. Max Gerson. Gerson was a German doctor who fled to North America in the 1930s. Having worked on diabetes, mainly from a nutritional perspective, he turned his nutritional ideas to cancer. Like Rife and a number of other highly qualified practitioners, Gerson consistently wrote up his cases, as well as presenting reports and trials of his work to skeptical doctors and scientists. Unfortunately, these attempts at bridge building got nowhere, simply because his treatments did not involve chemical drugs that could be bought and patented by the pharmaceutical companies.

Gerson set up an institute to perpetuate his work and the publication of his writings. In 1958, he published A Cancer Therapy: Results of Fifty Cases.70 Since his death, a number of people have written books based on their own cures using his treatment, most particularly Beata Bishop in A Time to Heal: Triumph over Cancer, the Therapy of the Future.71

Gerson’s work has reemerged in the last thirty years in Britain. Aspects of the treatment were at the heart of the philosophy adopted by the Bristol Cancer Help Centre, which was mercilessly attacked by the cancer research “charities,” their administrators, and scientists, and aligned “quackbusters” in 1991.72 Then, in 2002, Michael Gearin-Tosh, a lecturer at Oxford University, wrote his exceptional book, Living Proof: A Medical Mutiny.73 This book emerges in a very modest but self-assured manner as one of the best pieces of literature on a self-cancer cure, which stressed with great power the necessity and the problems of being free to make one’s own treatment choices. Gearin-Tosh waited almost seven years after curing himself of cancer to validate his cure and publish his story. He died in July 2005, a full eleven years after he had been diagnosed with a fatal cancer.

In the United States, the National Council Against Health Fraud (NCAHF) and other quackbusters aligned to pharmaceutical and food corporations have, until recently, been much more energetic, making continuous attempts to shut down the clinics of the late Dr. Hulda Clark. Clark suffered a series of depredations, beginning with her arrest in 1999. This was followed by attempts to shut down her clinics and actions brought against people using her treatments or technology. Clark wrote a number of bestselling books in which she outlines her case for cancer being cured with detoxification and the application of electromagnetic fields. Quackbusters had an almost complete lack of success and were even humiliated in the US courts.74

One of my favorite books about cancer research and politics is by Evelleen Richards, an Australian writer and researcher. The book tells the story of what happened to Linus Pauling and Ewan Cameron when they suggested that vitamin C could be used, in part, as an alternative treatment for cancer. The book, Vitamin C and Cancer: Medicine or Politics is exceptionally good because it covers considerable ground, putting the controversy in a social, political, and cultural context.75

As an adjunct to Richards’s book, it is informative to look at Sandra Goodman’s writing about nutrition and cancer. This first arose in her book Vitamin C: The Master Nutrient76 and was later developed in her extensive research review that she wrote originally for the Bristol Cancer Help Centre, “Nutrition and Cancer: State-of-the-Art.”77 Goodman, a genetic research graduate, was herself attacked viciously by British quackbusters after submitting a proposal to the Medical Research Council for research into the effect of germanium on AIDS-related illnesses.

Five cases that bear attention over and above that which was awarded them by authors who have worked on their cases are the German doctor Josef Issels; the Italian professor Luigi Di Bella; the French scientist Mirko Beljanski; Dr. Ryke Geerd Hamer, who spent almost three years in a French prison for advocating his theories about cancer; and Dr. Tullio Simoncini. All five of these qualified doctors became the target for disruptive attacks by the medical monopoly, their own governments, and those of other European countries. Behind these attacks one can sense not only the medical establishment but the pharmaceutical companies and other forms of corporate medicine.

I describe the work of Issels and the gross assaults upon him by the British medical establishment in my book Dirty Medicine: Science, Big Business and the Assault on Natural Health Care. But if you want to read a rounded and complete story of his life, you should turn to Issels: The Biography of a Doctor by Gordon Thomas.78 Thomas is one of the great eclectic heroes of the struggle to get alternative cancer treatments to the public; he fought tooth and nail inside the BBC to get his film about Issels, Go Climb a Mountain, to the screen.79 Issels had a great story to tell, having been tried and imprisoned in Germany and then attacked again by a gang of British cancer authoritarians in the pay of the British government. Also in relation to Issels, Peter Newton-Fenbow tells the story of Issels’s Bavarian clinic from the patients’ point of view in A Time to Heal.80

Vincenzo Brancatisano is a lawyer who, while defending the patients of Luigi Di Bella, the Italian cancer clinician, found another vocation: that of writer. In order to publish his monumental 735-page book about Di Bella, Un po’ di verità sulla terapia Di Bella, Brancatisano linked up with the owner of a travel business.81 With Brancatisano, as with Di Bella’s career, we find the breakup of traditional political bases and a political consolidation around the right of patients to medical freedom of choice. For those ignorant people like myself who speak only English, Brancatisano has published one short book in English, Di Bella: The Man, the Cure, A Hope for All.82 Brancatisano also showed his commitment to Di Bella’s patients by publishing the provocatively titled “Sentenze di Vita” (Sentenced to Life).83 In the Travel Factory, which published his work, Brancatisano and the late Professor Di Bella found a conscientious patron.

Unusual for that of a dissident cancer researcher attacked by the state and the corporations, the work of the Frenchman Mirko Beljanski, who died in 1998, is very well recorded, particularly in books by his wife, Monique Beljanski, and the work of his daughter, who runs an organization dedicated to his work. The Beljanski family also has their own publishing company that has produced a number of books telling the story of his life and research. These books range from short compilations of articles and essays, such as Cancer: L’Approche Beljanski84 to the more comprehensive account of attacks upon him, such as Mirko Beljanski, out La Chronique d’une “Fatwa” Scientifique (Mirko Beljanski: story of a scientific fatwa).85

According to Dr. Hamer, the German physician, cancers are caused by a physical or psychological shock suffered by the patient. Dr. Hamer stands out among the “cancer doctors” in that, although he has published significant work on his theories about the origins and the treatment of cancer, his imprisonment in 2001 for almost three years for practicing medicine without a license—after his license had been taken away from him by the French State—has gone almost entirely unrecorded. In 2007, James McCumiskey published his book on Hamer, The Ultimate Conspiracy; this explains Hamer’s theories but doesn’t put his prison story into the context of his battles with the French authorities.86

Another doctor who stands out in a different way is the Italian Dr. Tullio Simoncini. He stands out for two reasons; first because he is absolutely straightforward about his treatment, and second because he is equally straightforward about the opposition he has faced from the orthodox cancer establishment. Simoncini has, for the last thirty years, treated cancers with bicarbonate of soda, with great success. He now finds himself in the same position as every other doctor or scientist who has insisted on following a path that diverges from corporate medical orthodoxy.

In an interview with Emma Hollister, when asked by Hollister “What has been the response of the medical authorities to your work?” Simoncini doesn’t hesitate: “Suppression, plots, defamatory TV programs.”87 When a scientist has an effective and revolutionary idea, the medical institution attempts to suppress his work because he threatens the interests of the medical establishment and the pharmaceutical corporations. No matter how effective the therapy in question is, their aim will be to destroy the idea.

The case of Stanislaw Burzynski has become a cause célèbre in the United States, principally because the treatment that he has developed over forty years is based entirely on orthodox scientific research. Having left Poland in his postgraduate years, Burzynski developed a treatment that interferes with the ability of cancer cells to develop and divide. Following his administration of the treatment at his own research clinic in the early 1980s, the FDA began a war of harassment against him and his practice that has gone on for thirty years. Although the conflict has never been resolved, Burzynski has continued to treat patients with good results.88

The history of cancer research and treatment, especially in relation to the Nazi regime in Germany, has become the subject of focus of two books that draw attention to the lack of resolve in this area of contemporary cell researchers sponsored by the biggest cancer research charities in Europe and America. Devra Davis’s latest book, The Secret History of the War on Cancer89 and an earlier one by Professor Robert Proctor, Cancer Wars,90 both ask the question: “Why, if there really is a war on cancer is it being lost over and again?” and, perhaps more perceptively, “Why were the Nazis on the way to winning the war against cancer by stifling its environmental triggers, while the US seems only to pretend to be at war?” The Nazi regime took an interest even in the least known lay cancer curers across Europe and the tentative answer to the question could be that the war against cancer in postwar Europe and the United States has perhaps been too concerned with the profits of the leading corporations.

While the cancer industry establishment and the regulatory agencies fall quickly upon qualified doctors who research alternative cancer treatments, they tend to keep within the law when they harass them, while those who manufacture or practice with herbal cancer treatments can expect no mercy and are treated like terrorists.

Kenny Ausubel, a US activist working for a better world, wrote perhaps the best in-depth book about an herbal cancer cure, When Healing becomes a Crime: The Amazing Story of the Hoxsey Cancer Clinics and the Return of Alternative Therapies.91 The book, published by Healing Arts Press of Rochester, Vermont, is a thoroughly researched account of the life of Harry Hoxsey, who grew from a small-time medicine salesman in the 1920s to the proprietor of a number of popular clinics in the 1950s. Hoxsey fought a continuous battle with the medical authorities and the larger organizations apparently protecting our health.

The story of Greg Caton and his herbal cancer treatments is stunningly similar in some details to the illegal acts performed by the US government in their “War on terror.” Caton and his wife are herbalists; they had a business in the United States that ran afoul of an FDA campaign. Mark Lipsman wrote the first complete account of Caton’s earliest arrest in 2003.92

Caton was a victim of “Operation Cure.All,” an initiative begun in 2001 by the US Food and Drug Administration and the Federal Trade Commission. A press release on the FTC’s website says, “FTC, FDA, and other law enforcement agencies move to stop Internet scams for supplements and other products that purport to cure cancer, HIV/AIDS, and countless other life-threatening diseases.” Unfortunately, the FDA has used this as an excuse to shut down businesses and arrest people whose products, though not recognized by conventional medicine, actually work—and are inexpensive and have few, if any, side effects.93

The police “detained” Caton without charge for eight months in jail before a sympathetic judge gave him bail. At the sentencing hearing, the judge rejected the prosecution’s contention that Caton had intended to cause harm with his products and sentenced him to the minimum possible under the sentencing guidelines: thirty-three months imprisonment. In all, Greg Caton estimates the FDA took (from him) $250,000 worth of materials and $400,000 worth of buildings. This doesn’t include what he lost in the distress sale of PreservX and the one building he sold, his legal fees—which amounted to $50,000 for the criminal charges alone—or the ongoing revenue from PreservX and Alpha Omega.94

After his release, Caton decided to go to Ecuador with his wife and family; there he came to an agreement with the government to legally produce his herbal treatments. When the FDA realized that he was working in Ecuador and judged him to have broken his post-sentence probation conditions, intrepid FDA agents set out to arrest him.

In November of 2008, FDA agent John Armand tried to kidnap Caton in Ecuador and have him flown back to the United States, but he failed. However, Caton was arrested in Ecuador at a staged license checkpoint in February 2009, and false charges were brought against him: that he was in Ecuador illegally and selling herbal products illegally. At the first hearing before a judge, the judge accepted Caton’s innocence of the charges and they were dropped.95

However, before he could gain his release from prison, the judge’s order was countermanded by a police chief, and while the Catons were awaiting an appeal decision against the police chief’s actions, Caton was kidnapped by US officials aiming to get him on an American Airlines flight to Miami. Caton’s wife, Cathryn, called their attorney who called the judge.

This judge drove to the chief of police to release him of his authority. The judge then drove to the airport to stop immigration from deporting Greg. The US embassy and immigration officials heard of the judge coming and put Greg on the plane. They told the Ecuadorian federal judge that the United States had the legal right to deport Greg because he was on American property and could not be removed. The judge then talked to the airport tower to have the American Airlines flight stopped. American Airlines and the pilot would not listen. The judge called a general in the Ecuadorian military to have the plane intercepted and diverted to Quito, Ecuador. They could not react fast enough and the plane made it out of Ecuadorian airspace.96

I have no doubt that some readers will be asking what these stories of alternative practitioners and the growing list of cancer curers have to do with the core of this book. The facts are fairly clear, however, that when it comes to the pharmaceutical corporations, many of them are so powerful and highly capitalized, so integrated into the medical regulatory system and governments, so influential in the research charities and the education of doctors, so influential within the state, that the least of their crimes is skewing research results to protect dangerous products.

Moving away onto more even ground to look at academic work on the subject of manipulating information, in 2008 Harvard University Press published a seminal book on the subject of how corporations and scientists manipulate scientific and research results to protect commercial products, Bending Science: How Special Interests Corrupt Public Health Research, by Thomas D. McGarity and Wendy E. Wagner, two law professors.97 The book gets my vote for best title; the authors’ use of the word “bent” covers a multitude of sins and is used frequently in the text.

McGarity and Wagner pry open the presently tightly sealed boxes of science and opinion in regulation and on advisory committees, while at the same time addressing the problems in common language. Unlike some of the new-wave, activist writers, they do not shy away from focusing on pharmaceutical cartels. A paragraph from their conclusions makes the clear point that the matter of bending science, especially as this affects health, has to be tackled by the “citizen” who picks up the message through professional journals and popular media.

Both the scientific journals and the popular news media have a responsibility to probe the provenance of policy-relevant science and to expose to the public view the extent to which advocates’ efforts have contaminated the process of generating policy-relevant science.98

It might be possible to have more faith in this optimistic conclusion were it not that both journals and the popular news media tend to be dominated by corporate interests.

The next contemporary book after Bending Science that deals with industry, science, and the regulatory agencies, David Michaels’s Doubt is their Product: How Industry’s Assault on Science Threatens Your Health, published in 2009, sums up in its title the way that the recent era has come to define the subjects of science, technology, and health.99 It has to be said that academics have often been the last to come forward in such areas, possibly because much of their own work can be funded by the very people that they eventually come to criticize, and the whole university structure within which they work can owe industry big time.

The gap that exists between academics and activists is always worrying, but in the area of “secret ties” it can be very disturbing. Michaels, however, is that rare academic who has spent a part of his life at the center of the governmental machine and so should perhaps be considered a “whistle-blower” as much as a reflective academic.

Michaels’s book follows a number of notable books that have put bad science and its distorted research at the very center of the growing toll taken by environmentally caused ill health. More recent books that posit the beginning of the crisis in environmental health occasioned by science place its origins in the early 1990s, coincident with the rise of the New Right and the governments of Reagan and Thatcher, both of whom gave the keys of government to the corporations and industrial science.

By the 1990s, it was clear that in relation to the industry manipulation of data, the gloves were off; a series of books explaining how industry, industrial science, and industry-embedded academics were endangering the health of the population began to appear. Inevitably, it was always partially the case that those who wrote about the results of corporatization sometimes didn’t see the wood for the trees and failed to discuss corporations in the context of the development of capitalism.

In February 1993, Philip Morris (PM) and its public relations firm, APCO Associates, worked to launch a “sound science” coalition in the United States, with approximately $320 thousand budgeted for the first twenty-four weeks of the year.100 Three months later, the Advancement for Sound Science Coalition (TASSC) had been formed.101 TASSC described itself as “a not-for-profit coalition advocating the use of sound science in public policy decision making”102 even though APCO created it to help Philip Morris fight smoking restrictions.103, 104 One of the most important parts of this campaign was the Campaign for Good Epidemiology that tried, with some degree of success, to reroute epidemiology, essentially biasing it toward industry and making it much less sympathetic to citizens, workers, and communities.

The European “sound science” plans included a version of “good epidemiological practices” that would make it impossible to conclude that secondhand smoke—and other environmental toxins—caused diseases. Public health professionals need to be aware that an effort such as the “sound science” movement was not an indigenous effort from within the profession to improve the quality of scientific discourse but reflected sophisticated public relations campaigns controlled by industry executives and lawyers, whose aim was to manipulate the standards of scientific proof to serve the corporate interests of their clients.105

It can be observed that, while the last decade of the twentieth century introduced a steady debate about what became termed, in contemporary initialized language, COI or Conflict of Interest, over the following two decades up to the present, the doors of perception opened and many commentators began to see the massive gothic structures of industry manipulation in which conflict of interest was only one corridor.

With respect to the chemical industry, Fagin and Lavelle addressed all the important arguments, as can be seen by the title of their 1996 book, Toxic Deception: How the Chemical Industry Manipulates Science, Bends the Law, and Endangers your Health,106 the style of which set the scene for the ongoing spate of books from Rampton and Stauber, starting with Toxic Sludge is Good For You.107 Rampton and Stauber’s books present a clearer more radical and straightforward analysis of vested and conflicting interests than previous more academic work. It was deeply and thoroughly researched, but it could be said that their books are the “graphic novels” of the literature on these topics.

Betrayal of Science and Reason: How Anti-Environmental Rhetoric Threatens Our Future, by Paul and Anne Ehrlich, was published in 1996.108 The Ehrlichs are top-grade research scientists at Stanford and, as the title of their book suggests, they look closely at the language used by lobby groups and scientists tied to industry who have, for instance, denied global warming. One of the refreshing aspects of this book is that it states in the text all the dubious statements of deniers, and carefully picks them apart.

Only a year after Betrayal, in 1997, came Linda Marsa’s book Prescription for Profits: How the Pharmaceutical Industry Bankrolled the Unholy Marriage Between Science and Business.109 Marsa’s book goes right to the heart of the matter, discussing how in the Reagan era everything was done to marry government research scientists to industry. The legacy of these policies, Marsa says, “is that the serpent has entered the garden: the quest for profits has poisoned science. The scientific culture is now so steeped in business that research is governed by the whims of the market place, not by good science.”

A look at the bibliography at the end of Marsa’s book reveals, I think, a worrying trend: almost all the references are to journal articles or newspaper reports. While the popularizing of scientific subjects in newspapers that began in the 1990s—and the trend away from serious, focused, lengthy books, has a definite upside—articles in newspapers and magazines, and papers in learned journals have a downside. With respect to newspaper articles, journalists are not the best analysts: they tend to write without references, slide over major content, and turn their minds to a completely different subject by the hour. But perhaps the more worrying thing about the growth of newspaper articles and more populist writing in some journals is that as soon as they are published they can disappear, leaving the reader searching only days later for a source. Also, we might assume that it has become more difficult for independent thinkers to get books about scientific controversies onto the market and some have resorted to publishing their own newsletters and magazines.

Despite these pros and cons, it was undoubtedly the trend toward the popularization of science in the 1990s, occasioned by timeless stories like that of Gallo’s virtual claims on the AIDS virus, the rows that followed over-genetically modified crops, and the vaccine controversies that led industry-related liberal peers in Britain and other industry-compromised politicians to promote rules for newspaper articles about health, which favored industry rather than science or journalism.

On the other hand, were it not for those idiosyncratic journalists with sympathetic editors, we would never have had the great masterpieces of investigative writing on health like John Crewdson’s Science Fictions: A Scientific Mystery, A Massive Cover-Up, and the Dark Legacy of Robert Gallo.110 The book tells in immense and verifiable detail how HIV came to be “the probable cause of AIDS” and Robert Gallo’s role in this theatrical promotion. Crewdson was very fortunate in being with a paper, the Chicago Tribune, that actually published the whole of his fifty-thousand-word prepublication manuscript.

In England, Lynne McTaggart, an Australian investigative journalist who originally wrote a groundbreaking book about foster care, has since 1989 been publishing the newsletter “What Doctors Don’t Tell You.”111 Following this, she and her husband have been responsible for magazines and journals that look astringently at alternative therapies. In 1996, McTaggart published the book What Doctors Don’t Tell You: The Truth About the Dangers of Modern Medicine.112 The book contains a fifty-page chapter on vaccination that, as well as discussing adverse reactions, charts the cooperation between the British government and major pharmaceutical companies in vaccine development.

Those writing about secret ties have quite a different and perhaps more difficult job than those simply writing about freedom of medical choices and alternative therapies. Writing about secret ties involves deep research into companies as well as gathering evidence about the toxic companies’ products, then showing how such information has been disguised.

Geoffrey Tweedale has written two books about the asbestos industry. The first, Magic Mineral to Killer Dust: Turner and Newall and the Asbestos Hazard, is a social, political, and health history of the industry and the arguments that raged around the safety of asbestos manufacture and its products.113 The second book, Defending the Indefensible: The Global Asbestos Industry and its Fight for Survival, with Jock McCulloch, almost entirely investigates propaganda and front organizations set up to defend the industry against probing criticism of its record on health.114 As an aside, both of these books are beautifully laid out and presented by Oxford University Press; this of course is important because the professionalism and status of the publisher lends extra authority to the possibly marginalized subject of both books.

George Carlo’s book is one from an insider, written with Martin Schram, about the manipulation and deceit that have taken place around the science of cell phones, Cell Phones: Invisible Hazards in the Wireless Age.115 As one of the first researchers who ran the cell phone industry’s research program for six years and someone who came under immense pressure from the industry to report only profitable information, Carlo was ideally placed to write about the distortion and manipulation of research.

Charles Medawar and his long-standing British organization, Social Audit, have a special place in the hearts of British organizations and individuals interested in the philosophy and sociology of pharmaceutical marketing. In 1992, Social Audit published Power and Dependence: Social Audit on the Safety of Medicines.116 The book is an all-out attack on the testing, licensing, and marketing of tranquilizers and sleeping tablets that were heavily marketed in Britain and the United States. Medawar writes in detail about the individuals and organizations responsible for pushing these drugs. The book contains reproductions of advertisements and promotional material. One hilarious advertisement has what is presumably a doctor’s fingertips feeling the pulse of a female wrist, while the tasteful typographic slogan states, “Whatever the diagnosis—LIBRIUM.”

Inevitably, some secret ties do not remain secret but are exposed by hardworking researchers and investigators. Battles over the leukemia clusters in Woburn, Massachusetts, went on for over thirty years, producing a number of court cases, books, and a major feature film, A Civil Action, starring John Travolta.117, 118 The case, however, should be most notably remembered for the energy and the initiative that the community—the parents and friends of those children struck down by leukemia—have shown.

In the preface to Phil Brown and Edwin J. Mikkelsen’s book No Safe Place: Toxic Waste, Leukemia, and Community Action,119 Jonathan Harr, the author of the epic fictionalized account of Woburn, A Civil Action,120 makes the point that after meeting Phil Brown four years into his own research into Woburn, he quickly realized that they were working on quite different projects and there was little need to be concerned about competition. To my mind, this is an important conclusion. Change is rarely moved solely by a single piece of academic work, studies, or even such things as Royal Commissions, but by a wide range of formal and informal, cultural and scientific exposures of important issues.

A Civil Action121, 122 together with the film based upon it, remains one of the outstanding accounts of a community bent on defending itself, helped by a lawyer who, while earning his spurs in the field of toxic tort, bankrupts his practice and becomes completely converted to environmental activism.

Following close on leukemia clusters in Woburn, Massachusetts, and the story of the relationship between the lawyer and the community, is the film Erin Brockovich.123, 124 It tells the true story of a legal assistant who, in 1993, lined up some 650 prospective plaintiffs from the tiny desert town of Hinkley, California, to sue Pacific Gas & Electric. PG&E’s nearby plant was leaching chromium 6, a rust inhibitor, into Hinkley’s water supply, and the suit blamed the chemical for dozens of symptoms ranging from nosebleeds to breast cancer, Hodgkin’s disease, miscarriages, and spinal deterioration. In 1996, PG&E settled the case for $333 million.

In June 2009, Brockovich began investigating a case of contaminated water in Midland, Texas. “Significant amounts” of hexavalent chromium were found in the water of more than forty homes in the area, some of which have now been fitted with state-monitored filters on their water supply. Brockovich said “The only difference between here and Hinkley, is that I saw higher levels here than I saw in Hinkley.”125, 126

Just as Braithwaite’s book on the pharmaceutical companies is groundbreaking in that area, and my book Dirty Medicine: Science, Big Business and the Assault on Natural Health Care127 has been considered groundbreaking in describing the activities of health lobby groups in the early 1990s, David Helvarg’s 1994 book The War Against the Greens128 is one of the most important books describing the growth of destabilizing covert groups in the United States. Helvarg’s book is a beautifully readable account of post–Cold War covert warfare carried out by industry against the citizenry and democracy.

Out of the GM battles of the 1990s came Andy Rowell’s book Green Backlash: Global Subversion of the Environmental Movement.129 This timely book shared common ground with Sharon Beder’s slightly later Global Spin.130 Writing on LobbyWatch—a web site with yet another boring name—working to expose lobby groups, Rowell points out the bias of the UK Science Media Centre (SMC) on the subject of global warming and GM crops. Such groups set up by the lobby industry constantly publish what appears to be scientific information but which is actually industry propaganda.

Of the 120-odd press releases the SMC has issued—and which are on its web site—only about four have been on climate. This compares to over forty on issues to do with genetics and roughly another dozen each on animals in research and GM crops. The views of scientists critical of GM are all but absent, whereas pro-GM scientists are routinely quoted. The SMC also includes quotes from the chairman of the Agricultural Biotechnology Council (ABC)—a corporate lobby group for the biotech industry. Its chairman is clearly neither an eminent nor an independent scientist.131, 132

ON THE EDGE OF ACADEMIA

In 2002 Andy Rowell contributed to one of the books published in the US by Common Courage Press, Battling Big Business, which dealt with “Countering greenwash, infiltration and other forms of corporate bullying.”133 The book has a large number of contributors and plants its flag clearly in the complex ground of activists and the strategies they can adopt against all forms of corporate manipulation. A statement on the back of the book sums up just how broad the field of discovery and research is: “Battling Big Business reveals how corporate giants attempt to control their ‘enemies’—and how groups and individuals can fight back.” I get the impression, from brief remarks by the editor, Eveline Lubbers, that she had similar problems to those which I have had in both defining the area and trying to incorporate a growing number of contributors.

My lifetime interest in pulp fiction and contemporary crime fiction has more than paid off in relation to this book. Apart from A Civil Action, two books by John Grisham, himself trained as a lawyer and still a part of various trial lawyers’ groups, narrate in considerable detail how vested interests act against claimants in toxic tort cases. In The Appeal, Grisham describes an appeal in a toxic tort case handled by a humane and altruistic husband and wife law practice.134 The appeal is opposed by the chemical company involved and their network of public relations people, which reaches to the very heart of government.

The Runaway Jury, a fictional account of claimants against a tobacco company, lets the reader into the intricate world of private agencies that rig juries and press counsel into going beyond professional interests in acting for their industrial clients in complex suits.135 Although Grisham does what many writers of fiction and drama have to do—that is, pack their stories with combined elements from a variety of cases—his approach to reality is rarely cavalier; he usually pursues the simplest and apparently least dramatic narrative track, which makes his stories correspond to reality.

One dramatist and writer of fiction in Britain who has tackled toxic tort cases in dramatic form is Gordon Newman, whose BBC Judge John Deed series drew on real-life legal situations.136 Newman’s work, prominent on British television since the seventies, has almost always dealt with legal situations, exposing the corrupt and manipulative side of vested corporate, political, and state interests.

One UK paper, the Guardian, got so far into crusading against the way in which GM crops were foisted on the population that one of its editors, Alan Rusbridger, together with Ronan Bennett, the highly regarded Irish novelist and television and film writer, wrote a caustic television drama, Fields of Gold.137 Lobbyists supporting GM crops tried to get this film stopped and after it had appeared they tried to damage it with bad reviews and letters to the BBC.

The lobbies and the GM companies learned a great deal from the campaign mounted against them between 1996 and 2005. When the dust settled, a complete regrouping was needed by the GM lobbies. The price that the newspaper paid seems to have been high; however, within months of their best writers giving a master-class in investigative journalism, Ben Goldacre, a non-writer, non-journalist, non-investigative, highly suspect “scientist,” son of one of the “scientists” who had passed the damaging Urabe mumps strain MMR vaccination, was given a prestigious place on the paper, writing superficially about science. From this job, he was able to launch his “quackbusting” attacks on alternative medicine.138

Two researchers who have made a considerable impact in the United States, exposing secret ties and covert campaigns already mentioned in this chapter, are Sheldon Rampton and John Stauber. In Trust Us We’re Experts! How Industry Manipulates Science and Gambles with your Future,139 which followed Toxic Sludge is Good for You,140 about promotion and PR companies, Rampton and Stauber pick through the whole field of distorted and manipulated science to expose many of those paid to assure us of industry safety while secretly juggling the science of toxicity. Rampton and Stauber are muckrakers in the mold, and it is almost impossible to find anyone in Europe or the United States who equals their diligent and detailed research. Their books are perhaps the most expert combination of journalism, research, and the critique of “science.”

While a good deal of academic literature about the ties of vested interests remains relatively safe, even after years of research, a small number of investigative writers reach deep into the matrix of social and political culture. It needs the broadest view of how money, power, and military force link together to present this information in popular form to the public. One of the greatest exponents of this kind of intricate exposé is Greg Palast.

The titles of Palast’s books signal their offbeat radicalism and might have come directly out of the Catch-22 period. The book that most influenced me and my contemporaries was The Best Democracy Money Can Buy.141 The book has a section that details the selling off, after the Labour victory in 1997, of the most important publicly owned industries to private interests. In the investigation, Palast drew links between the new Lib-Labour functionaries, PR companies, and the new salesmen of Downing Street. Although some of Palast’s targets were downed, he himself, though a British citizen, was deported. Palast’s books are about “cover-ups” and distortions and how they are enacted. In their intimacy they disclose a constant stream of connected criminal and vested interests, which traverse across the urban landscape in the contemporary world.

When it comes to an environmental view of cancer and the extrapolations that industry uses to disguise its understanding of the role of its processes and products, the great majority of information now in circulation is reproduced in academic papers in journals. There are, however, a few exceptions apart from those, such as the work of Samuel Epstein quoted above. In 1979, Macmillan published a two-hundred-page book entitled Cancer and the Environment.142 The book is very modest but novel in its form, using two columns with bold-type headings, like a continuous newspaper report. Its content, however, is quite spectacular. After a shaky start, when the editor, Lester A. Sobel, ensures that the industry view is more than adequately represented, the majority of the book is a compendium of all the information aired prior to 1980 about the environmental causes of cancer.

Even the long quotes from denialists of environmentally caused cancer are in themselves informative. This section of the book quotes Richard J. Mahoney, Executive Vice President of Monsanto, as saying in an unspecified speech in St. Louis, “We hear and read that a majority of human cancers—possibly as high as seventy percent to ninety percent—are due to environmental causes.” Mahoney goes on to cite the classic industry argument, put forward by Richard Doll and probably quoted from Doll’s unreferenced paper, “A … medical research paper noted that the overwhelming environmental causes of cancer are cigarette smoking and dietary considerations…. Control these two elements—cigarettes and diet—and you’ve controlled the cause of perhaps ninety-five percent of environmentally caused cancers.”143

Nothing in Mr. Sobel’s past—he served for four years in the US army during the Second World War in Patton’s Third Army—as it is recorded on the back flap of the book, gives the reader any idea of why he adopted the form for the book that he did. The eclectic order of items reminds one of the kind of book Walter Benjamin, the great European intellectual, was preparing when he died in 1939. Items appear awkwardly under the general headings, but Sobel has done his level best to cover with real focus the swings both backward and forward of each new accusation of industry’s role in the cause of cancer, apparently without bias.

On page 154, under the chapter heading “Radiation and Cancer,” text below a subheading “Hanford, Portsmouth Studies” begins, “Alice Stewart, an epidemiologist at the University of Birmingham, England, said Feb 17 that her study of workers at the Hanford Atomic Reservation revealed that they died of cancer at a rate of 5 percent greater than the general population.”144 For those who know that Alice Stewart, a great British epidemiologist, was censored from academic recognition by, among others, her senior colleague Sir Richard Doll while they were both working at Oxford University, a text that repeats Alice Stewart’s name and the conclusions of her work, time and again, is a refreshing change.

Gayle Greene, wrote the seminal biography of Alice Stewart, The Woman Who Knew Too Much.145 In chapter twelve of this book, she goes more deeply into the comparison between the industry-embedded Doll and Stewart’s epidemiology for the people.

Two books published during the first decade of the twenty-first century pull no punches in examining the question of industrial carcinogens and the environmental causes of cancer. When Smoke Ran Like Water: Tales of Environmental Deception and the Battle Against Pollution146 and The Secret History of the War on Cancer147 have got their author, Devra Davis, one of the most daring of the commentators on the causes of environmental cancer, into deep politically polluted water. Davis’s books are very readable, interweaving the personal and familial with the objective and scientific in a traditionally feminine style. On the whole, the most rewarding subjective, or familial, personally contextualized accounts of cancer come from women, such as Sharon Batt in her Patients No More: The Politics of Breast Cancer148 and Sandra Steingraber in Living Downstream: An Ecologist Looks at Cancer and the Environment.149 Only rarely are men brave enough to introduce themselves into their narrative, as does Gearin-Tosh, who had a particularly feminine approach to his beautiful record of his own illness in Living Proof.150

This is not to say, of course, that some women’s more academic accounts of cancer are not just as readable and perhaps more engaging than “scientific” writing by men. Liane Clorfene-Casten’s Breast Cancer: Poisons, Profits and Prevention, one of the best journalistic accounts of the environmental causes of breast cancer, lays the blame directly on industry.151 It is written, like Silent Spring, in a relaxed, engaging, but scientifically informative style, while campaigning, like Devra Davis, to shut down industrial polluters.

The information about a bogus campaign, funded by ExxonMobil, to influence the public and decision makers’ opinions on global warming, first came to light in George Monbiot’s autumn 2006 book The Denial Industry, later published as Heat.152 Monbiot also published his research in the Guardian, which must have presented Guardian readers with some odd contradictions, for some of the people that Monbiot targeted as the criminal dross of the crisis PR industry were the very people lauded by his Guardian colleague and quackbuster, Ben Goldacre. The Guardian introduced Monbiot’s articles on the ExxonMobil funding in the following way:


For years, a network of fake citizens’ groups and bogus scientific bodies has been claiming that science of global warming is inconclusive. They set back action on climate change by a decade. But who funded them? Exxon’s involvement is well known, but not the strange role of Big Tobacco.153



As if to a script written about modern America, from Catch 22, one of the heaviest and most critical reports of government and industry involvement in damaging the health of the people and then covering it up was the Final Report of the Advisory Committee on Human Radiation Experiments, published in 1996 by Oxford University Press.154 This 620-page, large format book investigates the work that was undertaken by various agencies, but mainly covertly, in the United States and Europe between 1944 and 1974.

Inevitably, even the headings and subheadings are chilling, for example, “The Context for Nontherapeutic Research with Children: Children as Mere Means.” This particular section of the report looks at research carried out by Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) in the 1940s and 1950s in which breakfast food laced with radioactive iron and calcium was fed to “mentally retarded” children—referred to as “students” in the studies and the report—in a Massachusetts school. The research was funded by the odd triumvirate of US organizations: the Quaker Oats Company, the Atomic Energy Commission, and the National Institutes of Health.

The Final Report is an intriguing and extraordinary document; while one has to commend President Clinton on his initiation of the inquiry and the decision to publish the whole report through a high quality university press, it would take people with greater skills in language than mine to assess it. On my first and second reading of sections of the text, I could only marvel at the almost anodyne style of presentation that steers around any moral judgments like a world-class skier on a downhill slalom. To read the Final Report you might think that it was talking about the marketing of chocolate bonbons, or even, perhaps, something less health-damaging!

BEING DRAGGED INTO HAND-TO-HAND COMBAT

It is possible to criticize academic work on conflict of interest, vested interest, and the whole network of secret ties, firstly on the grounds that academics tend to draw only on previously published peer-reviewed information, which seriously restricts both their narrative and their conclusions, and secondly that articles and papers in journals about such subjects tend to keep important information within academia, where it is often not discussed with the same political edge it can be given outside.

Nevertheless, academic work on vested interests and conflict of interests is important, especially because many of those who write on these subjects are now involved in the academic equivalent of activism, perhaps writing beyond academia, perhaps investigating industry on behalf of campaigns, or even appearing for injured parties as expert witnesses. These then, are academics at the coalface, willing to get involved in the rough and tumble of legal actions against multinational corporations, or even campaign with activists.

One of the reasons why it is important to get out of the academic straightjacket when it comes to understanding and campaigning on the issue of the manipulation of epidemiological information, is that this kind of criminal behavior doesn’t just affect academics. Nowhere has this been more the case than in the information spewed out by the pharmaceutical companies and the UK Department of Health over the MMR vaccination. In the United Kingdom, a war has descended on critics of vaccine policy and those whose children have been damaged.155

During the fifteen-year all-out assault on Dr. Wakefield, not one word was said in any even vaguely authoritative publication about either his scientific investigations or the science of MMR. He was character assassinated purely because he was preparing to appear as an expert witness for parents of vaccine-damaged children in a case brought by fifteen hundred claimants; a case that after a decade of work was pulled from the lists following the withdrawal of legal aid by a government department.

In Australia, the handmaidens of pharmaceutical cartels, the Skeptics, have kept up a program of torrential abuse, complaints to authorities, and physical threats against the leading support group for parents seeking advice on vaccination, the Australian Vaccination Network (AVN). The last chairperson of the group, Meryl Dorey, has suffered, and is suffering, quite public threats, lies, and abuse.156

Such attacks and campaigns cannot be answered solely within academia; however, many such groups and individuals drawn into battles with corporations and their acolytes do manage to attract the attention of academics who are interested in these areas of conflict. In Australia, Meryl Dorey and the AVN have found an objective academic willing to explore their circumstances in Professor Brian Martin.157 Inevitably, Martin’s academic observation on the character assassination of Meryl Dorey and the AVN attracted the swarms of pharmaceutical corporation microbes to Martin’s University, where the chancellor received emails and letters complaining that Martin and some of his postgraduate students were supporting the anti-vaccination cause. Admirably, the university answered these criticisms by saying that they believed in academic freedom.

My book Dirty Medicine: Science, Big Business and the Assault on Natural Health Care, published in 1993, traced a number of cases where agents of the pharmaceutical corporations spent long periods, with the help of the corporate media, character assassinating those who proposed various alternative treatments or simply wrote objective accounts of the dangers of pharmaceutical preparations.158 In my follow-up to the first Dirty Medicine, twenty years later, I published Dirty Medicine: The Handbook, in which I detailed the growth and spread of the pharmaceutical vigilante groups who spend their lives attacking critical campaigns and their supporters.159

The trade unions in both Europe and the United States inevitably have a very definite role in fighting hidden damage to workers. Hazards Magazine is a trade union–funded “journal,” which takes the fight over health and danger to workers out into the broader society.160 Inevitably, it steps over the line into civil society beyond the unions to publicize secret ties that endanger workers. Under the editorship of Rory O’Neill, it has become respected worldwide as an outlet for investigative journalism about health and safety in the workplace.

Professor David Egilman emerged, not for the first time, onto the public stage in 2003. Egilman is a doctor and a university professor whose lifetime fight has been on behalf of workers in dangerous industries who are adversely affected by environmental toxins. One gets the impression of Egilman as a “no-holds-barred” bare-knuckle fighter who, whether the opposition be a judge or a peer-reviewed journal, just does what he has to do. He is an academic who has frequently dragged his battles with corporately funded interests out into civil society.

In 2003, Egilman submitted an article for publication in the Journal of Occupational and Environmental Medicine (JOEM) that stated that Dow Chemical was covering up evidence that asbestos in a Texas chemical plant was causing mesothelioma, a lung cancer.161 The conclusions of a Dow-funded study suggested that, despite eleven cases of mesothelioma among twenty-eight thousand employees, these were probably not related to the work environment.

The journal refused to publish Egilman’s article, not because it found it of low quality, but because the subject was “not likely to be a high priority for the majority of JOEM readers.” Egilman simply bought two pages of advertising space in the JOEM and ran the entire rejected manuscript anyway.

The journal’s editor allowed Dow to publish a response but refused Egilman a rebuttal. This incident led to Egilman publishing, in April 2005, in the International Journal of Occupational and Environmental Health (IJOEH), an account of the suppression of his article and, later that year, a whole issue on the subject of conflict of interest. This October 2005 issue was groundbreaking.162 Its overall title was Over a Barrel: Corporate Corruption of Science and its Effects on Workers and the Environment, and it contained leading articles on conflict of interest by Egilman himself and a wide range of other academics; titles included “Abuse of Epidemiology: Automobile Manufacturers Manufacture a Defense to Asbestos Liability;” “Lifting the Veil of Secrecy from Industry;” “Funding of Nonprofit Health Organizations and Mining and Mendacity, or How to Keep a Toxic Product in the Marketplace.”

The papers in this edition of the IJOEH show that for a long time there seems to have been an underground academia. Many academics have been writing in the wings about conflicting interests outside the tobacco industry but have been unable to present their work as part of an academic whole, or a movement.

Marco Mamone Capria, an academic mathematician from the Italian Perugia University, set up the web site and conference organization Science and Democracy in 2005.163 It holds its triennial conferences in Naples and has published the proceedings so far in three books.164 This is one way of bringing academia out into the public forum and anyone interested in conflicts in science and civil society should get involved in this group or one like it.

At the same time that affected individuals and some reporters were writing about the distortion of information around workers conditions, toxic processes, and products, a growing number of authors were beginning to write about corporations and their growth. Many of these writers pointed out that lies, deceit, and disinformation were necessary steps in the growth of corporate power.165–172

Few of these commentators, though—linking the death of democracy with this corporatism—address the issue of vested interests or conflict of interests in research, production, or health. While this is not surprising because it appears to be low in the food chain of the analysis of corporate growth, it is undoubtedly an issue that has to be brought to the fore; the issue of conflict of interests and vested interests and their resultant health-care issues is a major aspect of that failing democracy that accompanies corporatism.

I am ending this chapter with three books that do not focus on health but give a clear outline of the battles contemporary students, academics, and activists will inevitably find themselves fighting in the coming years. All three books cast light on what happens to people drawn almost accidentally into battles with vested interests. It would, perhaps, be difficult to find two books stranger than Silencing Scientists and Scholars in Other Fields: Power, Paradigm Controls, Peer Review and Scholarly Communication, by Gordon Moran,173 and Challenges by the late Serge Lang.174 The third book, Battling Big Business; Countering Greenwash, Infiltration and Other Forms of Corporate Bullying,175 is perhaps a world away from the first two, a book that one imagines has been written before but discovers is completely original, written from the experience of political activists and investigators.

Silencing has a dull gray cover and fits into a series of some fifty books edited by Peter Hernon with such stimulating titles as: Technology and Library Information Services and Microcomputer Software for Performing Statistical Analysis: A Handbook for Supporting Library Decision Making.

Apart from Silencing, one other book stands out in the Ablex list: the editor of the series, Peter Hernon, added Research Misconduct: Issues, Implications and Challenges by the late Serge Lang. Reading Silencing, one gets the slightly uncomfortable feeling that Hernon and Moran have conspired to slip in a controversial text that might be read way beyond the intended librarian readership of the series.

To most mathematicians, the second book, Challenges, by the late Serge Lang, would probably appear even odder than Silencing. Written by one of the greatest mathematicians of the modern period, the book records in mesmerizing detail a number of “academic” political conflicts entered into by Lang in the course of his later academic life. Lang brings to these political conflicts the same spare analytical language that seems to come with the mathematician’s mind. Challenges, which is over eight hundred pages and covers a number of battles, is published by one of the world’s largest publishers.

Both Silencing and Challenges present us with a way of looking at, and dealing with, conflicts in academia and beyond, and the framework for both books grows from the personal experience of the authors. In 1977, Moran, an American, while a scholar at an Italian university, wrote a short article that questioned the provenance of a famous Italian painting. In the introduction to his book, Moran says about the conflict that developed over the origins of the picture:


I did not expect that all other scholars would immediately agree that this famous painting was painted by someone other than Simone Martini, but at the very least I expected that any debate that ensued would proceed with a civility of discourse … Instead the Guido Riccio controversy … has been characterized by, among other things, insults, censorship, and falsifications, all directed towards silencing the new, unwanted hypotheses.176



In this intellectually exciting book, Moran looks at suppression of scientific work across the board, detailing how it is achieved. He comments on vested interests, skepticism, and whistle-blowing while drawing frequently on Serge Lang’s work.

In Challenges, Lang lays out a way of going onto the attack; he lays down a strategy that he uses most usefully in attacking fabrication and political and funding bias in academic work. Rather than calling them controversies, he acts out “campaigns” in the military sense; he refers to them, as if a dusty bureaucrat, as “files.” The point of this, I think, is to describe the very personal events of opening, recording, and perhaps closing a particular conflict. A file is also a small part of a larger program and this, too, might have been in Lang’s mind.

Lang calls these battles “political” battles, yet he does not really approach them as a politician, not anyway as a party politician or even as a grassroots political activist, although there might be some similarity with the politics of a highly trained communist cadre struggling to organize and promote ideas in a hostile environment. He questions every word used by his opponents as well as their worldview, and most of all he looks at means of transmission. In his opening paragraphs he clearly states his purpose:


For three decades I have been interested in the area where the academic world meets the world of journalism and the world of politics. On several occasions I have had the opportunity to study how political opinions are passed off as science or scholarship.

I am bothered by the misinformation which is created and disseminated uncritically through the education system and through the media, and by the obstructions which prevent correct information from being disseminated.

I am especially concerned when people who construct a reality askew from the outside world have the influence or power to impose their reality in the classroom, in the media, and in the formulation of policy, domestic or foreign. I find the situation especially serious when political opinions are passed off as science, and thereby acquire even more force.

I am bothered by the way misinformation is accepted uncritically, and by the way that some people are unwilling to recognize it or reject it.177



In alluding to the title of the book, Challenges, the publishers say, “… Lang challenges some individuals and establishments, at the same time that he challenges us to reconsider the ways they exercise their official or professional responsibilities, and challenges us to form our own judgement.”178

Lang’s book does not look at corporations or the wider structures of social systems, perhaps because intimate knowledge and recorded discourse at a grassroots level clearly stood as “proof” to him. Challenges is an exceptional manual to be consulted during hand-to-hand fighting in academia. It also questions all the moral and professional judgments that underlie academic work, while analyzing what kind of interests determine the output of the social scientist.

Challenges is a call to academic arms, and while there are now many books written from an academic perspective that recount the ways in which corporations are stealing our liberty, few of those suggest anything other than an academic riposte. Little has so far been written for activists that shows how they might fight back—on the whole such discussions go on in campaign meetings and not in books.

However, Battling Big Business, which came out in 2002, is the book for activists and others that partners Challenges. Battling is a superb book that avoids the Hollywood dependence on mirages of foreign policy propaganda and comes right down to earth with chapters about the numerous ways in which it is possible to fight corporations exerting their power in your own backyard.

It is because of the spread of corporate ties, from the simple linear association between corporations and academics to connections deep in the community, that we have to see this phenomenon of influence and propaganda in its extended form. It is in light of these disinformation campaigns that we should understand how the growth of corporatism is eroding democracy.

It becomes, as well, increasingly important that those in the broader society, attacked in this way, learn the rules of engagement needed to defend themselves. It also becomes increasingly important that scientists who bear the brunt of academic attacks get down among the people and help organize campaigns with them, beyond the university, the research lab, and the learned journal.

It is not only the corporate media that have deserted their post. In the face of these battles for markets, we find, inevitably, that investigative and “trial” tribunals of various kinds, lower courts, advertising standards authorities, and prominently the criminal law and the police, mostly side with corporatism and refuse to take seriously complaints against corporately linked individuals and groups.

It is becoming clear that corporate intrusion into civil society is one of the major ethical problems of the twenty-first century; this issue is the door through which George Orwell’s 1984 has and will enter silently and without fanfare. It includes all the relevant ingredients but, most specifically, includes the distortion of reporting on various social phenomena and the turning of light into dark on matters of the environment, technological advance, and health, safety, and personal peace of mind.

For those who have a political background, today when we think of authoritarianism or even fascism, we have to consider the rule of society by corporations, the retraction of social choice, and the implementation of product totalitarianism. We have to think more about corporate sciences controlling the means of production, culture, education, and the political system. The real future of the authoritarian society will not be through the fascism of the 1930s but through the control of society by postindustrial corporations that deny individual choice in a multiplicity of areas.

Vested interests and conflict of interest in industrial science production will be at the center of the new politics, discussion of these issues at the center of the new non-democracy. Although scientists should be at the fore in resolving these questions and regulating their own disciplines, cleansing it of financial influences and conflicts of interest they should also remember that the lay community clearly has rights—if not to be a part of discussions about detailed scientific matters, at least to discuss and determine the social uses of science and the general moral direction of research. Science as a new means of production is far too important to be left completely to scientists.

Looking to the future, it seems to me that there is little hope, as long as corporatism gains ground in the developed countries, of developing a fairness and objectivity in the research and promotion that examines industry-caused chronic illnesses. While liberal society looks to the Precautionary Principle,179 the disintegrated nature of commercial competition in a capitalist system means that almost inevitably the freedom to produce is followed by the freedom to market. After this point it becomes impossible to turn the clock back.


Chapter 2

THE BASIS OF BAD SCIENCE1

David Egilman, Susanna Rankin Bohme, Lelia M. Menéndez, John Zorabedian

Corporations are human beings with empathy washed away.

David Egilman

While most of us have been taught to view scientific research as an unbiased source of knowledge that defies political or economic interests, in fact science plays a central role in corporate efforts to maximize profits. This has especially been the case in the fields of occupational and environmental health. Efforts to protect people and the environment are often expensive, and to the extent that corporations can avoid paying these costs, they stand to boost their profits. Due to its ostensible lack of a political or economic agenda, science engenders the public’s trust, which corporations, in turn, can manipulate to make themselves seem trustworthy and objective. As a result, corporations often present themselves as impartial authorities, claiming to base their opinions on science. Science is pivotal to this dynamic, because it provides the most respected answer to the question of what constitutes a health or environmental danger. In order to circumvent liability and earn public favor, corporations can utilize “bad science” under the guise of objective and reliable science to convince the public and the courts in toxic tort lawsuits that their scientific “research” and findings are sound and do not endanger public health. Corporations thus use science to reduce expenditures on preventive measures or to avoid paying compensation to parties injured as a result of product manufacturing or use, thereby increasing their earnings and decreasing their liability.

CAPITALIST EXTERNALITIES

This chapter sets out to better understand “bad science” as a method used by corporations to shift onto victims the harmful costs of production. Proponents and critics of corporations alike have noted that a corporation’s central and overriding mandate is to maximize shareholder profit.2, 3 As economist Robert Monks puts it, a corporation “tends to be more profitable to the extent that it can make other people pay the bills for its impact on society.” These costs are called externalities, and they often consist of practices that may either cause injuries to workers or consumers and/or degrade the environment. For example, when a company emits air and water pollution, it escapes paying its own “cleanup” bills. It instead externalizes the cost of that pollution—and its attendant health and environmental damages—onto individuals and governments who may suffer health risks, be forced to pay for cleanup, or pay for damages in indirect ways (such as fishermen who must buy fish because a manufacturing process exterminated the fish in their local stream). Corporations generally have the best information about their own products and are usually aware of the safety risks involved with their use. Many corporations are conscious of the risks involved in the production of dangerous commodities, yet they continue to devise ways to maximize the profitability of their products and minimize their liability.4
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