Re: Tobacco Industry Efforts to Undermine Policy-Relevant Research by Anne Landman, B.A., and Stanton A. Glantz, Ph.D. (AJPH, January 2009, vol. 99, no. 1).
Throughout this paper, Landman and Glantz make claims against the tobacco industry for portraying “targeted researchers as extremist and politically motivated”.  In fact, page 50 quotes an August 28, 1995 article published in the National Review, “a magazine of conservative opinion” (used to cast negative connotation), as attacking Glantz by “portraying him as a prohibitionist…”.  
Actually, it is Tobacco Control and Glantz who portray him in this role.
Prohibitionist

Bulletin of the World Health Organization, 2000
 Interview Stanton Glantz, Tobacco Warrior “Today, as Big Tobacco turns its marketing sights increasingly on the developing world, Glantz is also going global, helping governments and international bodies, like the WHO, to achieve what he hopes will one day be a smoke-free world.” 

PBS Frontline, Inside the Tobacco Deal
 Interview with Stanton Glantz

Glantz: “I’d like to get rid of tobacco.”  

How could anyone reading Stanton Glantz’ interviews not see him portraying himself as a Prohibitionist? 

The Landman and Glantz paper highlights examples of billing and consultant fees to “Big Tobacco”,

e.g., Joseph Wu, PhD: $3,867, Larry Holcomb, PhD: $3,825, Walter Decker, PhD: $175 per hour, Nathan Mantel, PhD: $135,065, Peter Lee, MA: $7,750.

The paper goes on to denigrate Big Tobacco for questioning why NCI grants no longer advance the common goals of finding cures for cancer.  I’ve asked myself that question, too.  In fact, I was shocked to find out that the American Cancer Society no longer uses donations to “find a cure in my lifetime”.  And how dare anyone, including BT, insist that grant dollars not be used for shoddy science?  Why do Landman and Glantz complain that people are encouraged to use the Freedom of Information Act to do research?  

What I find appalling about this Landman and Glantz paper is that every claim thrown against the wall to see if it sticks against Big Tobacco‘s actions ten or twenty years ago can now be made against Tobacco Control‘s behaviors today.  

	TC claims: Source of research funding influences studies on hospitality industry economics:
	If funding from BT influences studies on the hospitality industry, how is TC funding not influencing studies?  Interesting that only BT or independently done studies show losses and only TC studies show no losses. 

	TC claims: Source of research funding influences studies on ETS studies 
	If funding from BT influences studies on ETS, how is TC funding not influencing ETS studies?   

	TC claims: James Bennett of George Mason University and Thomas DiLorenzo wrote Cancer Scam, The Diversion of Federal Cancer Funds to Politics (billed RJR $150,000)
	Stanton Glantz received $1,077,819 in grants from the RWJF to create TobaccoScam website to counter BT claims of economic losses to hospitality industry from smoke-free policies

	TC claims: on July 15, 1995, DiLorenzo appeared on the PM-supported PBS television program Technopolitics
	Stanton Glantz interviewed on PBS Frontline: Inside the Tobacco Deal  and Smoke in the Eye (footnotes 2, 38)

	TC claims: BT paid at least $150,507 for "consulting services" (e.g., letters, papers, etc to Wu, Holcomb, Decker, Mantel, Lee)
	TC has made grants to Landman and Glantz' UCSF School of Medicine that amount to over $12,000,000 (and these are just the RJWF TC grants)  

	TC: BT withheld important information that tobacco was addictive and harmful.
	TC did not use available information that proves smoking bans are harmful to the hospitality industry (particularly bars) and the economy. At least BT didn’t use science as a means to their end as TC did.

	TC claims: BT is still marketing their candy flavored and minty (menthol) cigarettes to children (although there are no ads on TV)
	TC markets candy flavored and minty fresh Nicorette® nicotine chewing gum with teeth whiteners on TV (during daytime children viewing hours), in magazines, etc.    

	TC claims: BT profits from the sale of their products therefore they have a vested interest in ETS studies & smoking bans.
	A major funding source of TC, the RWJF, profits from J&J common stock ownership which profits from the sales of the NRT products, of which J&J has cornered the market in the U.S. (Nicorette®, Nicoderm CQ®, and Commit®).  They have a vested interest in ETS studies & smoking bans


No Economic Losses to Hospitality Industry from Smoke-Free Policies

What is most egregious about Stanton Glantz’ latest attempt to justify his claims that smoke-free policies do not harm business are 1) his claims that it is only the tobacco industry refuting his data with no mention of the furor of the Hospitality Industry and 2) his inability to see himself in the mirror as being biased himself.  Further, as a BOD Liquor Permit Holders Association member in the Hospitality Industry, let me assure you we are growing very angry that we were deceived about “no harm to our businesses” from smoking bans. 

There are two possible reasons for the Landman and Glantz paper: 1) the need for continued funding or 2) because the economic losses to businesses are finally starting to catch up with the one man who still claims there is no loss to businesses from smoking ban laws.  It is the Hospitality Industry (especially bar owners), not the tobacco industry, that is trying to get the truth out, as these bans impact their ability to make a living and feed their families.  The damage from bans is immediate and devastating.  Hospitality Industry business owners in the states with draconian smoking bans are furious and they’re organizing, within their states and with other groups in states with like bans.  That alone should prove smoking bans harm businesses: why else would businesses mind the ban if they weren’t losing vast amounts of money?  Having this paper published would certainly emphasize the need for additional funding to “keep Big Tobacco” at bay.  Tobacco Control seems to forget, these business owners and workers are people.  They’ve poured their time, love and money into their businesses and now they’re draining their savings to keep the life support going.   I am qualified to write this letter as I spent fifteen years forecasting, projecting, compiling and monitoring annual 24 million dollar budgets, for which I had sole responsibility.  I’ve done quite a bit of research and I would appreciate being given the opportunity to provide my findings.  Even though I am not a member of the scientific community, I would hope this letter stands on its own merit.  I will document every claim and source and ask that the readers of the Landman and Glantz American Journal of Public Health paper also take into consideration my findings and claims.  After all, Landman and Glantz don’t own a hospitality industry business nor are they economists.

This letter will show:

· Actual economic losses to hospitality businesses

· Specific data was selected by Glantz to validate his claims while ignoring other data

· The source of funding has influenced the results of TC studies on such economic losses
Actual economic losses to hospitality businesses

Stanton Glantz runs an educational campaign (www.tobaccoscam.ucsf.edu) which was funded by 2 Robert Wood Johnson Foundation (RWJF) grants
 from 12/2001 – 11/2007 totaling $1,077,819

These grants tie in nicely with the American Journal of Public Health paper concerning funding bias and the timing is impeccable, since funding for Tobacco Scam has expired. 

In his November, 2008, summary of grants, Glantz continues to claim the Tobacco Industry continues to perpetuate the claims of adverse effects of clean indoor air regulations  on “restaurant businesses” (he later includes bars).  He received $1,077,819 to counter claims of economic harm to our industry.  In “Lessons Learned”, Glantz says “If we had done it for only a year, it wouldn’t have worked.  You need to be willing to do it for a while, to be out there like dripping water.”  Interpretation: I need more money. 

Let’s take my state, Ohio.  Ohio imposed a ban that was supposed to exempt family owned businesses and private clubs.  After voters approved that language, these exemptions disappeared.  In fact, Glantz wrote a paper on Ohio and how the legislators were threatened by SmokeFree Ohio through its “front group”, the American Cancer Society to not enact a ban of their own during an election year
.  SFO wanted it left to the voters (so they could write in exemptions that were illusory presumably to get “yes” votes).

A public records request from the Ohio Department of Commerce, Division of Liquor Control for data shows liquor sales, both wholesale and retail, both in dollars and number of bottles sold.  This is key, as I will explain.  Glantz uses sales tax records
  for his studies to prove that hospitality businesses weren’t harmed by smoking bans.  What Glantz didn’t do was pursue all available data; he chose to use only the data that proved his claims of no economic harm to the hospitality industry.  The very first thing that any business tries to do to stay in business is raise prices.  Raising prices artificially inflates revenues which results in inflated sales tax revenues. And the businesses who managed to stay in business raised their prices first, imposed layoffs second.  

Glantz does not pursue the data on closures.  

Below is a compilation of the data I received from my public records requests.  I have included pdf documents from Liquor Control for 2003
, 2004
, 2005
, 2006
 and 2007
.  Ohio’s ban was effective 01/01/2007.  The number of bottles cannot be manipulated nor can there be any other factors influencing those numbers other than the actual number sold or not sold.  As you can see from this table, both wholesale and retail sales in number of bottles increased from 2003 – 2006.  However, 2007 was an entirely different picture.  Liquor permit holders lost the potential of sales from 444,399 bottles from the previous year. Factoring in the growth wholesale had been previously experiencing puts the losses at approximately 702,517 bottles of liquor.  Even conservatively, taking 702,517 bottles x $3 per shot x 32 shots per bottle, puts the estimated losses of liquor permit holders at potential losses of $67,441,632 the first year alone.
That equates to approximately $4,264,446 in lost sales taxes for the State of Ohio.  I used very conservative figures in my calculations as bottom shelf typically sells for $2.75 per shot but top shelf liquor sells for up to $6 per shot.  These losses don’t take into consideration beer sales, incidental food, musician/entertainment, taxi cab or vending machine losses.  

What are even more glaringly obvious are the retail sales. 

Retail (home consumption) increased the year after the ban by nearly 1.4 million more bottles.  Customers now drink (and smoke) at home rather than in an adult venue.  I don’t believe Tobacco Control considered these consequences.  The anti-smokers never replaced the smoking customers Ohio lost.  Ohio is not unique.  One large Cincinnati Distributor
 claims losses of 7.2% for on premise packaged beer and 8.1% losses for on premise draft.  Off premise packaged beer increased 1.7%.  The vending industry is another casualty.  According to David Corey, Executive Vice-President of the Ohio Coin Machine Association, they’ve lost 20%-30% since the ban.  However, since a man’s word is not scientifically acceptable, I will stick to statistics provided by neutral state agencies.

	 
	# Bottles 
	# Bottles
	Total #
	# Bottles
	# Bottles
	$
	$ 
	$
	$
	$

	 
	Sold
	sold
	Bottles
	Wholesale
	Retail
	Sales
	Sales
	Wholesale
	Retail
	Sales

	Year
	Wholesale
	Retail
	Sold
	+/-
	+/-
	Wholesale
	Retail
	+/-
	+/-
	Total

	2003
	12,165,908
	24,947,914
	37,113,822
	 
	 
	$193,619,453 
	$342,470,689 
	 
	 
	$536,090,141 

	2004
	12,547,239
	26,172,992
	38,720,231
	381,331 
	1,225,078 
	$205,391,748 
	$365,591,184 
	$11,772,295 
	$23,120,495 
	$570,982,932 

	2005
	12,737,300
	27,528,918
	40,266,218
	190,061 
	1,355,926 
	$221,678,827 
	$389,840,704 
	$16,287,080 
	$24,249,520 
	$611,519,531 

	2006
	12,940,262
	28,713,331
	41,653,593
	202,962 
	1,184,413 
	$239,141,549 
	$416,587,696 
	$17,462,722 
	$26,746,992 
	$655,729,245 

	2007
	12,495,863
	30,097,479
	42,593,342
	(444,399)
	1,384,148 
	$237,776,501 
	$448,793,667 
	($1,365,048)
	$32,205,971 
	$686,570,168 


Further proof is the unemployment in Ohio.  On August 15th, 2008, The Gongwer News Service (Ohio’s legislative news service) issued this release “Ohio Unemployment Rate Hits 7.2% in July, Highest Percentage Since 1992”
.  It reads “Service provider employment was down 9,100 during the period.  The biggest declines were in leisure and hospitality (-3,000) and trade, transportation and utilities (-2,500).”  Even with July’s high gas prices, the losses in leisure and hospitality beat trade, transportation and utilities COMBINED.

I also made a public records request of the Ohio Department of Taxation
.  “Drinking Places” is a category where sales taxes are coded separately for places who mainly serve alcohol; food is incidental.  When reviewing the number of “drinking places” in 2007, there appeared to be an increase in the number of them over previous years.  My public records request asked if businesses were double counted.  For example, Joe’s Bar closed in 2007 however someone bought the bar and re-opened as Tom’s Bar.  What I found was that BOTH bars were counted.  The Ohio Department of Taxation person I worked with reviewed and extracted the data for me.  What she found was that in the 1st half of 2007, 162 “drinking places” ceased paying sales tax that paid in 2006.  The 2nd half of 2007 showed an additional 151 “drinking places” that ceased paying sales taxes that paid in the first half of 2007.  It is fairly safe to assume the reason these 313 businesses stopped paying sales taxes is because they closed.  As you can see from her email, she could not get the same information for me for previous years.  Her phone number is included in the email exchanges in case anyone wants to verify my claims.  Again, this does not include other hospitality businesses not coded as “drinking places”.  All it shows is that official records prove beyond any shadow of a doubt that 313 “drinking places” in Ohio closed their doors or suddenly decided to illegally stop paying taxes.

Further Loss Documentation

“Ohioans are Staying Home to Drink Their Liquor
” – Dayton Daily News, January 15, 2009

“Ohioans are drinking more booze than ever before, and they’re drinking it more often at home and less often in bars and restaurants, according to sales figures released Thursday by the Ohio Division of Liquor Control.

But it’s clear Ohioans’ drinking habits are changing. Wholesale sales of liquor — purchased by bars, restaurants, fraternal organizations and other permit holders — fell for the second straight year in both dollars and gallonage, while retail sales of booze in groceries and other liquor stores recorded robust increases. Overall, dollar sales reached $32.6 million in 2008, up 4.8 percent over 2007, while gallonage rose to 10.5 million gallons, up 2.6 percent.”
The article above is just one of many that hit the major Ohio newspapers the week of January 11, 2009.  This begs the question: is Ohio different than all the other states with smoking bans or does no one in Tobacco Control research read newspapers?  Obviously, the information is available for those seeking it.
Stanton Glantz and Funding Bias

I feel extremely confident that I have proved beyond a doubt that there is harm to businesses in the hospitality industry from smoking bans.  Glantz should have looked at ALL AVAILABLE data.  He did not.  He manipulated data to support his desired claims of no economic harm.  Glantz received from Stanford University, CA, his PhD, 1973, Applied Mechanics and Engineering Economic Systems.  A description of the coursework follows:

	ENGR 60
	Engineering Economy (Chiu, Weber : 3 units)
Engineering Economy provides an introduction to intertemporal economic decision making using discounted-cash-flow analysis, decision trees, and expected utility theory. The course also introduces some of the decision biases observed for boundedly rational decision makers. Topics covered include cash-flow analysis, choice among economic alternatives, effects of depreciation and taxation, decision analysis, value of information & options, and decision biases.


Because Glantz extensively studied decision biases, economic alternatives, value of information, it is quite reasonable to assume that he knew the bias he was creating by only using sales tax and went ahead with that approach anyway in order to advance his desired conclusion.  

Source of Research Funding Influences Studies
Source: grant ID# 024783 (1994-1997) from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation (RWJF) made to the Glantz’ own University of California, San Francisco, School of Medicine in the amount of $280,517.  Its title is the conclusion made from the study: “Source of Research Funding Influences Studies on Health Effects of Environmental Tobacco Smoke”
.  

Scollo M, Lal A. Glantz S Study
: Objective: To compare the quality and funding source of studies concluding a negative economic impact of smoke-free policies in the hospitality industry compared to studies concluding no such negative impact. Like the RWJF grant funded study, this concludes that the funding influences the studies.  But of course it fails completely to address the question of why funding by hospitality concerns, whose true interest clearly lies only in maximizing their profits, would influence the outcomes of such studies.

If the source of funding influences ETS studies and influences economic studies, why is the finger always pointed at Tobacco funding?  There are vast numbers of Tobacco Control funded studies.  Why doesn’t Glantz cry “foul” when these funding sources profit from smoke-free laws?

Among Stanton Glantz’ credentials are:

· American Legacy Foundation Distinguished Professor of Tobacco Control
· Director of the Center for Tobacco Control Research and Education at the University of California San Francisco School of Medicine. 

· author of four books, including The Cigarette Papers. 

· One of the founders of Americans for Nonsmokers’ Rights”

(source: Wikipedia.org accessed 01/10/2009)

If anyone has a reason for bias, it’s someone who makes his living from and who must continue to receive funding from Tobacco Control money.  As UCSF, School of Medicine’s own study says: the source of funding DOES influence the study.  To quote Glantz “University administrators who are desperate for money will basically do anything they have to for money”.
  In fact, the grants listed above are but a few the RWJF has made to the University of California, San Francisco, School of Medicine.  RWJF is a very large funder.

RWJF grants
 to University of California San Francisco, School of Medicine for which I could find copies total $33,978,467. (This information was obtained from www.rwjf.org)

We should now examine the reason the RWJF has been such a large contributor to Tobacco Control funding.  

Follow the money – the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation
Tobacco.org interview with Steven Schroeder 02/28/2002

Schroeder: 
From July 1990 until December 2002 I served as President of The Robert Wood Johnson

Foundation in Princeton, New Jersey. I have now returned to UCSF to direct a new center. 

Interviewer: 
RWJF has been a big funder for many years.  You have joined forces with a few other voluntary

organizations to co-finance projects (like ACS and Legacy) but I still have the impression

(maybe wrong) that there are not that many other organizations willing to invest so much into

tobacco control.  Could they think this is RWJF’s special cause so they choose not to get 

involved? 
Schroeder: 
It is hard to claim that RWJF’s efforts in tobacco control crowded out other funders, since there

 were no private funders before we entered the field.  (end)

When Steven Schroeder started as President of the RWJF, their total assets were 2.9 billion dollars and the RWJF owned J&J common stock valued at 1.7 billion dollars.
  As of their 2007 annual report, the RWJF has 10.7 billion in assets and 2.8 billion in J&J common stock.
  The “RWJF Assault on Tobacco” was Schroeder’s idea.

University of Iowa press release

Schroeder is also the director of UCSF's Smoking Cessation Leadership Center, a national program office of the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation that aims to increase smoking cessation rates and increase the number of health professionals who help smokers quit.

The RWJF funded Tobacco Control to the tune of $446,398,054 through 2005.  In “Robert Wood Johnson Foundation’s Assault on Smoking”
, the 446 million dollars grant recipients are outlined on pages 5 & 6 of the publication.  The RWJF created and funded Tobacco-Free Kids through 2005 with $84,000,000 (they’ve since received an additional 1.5 million dollar grant to promote cigarette tax increases).  Cigarette taxes increase while NRT products taxes do not.  

The Foundation gave grants to the American Cancer Society, American Heart Association and American Lung Association through the American Medical Association in the amount of $99,000,000 through its “SmokeLess States” RWJF Program
.  At first, these grants were given to grantees educate the public and politicians; however, when the grantees did not progress to tobacco control, their funding was cut.  The RWJF even published “Meeting the Match: A Guide to Fundraising for the Tobacco Policy Change Program”
 to educate grantees on how to solicit matching funds. 

Along the way, the RWJF awarded a few other grants:

· Legal and political obstacles to smoke-free regulations in metropolitan regions
 

· From 2007-2009, grant # 061373 for $99,807

· Tobacco Control Legal Consortium (support for this program was provided in part by a grant from the RWJF)

· Clearing the Air Institute for Policy Advocacy Trains Smoke-Free Advocates from Around the United States grant project: 

· From 08/2001 – 12/2004, grant #041042 for $   971,114 

· From 08/2001 – 12/2004, grant #048090 for $1,500,000 

· From 11/2004 – 10/2007, grant #058339 for $3,000,000 to develop a long-term investment fund and business plan to keep ANR sustainable (to American Nonsmokers’ Rights Foundation; ANR co-founded by Stanton Glantz) and $200,000 to American Lung Association

· State Health Leadership Initiative 

· From 06/2007 – 05/2010, grant #057249 for $3,098,765

· Substance Abuse Policy Research Program 

· 65.5 MILLION DOLLARS, 37% of which was focused on Tobacco

· Disseminating novel approaches to understanding the consumer perspective on tobacco cessation
 

· From 10/2007 – 10/2009, grant #63362 for $100,000

· The RWJF even paid for the ad campaign for Pennsylvania’s Smoking Ban

Investing hundreds and hundreds of millions of dollars was a good gamble for the RWJF.  It also pays off for those who produce results in favor of the funding source.  You’ll notice that throughout the RWJF interviews, titles, grants, that “cessation” is primary to the RWJF, right down to creating a Smoking Cessation Leadership Center.  Why not educate?  With grant money given to understand NRT consumers, nearly 10 million dollars for a Smoking Cessation Leadership Center ($1 shy of 10 million, which begs the question of why $9,999,999), why the push for smoking cessation products?

Johnson and Johnson and the RWJF profit from the sales of Nicorette, Nicoderm CQ, Commit through their stock portfolio. 

The RWJF is one of the largest common stock shareholders of J&J.  As of March, 2008, they owned 35,435,189 shares of J&J stock.

From Reuters: “One Million Boxes of Over-The-Counter Smoking Cessation Products Sold in January, 2008” - More than 10 years of proven safety with NicoDerm(R) CQ(R), Nicorette(R) and Commit(R)”

The sales of “cessation” products have been lucrative for J&J and the RWJF.  The more they sell, the more money they make, the more grants they can give…and the cycle continues.  In fact, with their purchase of the Pfizer division in 2006 which gave them Nicorette, J&J now has the NRT market cornered in the U.S. Not even General Motors or Philip Morris has ever enjoyed such total and absolute control over a market – and yet there is absolutely no outcry about “trust” or “cartel” or “competition” in the media or in the Congress for a product whose use affects the lives of millions.

More Tobacco Control Rewards from RWJF 
“Innovators Combating Substance Abuse
 is a national program of the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation that recognizes and rewards those who have made substantial, innovative contributions of national significance in the field of substance abuse. Each award includes a grant of $300,000, which is used to conduct a project over a period of up to three years that advances the field. The program addresses problems related to alcohol, tobacco and illicit drugs, through education, advocacy, treatment and policy research and reform at the national, state and local levels. The Innovators program is run by a national program office at The Johns Hopkins University School of Medicine. For more information on Innovators Combating Substance Abuse, please visit www.innovatorsawards.org.”  

An award that is based on the requirement to do a project that is set in a certain approved direction from the start is more like a contract than an award. Are there perhaps tax benefits to calling it an award instead of a contract or a grant?

Innovators Award Recipient – 2000

“Stanton, A. Glantz, PhD has been recognized as a stalwart leader with a unique abililty to effectively frame issues related to tobacco control.  He is fearless in his willingness to stand-up to the tobacco industry.  Dr. Glantz used his Innovator Award to expand his world-wide acclaimed efforts to unveil the role of the film and television industry in the promotion of tobacco use

There are plenty of rewards for being in Tobacco Control.  The Ohio Department of Health Director is a RWJF Community Health Leadership award winner
 ($125,000 to be used for personal and professional enhancement for up to 3 years).  One week after the ban passed in Ohio, the Ohio Department of Health received a $150,000 grant from the RWJF
.  The timing and coincidence makes one wonder if the grant sounds suspiciously like a reward for a capture well done.

Landman and Glantz continue to claim that Big Tobacco Interests are still disseminating “disinformation” and yet I only saw one reference in this paper about any such “dissemination” that took place within the last decade.  What those who have become enamored with the vast amounts of available research money don’t realize is that as claim after claim starts falling apart (like the Scotland Study debacle
), science itself will be on trial.  Who is going to believe in “science” when this is all over?  It is time for the field of Medical Science to gain back its public credibility.  The distrust by the American People of “science” ranks right up there with the distrust of our government.  

Landman and Glantz dedicated quite a bit of their report to political donations made by Big Tobacco.  In looking at opensecrets.org, it’s apparent to me that Big Tobacco (Agriculture) doesn’t even make the top 20 list of lobbying money expenditures from 1998 – 2008.  However, Pharmaceuticals/Health Products tops the list, #1 with $1,499,696,090
 in expenditures ($360 million more than the #2 spot, Insurance). 

A formal complaint has been filed and received by Health and Human Services, Office of Research Integrity, on the 2006 Surgeon General Report citing Glantz’ many claims of no harm to businesses from bans.
  It is one of at least four complaints
 filed against the report from various parts of the country.  Not one of the hospitality industry studies was included in the economic loss portion of Carmona’s report.  Interestingly, the Surgeon General’s secondhand smoke fact sheet web page links to an NRT commercial.

 

Those who dare to question Glantz on his economic studies are thoroughly thrashed and labeled as being tobacco shills.  According to Glantz, it’s always Big Tobacco behind the scenes when allegations of shoddy science are made.  Shoddy science should never be accepted, regardless of who exposes it.  

Tobacco control has managed to create a new group that needs to be a “protected class”.  They’re the smokers.  Smoking bans put people outside in dangerously hot or cold weather in the name of health.  They take people from a safe work environment and make them targets for robbery and rape.  I watched a Cleveland, Ohio news video
 of a gas station attendant who “stepped outside” to smoke and was beaten with a brick for seven minutes before the robber proceeded to take the money from the cash register.  The police said they’d never seen anyone beaten so badly and live.  ASH wants smokers to be fired.  Tobacco Control has made smokers the new hated group of Americans - for consuming a legal product.

Worse yet, those who own hospitality industry businesses are losing money and are draining their savings accounts.  And now, because financial records from the last two years (since our ban) show losses, these businesses can’t be sold for nearly what they were worth prior to the ban.  What financial institution is going to make a business loan for a bar? 

Many in the bar industry claim smoking bans were intentionally imposed with the sole purpose of closing bars in time for the 2009 initiative.  We’ve all seen the same rhetoric, used from the same playbook, claiming “there’s no safe exposure to alcohol”.  If the intention is to close our businesses, then instead of the RWJF and other Tobacco Control funders throwing all that money into social behavior modifications and “denormalizing” us into their desired behaviors, maybe they should buy out the bar businesses and turn them into exercise spas for morning calisthenics with Chairman Mao!

Glantz quotes:

“Because they've committed a huge fraud on the American public.  And because they should be held accountable for that.  They should be held accountable to the same rules of corporate and individual behavior as everybody else.  It's very simple." - Glantz during a PBS interview about Big Tobacco.
 

Tobacco Control should also be held accountable to the same rules.

“There is this old saying that where you stand depends on where you sit.”
 – Stanton Glantz in a 1998 Multinational Monitor interview.  
 “But if they can--in doing that they also have to be looking over their shoulder for their continuing liability--for their fraud, for their anti-trust actions, for their deceitful marketing tactics, maybe they'll change the way they do the marketing.” (“Emphases added”) (same PBS interview) 

Indeed, where you stand depends on where you sit.  If you’re in the seat of Tobacco Control research, the sky is the limit on the amount of grants and funding available to you as long as you stand firm in producing results that will favor more draconian smoking bans.  The jockeying for these grants must be intense.  Groundwork must have to be laid well in advance.  Glantz positioned himself for over a million dollars in grants from RWJF for TobaccoScam that was funded starting December, 2001.  After gaining substantial financial resources for his school, he also has the luxury of using his school’s resources to advance his lobbying and grant-chasing activities
.  As concluded by his university’s own research, the source of the funding does influence the outcome of research.  Smoking bans have certainly been a very effective marketing tool for NRT products and their intense funding for research to support such bans has clearly paid off handsomely.

Joseph Goebbels, German Minister of Propaganda, 1933-1945 quote:
"If you tell a lie big enough and keep repeating it, people will eventually come to believe it..............The lie can be maintained only for such time as the State can shield the people from the political, economic and/or military consequences of the lie. It thus becomes vitally important for the State to use all of its powers to repress dissent, for the truth is the mortal enemy of the lie, and thus by extension, the truth is the greatest enemy of the State."  

Tobacco Control has become a cash cow of almost unimaginable proportions.  It is lucrative whether you’re the “non” profit foundation that buys the laws that create the need for their product or you’re a researcher who, once you’ve pleased the funding institution, is blessed with more money.   When it’s Big Tobacco, they’ve got deceitful marketing tactics (to quote Glantz).  When it’s the non profit funding the bans, it’s “health research”.  Meanwhile, Glantz secures Tobacco Control grant after grant which drives the need for more nicotine products in the form of over-the-counter drugs.  People have become addicted to the nicotine gum which has produced high blood pressure, severe hair loss, eroded dental enamel and more.
  I find the hypocrisy disgusting.  Tobacco Control needs to look in the mirror. 
I ask why are Landman and Glantz now writing about events from 10-20 years ago.  Is it the need for more funding money?  Is it that the TobaccoScam website funding has ended, thus there’s the need to keep the appearance of Big Tobacco threats alive?  Or has Glantz missed being in the limelight and is seeking to regain it by crying that Big Tobacco is still after him?  
To the American Journal of Public Health: I ask that my economic documentation be used to dispute the claims of “no economic harm to businesses from smoking bans/smokefree policies”. 

I also ask that scientists, when conducting research, look at all the data.  The outcomes of studies do impact people, in this case the entire hospitality industry, particularly bars.  Think of how research impacts everyone.  I received a call from a bar owner whose business and property were worth 1.3 million dollars before the ban.  She was offered $400,000 for both last week.  A husband and wife from a small Ohio town called me to tell me they are going to talk to a bankruptcy attorney.  They’re about to lose their business they’ve had in their family for over 23 years.  The husband’s father, she told me, is going to lose his home because he loaned them the money to keep the doors open.  She told me she’s putting the ashtrays back out.  She said she would rather run the risk of being fined than lose their business.

How scientific studies are done impact people, their families and their financial security, their employees, customers, distributors, vendors, etc.  Ohio voters were told there would be no economic impact on the hospitality industry if they voted “YES” for SmokeFree Workplace Act
 Ohio.  

I respectfully request that a neutral researcher look at Iowa and Illinois, whose bans are as draconian as ours.  Use true loss data to see how they have been affected; not sales/tax receipts.  Ask for the number of bottles sold (or gallonage), the one piece of data that can’t be manipulated.

JoinTogether.org
 claims that suicides have drastically increased in Illinois in 2008; their ban went into effect January 1, 2008.  What Tobacco Control doesn’t understand is the social function neighborhood bars, pubs and taverns perform.  There are so many people without families or whose families live far away.  For these people, their friends with whom they gather at these neighborhood places, are their families.  I’m very concerned that taking these gathering places away from these people has a depressive affect on them.  I would like to ask that a study be done to see the actual mental health effect total smoking bans have on the residents of these states.  How have these bans impacted suicide/attempted suicide statistics? 

With the tremendous increase in hard liquor consumption in the home rather than in adult venues where intake is monitored and restricted, what has this impact had on domestic violence?  I doubt only Ohio residents are drinking more at home because of draconian smoking bans.  
Closing Statement: Stanton Glantz was quoted in Ohio’s Toledo Blade, December 2006
, as saying: “I promise you, a year from now The Blade will run an article saying the law is in force and business is on the increase.”  On the increase?  Did he know business would fall off after the ban?  Did he think it might start to slightly come back after the first year?  Or did he mean there would be even more business than before the smoking ban?  Either way, Professor Glantz is cordially invited to return to Ohio to explain to our Legislature, Governor Strickland and the Ohio Hospitality Industry (particularly the bar owners) how we’re really not experiencing the losses we are experiencing.  The losses started the day of enforcement. This time, we won’t accept inappropriate and misleading sales tax data. Maybe Stanton Glantz can use some of his tens of millions of dollars of grant money to repair some of the damage he’s done to peoples’ lives here.
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