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Assignment 

To develop a broad range of credible 
and compelling 

.- Language 

*-Sound Bytes 

- "Voices" 

Which make 
connections 
diverse segments of smo v -ers and 
nonsmokers in order to: 

\ 
\ - .Ude~a4e-attitu des andpublic-- ' t . . 

C - 
~pinionabou t-ETS-to the- - 
esrent possible put ETS/EPA 
in proper perspective 

Humanize smokers and 
bolster their self-esteem - 

*-Help foresrall further smoking 
bans and restrictions in 
public/n?ork places 



Target Mindsets 

To help create the most effective messages, 
consumer attitudes about smoking and ETS 
were examined. This revealed: 

- - _  
--A diversity of consumer mindsets which 
connmunicarions musr be designed to 
address 

*- Key leverage points for different mindsets 

*- lmplicarions for language and tonaliry 
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CommunicationsObjectives , 

Reinorce 

Empower .: < , .e/.., :j 

Inform 



Communication Strategies 

Personal Rights 

EPA and Epidemiology 



GLOSSARY 
Note: Some ter~ns have been used ill the written uork. Others arc nrore 

appropriate for conv~sational iisc. 

I.- KEY TERMS 

ETSISecond Hand Smoke/ Passive Smoke 

Indirect smoke 
I~zcidelztal smoke , - 

A'n~bie~zt smoke ,' 

Non-Smokers 

People zuho don 't smoke 
People who clzoose not to srnoke 

Smokers 

People who smoke '. . 
People wlro enjoy-tebncco- :'-at 'tr-, 

People wlto choose t o  srlzoke Y 

People Who Smoke 

Accorrzrtr odating 
Considernte 



GLOSSARY 

11. EXPANIDED TERMS 

Accommodation 

Cooperation 
Equal treatment 
Eqlinl Provisio~l 
We call work it out 

Mutual respect 

Anti Smoking Lobbv and Activists 

HVE 's - Highly ~oca l  extremists 
ASA's - Anti-smoking Ahm~ists 

Fright-Bytes: o-~eblomn conclusions. . 
made exvressly for the media 

Bans (Smokind and restrictions 

rile New Prohibitiorr 
Exclusio?lanj ren~ed ies 
React iorlnr~/ leg isloti011 
" K H  ee-jerk'' legisla tior, 

011-site absentees: people aIzo conre - 
to work, but nzzisf exercise their 

rigizt to snzoke outside 
the buildins. 

C o r ~ o r a t e  MIA's: people ioho are 
~ ~ l i ~ j i ~ l g  i l l  acti011 u~hile t h y  go ozctside to smoke 



Bans (Smoking) and restrictions (Cont'dl 

Corporate Stoops: places in front 
of buildings wltm people go 

in order to smoke. 

Excise Tax on Cigarettes or "Sin Taxes" 

Punitive taxes 
Regressive taxes 

Biased taxes 
I~zequitable taxes 

Self righteous taxes 
Tax Abuse 

Opportunistic taxes 
"Personal" taxes 

EPA Agenda - . . . . . . . 

End-justifies-the-means-reguI~tion 
Politicized regltlatio~t 

Politicized bztreaucracy 
Hidden. objectives - 
1 4  ./ 



EPA Science 
Ado- 

hlconclusive - y+sem?~-~ h)c 4 +k 
Skr ied  research -. r o v * ~ A  f e~- Data ~ ~ ~ a ~ z r p u l a t t o n  

Selective a~rnl~s is  
Biased analysis 

"Political" Science 
Scare du  Jour . 

Alarmist Science 
Panic Button Science 

Government Legislation on Smoking 

Big Government 
Creeping bureaucracy 

Government encroachment 
Big Brother policies (pol it ics) 

Government meddling 
Exclusiona y politics 
Repressi-~e legislation 



Potential- Umbrella Themes 

Accommodation Not Confrontation 

Accommodation Not Regulation 

Accom~nodation Not Legislation 

Voices Of Reason 

Be Fair . . . Be Reasonable 

Let's Work It Out 





Gaud. Idea at: the Ti me--, 

A n d y  Warhol said that everybody 
dubious research offered as 
impregnable scientific truth. Anti- 

gets fifteen minutes of smoking prejudice has 
fame. The same thing ",,.the idea of not resulted in  more and 
seems to be true of ideas. 

smoking has been more legislation For no particular reason, a infringing on the iights of 
little idea will attract a lot elevated into an people who enjoy 
of believers. They all  official truth. tobacco. People who 
stand around saying "Hey, don't smoke have become 
right on!" without really more vocal and 
thinking about alternatives 2nd aggressive in pre-empting the righrs 
implications, and when i t  doesn't of people who like to smoke. And 
-work they see it wasn't SO sman after e\.en more ideas are 
all. imminent: totally smoke-free 

buildings. even wh-ole cities; a total 
For instance, the idea that ban on smoking in the 
i f  nobody owned "TO smoke or not armed forces. 
mything, nobody would 
oet too rich. That turned 

to smoke is a 
c' personal choice.I1 The alarming thing about 
into Communism. and such ideas is their 
nre all know about that. arrogance, the assumption 

than the): are inarguably right. It is as 
Or [he idea tha t  if n'obod!' could if  [he legal rights of part of the 
legally buy liquor, nobody would pet p o p u l a t i o n  - suddenly have 
d r u n k  a n d  ~ o u l d  be a precedence over the legal rights of 
betrer place. That was piohibition. the rest. Any idea that operates on 
which of course didn't work out such  a premise is, almosl by 
esacrly as planned either. definition, 2 bad one. To smoke or 

not to smoke is a personal choice. 
Now, somehow. the idea of not .And the only rational w y  to deal with 
smokin~hasbeene le \~a ted in toan  ~ h a r c h o i c e i s m u ~ u a l a c c o ~ ~ o d a t i ~ n  
official truth--it's the New Prohibition. and cooperalion, Nor by crearing a 
The EPA supporrs the norion ~ i t h  "New Prohibition". 



When* it Comes- to Sirnoking; IS 
Big Brother Really t h e  

Answer?; 

H O ~ ~ F U I I ~ ,  only when tnercls no other way. 
Somebody a long time ago wrote that "good 

Unlike a lot of other countries, this one has fences make good neighbors". It w& a Bood 

alr\tays held tlle view [hat good people can piece of thinking in our farming past, and 
like many good old ideas, i b  holds up today. govern themsel\les. This has saved our 

people a lot oh gr~ei .  as watching recent 
alorld events can attest. 

B u t  whlen there arc 
troubles, difficulties, elten 
annoyances, some people 
say -- "'there oughlta be a 
law1'. 

Sometimes hat's probably 
me. But a lot of times it is 
just a way of not taking 
the r~mle or troublc to 
work it out ourselves, 

Everyone is different. 

Smoking is one of those 
things tti a t  can cause 
trouble between families, 
neighbors, friends and 
strangers. 

Smoking and no smoking 
areas were invented to get 
past these differences. 

People who respect each 
others differences - -  
people with "good fences" 
-- can work these things 
out. 

And e\#erybody should bc 
able to do their best to live their life the way Bans, laws and Big Brother are big, 
rhev want to. That alone is hard enough. disturbing tools to use. 

Using them damn sparingly is the horse that 
Big Brother is rarely 3 solution. Escept on brought us this far. and it's still a good horse 
the big things, like racial discrimination, and to ride. N 
even thcn many would a rpe  t h a ~  ~n the end, 0 
only good people working things out can l9 
rcally makc the differences that counr. t) 

N 
8 
)r 
0 
0 



Good Guys and Bad Guys 

all, legal. It's a personal, individual rrght. (\ 
Somenon* or other, smoking has been turned - 
into a n  Issue, ntlth a capital "I". Of course, people who don't smoke have a right 

rlo their own opinion about 
It used to be so simple. You either smoked or you There happens to be no conclusive evidence that 
didn't - -  a personal choice. ~ l l  kinds of nice inciden~l-smoke does them any harm, but ir's a 
people smoked without  gettlng rnoral~lly or free country. - - _ 
erhlcallv downgraded. Fathers and grandfathers 
smoked. 3 n d  they nrere \Xta!. down deep, though 
zocd guys. "All of a sudden it's no longer just a what really b o t h e r 6  

choice between smoking or not the value judgement about 
sudden it's no smoking, but a choice between Good people that's implicit in 

longer just a choice and Evil." every restriction on 
beaween smoking or not smoking. It's as if being 
smoking, but a choice someone ntho smokes 

nfeen and Evil, "Does it mean that all the people We ever ;"tom atjcally means 
.;no suddcniy n!l :kc liked  no i;z-,-,cned to smoke arc you're 3 second-c13ss . . 
people n-no don't smoke suddenly bad guys? Is everybody we cibizen. 
became good guys and all ever knew who didn't smoke 
people r h o  smoke Does i t  mean that all the 
became baa guys. automatically a good guy?" peopie nre ever liked who 

.\'OW peoplk n'no like to smoke are szfe targers 
for all kinds oi  arbitrary restrictions, about n-hat 
jobs they can apply for. where they can sit in 
restaurants. where the!. can smoke I n  public 
piaces. 

I f  anybody bur people who choose to smoke 
were targeted in such a manner. there would be 
all kinds oisocial prolest and civil r i g h ~  agicatlon. 

\Y'hjv doesn't anybody object? Smoking is, after 

happened to be smokers 
are suddenly bad ~ u y s ?  Is everybody we ever 
knew who didn't smoke automat~ically a good 
guy5 .sre nte revising histon., like Communists 
rearranging ejSents to fit a Pam. line? 

\Verse yet. are nfe revising the whole idea of 
individual rights? 

. ~ y b o d y  is free to think whatever he likes a b u t  
tobacco, but that's not automatically a right to 
think whatever he likes about me. 



Do You Have to be aNonsmoker: . 
to be a. Good Person? 

quesrionable 
"As a cigarette smoker, I can tell !;ou 4 incidental smoke. the im~ressioril 
nre're catching an undue amount of is f o m o k e r s  are suddenly 
flak these days. The nray I see it, this "bad people". - 
newfound prejudice is just a lor of I ,, no worse a person now than I 
misplaced aggression. was before this all beczme an issue. 

- 

I am the editor of 
"1 am no worse a person now For many, smoking 

a small-town is and always shall 
nenrspaper, and than I was before this all be one of those 
here. our smokers became an issue." small bur especially 
and nonsmokers r e a 7 a  r d i i l g  
made our peace a plezsures. Many of 
long time ago. us are not about to 
w e  did so by designating speciai qivc it up. 

C srnokins areas and bv takinp pains to 
show. consideration for those npho ~ ~ ~ ~ f ~ l l l ! .  bhis.issue of incidental 
don't smoke. smoke n-ill disappear when the 

- Zachanl Bates 
A smoker from Des Moines 

0 



VOICES 0F"REASON 

- 
I he Mo-st-U-nusual Cigarette Smo-ker. 

in- the Whole; Dam B'usiness 

I)rhl~ilis is nor tllc l!.pc. \\.i~o 1n:lkcs 11 c:!s!.. N o \ \ .  I I S  1 1  EI'A i s  I [o ::c, 
\x'c n.ork :IS :I r1c:lrn :ippr:~ isi n:: srrcss c\,cs!.hOd,. sO-c311cc  
clani:l:c :lnd m:~intcn;!nc.u OII tllc \\~orldlh "cn\vironmcnml rob:lcco srnokc". hs Ion: 
Ilig;chr clanis. :IS I'\.c l>ren :irouna jim I nc\.er noriccd : 

problcm. . Personall!.. - 

think rhcy'rc ~[rcrching r l i ? ~  
 poi^^ t . 

\\*;i lI[ 1 1 0  lc:1\x! ;I t r31cc ( 1  

!-oursclP in l<hc S:IIII. I-'icld srrippinr. 5 )rt; 
suck I I I i i~~d  oi' ;III c~~i \ ' i~ io~ l~ l lc~~~; i  
iJc:l no\\.. I gucss." 



VOICES OF REASON 

Marriage and Cigarettes* 

Anyone  ins c\#cr 1,cc.n 
N:lrr!'s \\.ifc doesn't smokc, so irc 

tir:irricd for 3 \~llilc :111'~ld?' ~IIO\\.S (roes out his lie 
D 

Il0\\' 10 enioy smoking 111 modern considerarc, somcrimes'smoking 
socicry. .it Ic3st rlrat's [lie \.icnB of oultsidc on rhc 
H Fonrler of porch. nrcrtthcr 
.Atlsnm. Gcor~ia. permitlting. He 

says. " I  don't even 
"htrcr ;till. don'o rlhc!. smoke i i ~  ' n~) ; '  
I m r h  requilrc :i \\.ifcls c;ir. 1 us1 I ~ I I \ -  

dc l~ocr : l r i c  sense oi 
O\\.II, '~ 

I ;~ccotnmo- 
d;lt1011?~' !ic ; I S ~ S .  I+:II.I.\. s;i\.s Ilc 

couiinlr :I& for :I 
IH:!l-lmy .;:I!.?; lilc L.:III pur I~crtcr 111:t rri:tgc. 
1113 \ \ .I[~I his \\-~fcIs -IT* "Gi\.c :I lirrlc. t;tkc 
,<;\me ~I io \ \~s  ;IS lo ti? ' :I little. lo's only 
ills lb lc  ~c1.s 1 0  \\.;t~t.Il 1 1 1 ~  1x1 11c11cs [ l r : ~  t 
\o~iic l'oott~;~ 11. Li l;c\\-:sc. lic docs \\ron't. I>cnd r l i ;~  t I>i-c:t k oi f  in r 11c 
~ h c  dislics sincc silt riocs llrc n-jnd.o 
.~lioppilng. N 0 

P 0 
CI 
Cb 
rP 



VOICES OFREASON 

She- B:reaks- fbr-4nirnaIs- 
and. Cigarettes- 

Sarah Blanlchla~d 
of Hargrove! P A  
declares: "3le. I 
brake for animals 

I 
I 

I ~ 
I 

a n d  I break For 
cigarettes." 

\" 

- 

She says that she 

, a 

I n  this Age of Coflrectness, not 
I 

everyone who brakes for animals I 
or is a stickler for recyclilng or nonsmokers, I get more 
voted for Cllinton refrailns from1 undesenled criticism than ever. 
smoking cigarettes. Bur I've always been a thoughtful 

smoke. period. "1 
don't find smoking 

apologize abourl. I 
think the people n h o  should 
apologize are the types who 
throw litter from their cars," 

Sarah, who narks for the local 
veteranarian adds. "!Vow that the 

and considerate 
smoker when i t  
comes to others 
and 1/11 contlinue 
to be." 

Sarah says it's 
C unwise to ta lk  

politics in this 
day and age., Bur 
she adds thar she 
has voted for 
both George 

Bush and for Bill Clinronl. 

To which she adds, "How do YOU 

like them apples?" 



VOICES OF REASON - 

He'll Roll Do-wn the Wind~w 
if-You Turn Dawn the. Mus-i'c: 

Marl!: Gluc i i  is a j azz  musician i ron  
i u r o r ~ .  lllinois who 112s a th ing  3bout 
Yluz3ck. 

"Let's say I'm w t h  my girlfriend and I lil 
up 3 cigarerte in the car. yaw, she i i  

[hose easy-listen: 
- stations that play music 

:'I cm'r  heip neondcrlng 
n-ny rhcre ius to be music 
e ~ ' e n ~ " n ~ ' r ~ .  Is  ihe ns i~o i~  
n-orid ruining Into :in1 
eie\*nror oi z K-Jlart? So 
:\l.omuc: I czn't p e t  
Ralnaro~c; Kee? Fallin?' 

or Feei~ngs' our ot  m y  

convalescenrs and ~ i c r :  
of shell-shock. She d o e  
smoke. so we keep 
atmosphere neutrai: I 
down the nfindow. and 
keeps rhle radio aonrr 
presen-2 my sanity. \Y.? 
for ~ 5 . "  

i~ezd."  .\lam. affecrionately aar: 
"Even i f  she liked $1 

?larr!- 1 hiinks peopic Davis. I'd keep the nrinc 
si~ould Sc 2s polite about the muslc they rolled down." 
. o l w  . z s  he is about ihc cigarerres he 
smokes: 



On My time, 1-Call the Shots 

".After cighr Ilours o i  pro\\,iin,y rhc mcln srrcers. :dl 1 \\.:in[ ro do  is cllcck 
in the squ:~d c:cr. 11;ln: u p  rhc unitorm. :!nd m:~kc i r  o n  down a) this 
spons blr ivilcrc mc :lild In)- buddy :\Iilic lilic ro go. 

-A fen ixers. ;i f cn  cig:ircncs. :ma :i fen. i a n i n ~ s  \i1ith thc .\.lets. 

1'hey want ro ban smoking in bars? 0 1 .  Hey. if n.c don't gcr ro call 
tllc shots the way n-c nS3nr a fen. hours a d 3 ~ .  rhcn \\.i~a['s it 311 :111ouP 
13csldcs. I1'm goin? ro aclhc 3 .\Ic[s fi11-1 o u c  oi him ).cr." 



Profile of a-90's Smoker 

"I1m a hll-time mother with a parr-time job. 

Having three kids means having rhree 

schedules to keep up wirh besides my own. 

But I wouldnlr trade the time I spend with 

them for anjqhing. When I get a bresk -- 
~Thich is not often -- I smoke a cigarerte. Ifthe 

kids arehome, Igo in the otherroom. Thisis 

my time to unwind. relaxandrefleer. Andit's 

also imporrant to me. " 

Beth Ann Mills 
Age: 37 

Vocation: :\IotheriReal Estate Broker 

Most recent Achievement: 

Teaching her daughter Jenny to ride a 

onlo-wheeler 



Profile of a .90 '~ Smoker 

Gul~~i.~Iel~ee,*;. I f  I'o lr go(  r:l 

a t l r~~i r . r  [he n.:l r -  rl~osc. l i i f l ~  

1. ..; i t  '! ih c />:I 11. 
*' . c- 

o i ~ .  nl~el, :I ( r ;~n~c  gets 

rense :lnd 1'121 /):I c i ~ g  017 rhe 

sidelines, I e f el like 

.zi120liing ;I  cipr.ertc. Bur. of ioul-~e. I never vnoke in fi-or~i 
CI 

or' lh e 1iid.s. Bur nhen 1'111 nirh pi-or\-11 - ups. I c/o11 ' r  i~esir;lre 

I30b O s ~ i 3  
Agc: N 
Voc;ltion: - t : ~ ~ ~ ~ p u r ~ r  I)~.og~.:~~n~nc.r.. @ 

5 ~c.c.L!-r s u t # 

Most rccenr .\chievement: 8 
h) c0:lclli;:g ! ! l ~  1~~1111~1~cl~~c5 I 0  r I1c .4ll-cou I ~ I ! .  pb 



Profile of a 90's Smoker 

!~:lnd-n*i-i[rri? 1101 2s rh:ln on :1 r:lpc I-ecor-de~: -411d n--/?en I 

rii tlonn to n-rile ! 1 1 ~  c-olu~~~n. I tlo11'r use :I compurel: lilie 
c4 \.ri.!-or?c cl.scl. .\!I- iil~~o-..: ;r 1.c roo d:lrnn big for-llmsc. 
i l . i i~~p,~- L . ~ I  ic/c[ k c  1-.s. PI11.5. 

L O .  i s  ;r I-L. roo (pic/ / o r  
lI?C. 1 i i k ~  . jO~l?e l~?~i~~,$  1 L':III 

I .  Tll:rrl.j n-hr-  1 iierp 

i11.l- old 11l:li1 ( 1  :1 i Re112111~f011 

:il-otmd. I lili? lo c - ~ ~ i i  ;,l-ound 
ir. light hip ; I  i t  : ! r ~ d  

;i:?1-1 uoui~ ciir~p ncr t 111 r - ;iol.\-. 

i 1 g !  .;i~ick. i pactJ .1~i*c--i1r1ci. 

I<c~~r~i~?yfol~- '' 

13ill nrcnnan 
8 
N 

.Age: "b IIIC oi !-our c!:!n~n i~usii~css." 0 
Vocation: Clln~t~idcr 
Most rcccnt Acnicvcment: 

ti 
0 
P' 

I ' U I I ~ Z C T  I)ri%c. I~:\.c's?~~:III\.c rsnoning 8 



A burning-ques fion 

Why do some ofhenvise rational people 
I 

think it helps to make smoking an emotional issue, 

when the vast majon'p of 

people who don? smoke 
.- - -- - 

- - 

favor reasonable accomodalion for 

people who do? ... 

Accomodation Not Confrontation... Let's work it out, O.K.? 



Tobacco roots 

When Nalive Americans and European selllen passed the ceremonial pipe, 
tobacco was a symbol of peace ... 

nday, cerlain politicians, bureaucratic ~egulaton, and anti-smoking zealots want to 
make it the opposite ... 

promoting confron!ation and regulation over the use of a legal substance ... - - - 

the likes of whictl hasn't been seen since Prohibition ... 

And we all know how that worked out ... 

What people who smoke want is fair and reasonable treatment.. 

a way to enjoy tobacco while they work and while they play.. . 

withoul bothering others ... 

plus a little less confrontation all around. .. 

Peace ... 

Accomodation Not Confrontation. .. Letk work it out, 0. K. ? 



Another Tea Party? 

h 1773 /he government wanted to punish the people with a huge tax on tea ... 
- - -  

the result was the Boston Tea Pa rty... 

In 1993, il's tobacco ... 

The problem 3 the same ... 

Tax Abuse ... 

How far have we really come in over 200 years? ... 

Accomodation Not Taxation... Let's work it out, O.K.? 



The new Prohibition 

Have we all been here belore? ... 

a lime in American histoy when a few highly vocal extremists ... 

tried to legislate a matier of personal choke ... 

The exfremists got their way. .. 

and we all got Prohibition. .. . 

but as soon as it was done, everyone knew it didn't wo rk... 

That was alcohol. .. ' 

Today, it's tobacco.. . 

But today, inssad of a//o wing a new Prohibiiion. .. 

perhaps we should take advantage of the ways available to accomodate eveyone. .. 

people who smoke and people who choose not to ... 

Aoer all, those who do not study histo ry... 

are condemned to repeat it ... 

Accomodation Not Regulation ... Lei's work it out, O.K? 



Big-Brother the babysitter? 

'One way to deal wilh the smoking issue is 

government nannyism, 

but I would contend that what most people want are 

real solutjons to real issues, 

not adul childcare ... " 

.. . Rep. Richard Rengel (D.New York) 

Accomodation Not Regulation ... Let's work it out, O.K. ? 



Does regulation discourage reasonable behavior? 

Imagine what could happen if we tried to work out this smoking thing without the 
government getting involved. .. 

- - 
Maybe without a lot of ja wboning from poliiicians and special interest groups ... 

we could proceed rationally. .. 

in an impartial, objective, and balanced manner. .. 

and everyone's needs could be met ... 

people who smo k.. 

and people who choose no1 to smoke ... 

and the government could get on with more important problems ... 

Accomodation Not Regulation ... Let's work it out, O K ?  



Who's blowing more smoke? 

Pditicians?. . . Anti-Tobacco Zealots? ... People Who Indulge?. .. 

We wonder ... 

The politicians, seeking to divert anention from more pressing issues, characterize 
people who smoke as everything from social bores lo sociopaths ... 

/hey convenienlly forget fhal a quader of f i e  people who elect them are ako people 
who smoke ... 

me anCfobacco zealofs suffer ihe failing of all zealots ... 

a willingness lo misslate the facts for thei  own purposes ... 

for these peogle, the end always justifies the means ... 

7 1' We ordinary folks who enjoy tobacco. 

Wilh all this other smoke blowing around, il isn 7 surpn'sing we can l stay focused on 
reasonable solutions ... 

Accomodation Not Confrontation ... Let's work it out, O.K.? 



Will productivity go up in smoke? 

'Work is tough enough as it is without having to wowony about nQt being able to find 

colleagues at critical times because they had to go outside the building somewhere 
- - -  

in order to smoke a cigarette ... There's oat to be a better way ... 

'What those in positions of influence should do is offer solutions to the problem, 

not create new ones such as lower productivity because people musf continually go 

outside to smoke ... Wth accomodafion, smoke6 will have a place to smoke away 
. - . ..- - -- 

from non-smoke rs... ' 

... Rebecca Carmichael, Director of Human Resources 
Mobil Co:?. 

Let's be fair. .. Let's be reasonable ... Let's work it out, O.K.? 



Should we lighten up about smoking? 

Today, some people say you're smoking too much if you enjoy one cigarette in the 
privacy of your own ofice ... v I - 

. - -  

Mark Twain once said a man isn'! smoking too much until you catch him with two 
cigars in his mouth ... + 

You don't find workable solutions at the extremes of any argument ... 

- - .  
- -  - . - But maybe we could figureaut a lo! quicker- - 

how lo accomoda te people who smoke and people who don't, 

if we kept our sense of proportion about things*.. 

and our sense of humor. .. 

Accomodation Not Confrontation ... Let's work it out, O.K.?,.. 



A - voice of reason 

'In order for smokers and non-smokers to get along, 

we musf all modiv our ideas oi rights 

with a liftle compassion and consideration, 

no? exdusiona y remedies.. . ' 

'Everyone should be taken care of and there are ways fo do I..' 

. . . Rep. WaCer R. Tucker (R-California) 

Accomodation Not Regulation... Let's work it out, O.K.? 



Do smokers want too much? 

All we're asking for is 

a little bit of 

we/;-venti/ated space 

where we can enjoy 

an occasional smoke, 

withoul a /ol of hassles ... 

Accomodation Not Confrontation... Let's work it out, O.K.? 



What: i s  Your- IAQ? 

This buslness about incidenul smoke. in the Everybody has heard of [he building# 
workplace is a conuo\~ers~al toplc. Many agree -- syndrome. A loc of ernpiovers and landlords are 
that it is bothersome. Some find it annoylng and trying to avoid further publicity on this issue. 
the issue of whether 11 is danperous has op~nions But employees have the right to know. - - -  
on both s~aes. 

But it does ralse a useful public 
Issue In general: The quaiit! oi 
[he alr inside the place where 
!'OU work. 

Components of L4Q 

Evenbody nsacld like to think 
tnat the alr  in tnelr oihices IS 

clezn 2nd clezr. 8ut 
uniorru nately thlat isn't the 
C ~ S C .  .\lost geople don't 
rczlize there are tnocsanas oi 
rhlngs - -  partlifes. cnemlcais 
and gases -- in indoor ax. 

Tobacco smoke happens ro bc thing that  
when present. people can see or smell. so they 
notlcc 11. But li you can see it. i t  says tnat there 1s 
a bigger problem. the Indoor slr qcaliy In total. 
most likei!. c3usea b\- poor ~.ent~latl~on In your 
building. 

The Canary Test 

Years ago, coal miners used to 

bring canaries down into the 
mines with them to warn them 
of gas leaks. You see. you 
can't smell natural gas. If the 
birds collapsed. tihen 
everyone would bolt o ~ t  oi 
there. we].] the cafiary nsr 
won't work in your building. 
But just about every builainr 
has done an air test. So 2sk 

your boss or manager to tel. 
you the results. 

in a slck building. 

If you do. contact the Ef.4 for help on what to dc 
about it, -- No. 
Here IS their phone 
congressmani. 

number ior to you 



A 

-5QeIIinghrhe;e almost any 
EPA warning should be taken with a grain 

have mled that 

Ir seems thar elrery time the EP.4 declares 
a narional hazard alen. i t 3  only a matter of 
rime before they retract. 
reverse themselves, or 
stand corrected. For 
examlple! .4lar the apple 
preservative ils quite 
harmless in real life 
applicat~ion~, though the 
~ l a r  scare cost applle 
.ron.e:s S 1 SO million zna C ./ -', rlzsoayers ano~hev S 1 >, 

L: 
befbre the EPA ct$mittleo 
its mistake. 

i' /' their wamir 
against the hazards of inudental cigare: 
smoke, they jiggered t ie  research a; 
finally rested their casd on - cornpletc - 
non-scientific conclusions in which di 
were "3djusted" to . f i t  their  oa 
conclusions. Data manipulation like !i 
should come as no suprise from : 

agency.rhatls become : 

I tlhe EP.4 tying wolf over? 'Radon Sas, for 

1 one. "En\@ironmental tobacco0 smoke", 
for another.,,' And now: ordinar!. 

( chlorinared t2.6 water. 

Once you grasp the Ep.4'~ fast and loose 
resling methods. you shoulan'r be 

more than a ~oli t icizi  

The good intentions of tf 
7- --- - 
important governme 
agency should 
applauded. But r 
t z s~aver  . . should hope 
see his and her rax doli: 
spent in  ways that pro 
more scientifica. 
substantial truths. 

Until the faas about incidenral smoke : 
scientifically determined, let's r. 
esaggerate the hazards with alarrr. 
tactics, creating yet another "scare 
jour". 



Yoil ' \ ,c  i ~ o  doubt 11c:lrd rhc rumors or 

1'c:l1d llic S C p O S S  [h:lt. SOl l l~ \ \ ' i lC t 'C .  El\lis l.bcn :ll,3ndoncd rcjiu]:lr s c i c n r i f i c  
l ' ~ . c ~ i ~ ~ ! ~  is ;111\tc :~nd ntcll. proccdurcs and blc\v out of proporrlon 

. . the conclusions of ~IICU+WW&W 
11111. o!' course. \ \ t l ~ i l ~  lll~csc rcpor[s 3rc srudics. . - -  
;<oo~l for :I cl~ucklc. !-ou'l.c. nor p i n ~  ro 

\CL. ! . : I \ . I I ~  ~ \ . I [ I I  \ . o u r  \*en-  
( ) \ \  11 c!.cs. 111 l,crson! Or. 
:II[ [ ! i t  \.er!- I c ~ s t .  o n  tlllc 
Klc\.cn o'clock Nc\\ts. 

i n  or llcr \\.oncis. unless you 
11a.c il~l;orrn:lrion you cin 
l.ci\. OII ,  

I!nforrun~rcl!r, r here's 
notliling funny nbour [his. 

\ 

Since otfer one-quartcr oi 
us . srnokc. :ind - many other: 
m y  occasionall!: l>c 
csposed to incidci~t :~.  
smokc. rllc .4mcric;11- 
17cOpic Il~a\!c 2 right i i  

~icrn;lnu rlhnr iIlc l<I'.4 l);~ci.. 
r[iolIs \\-1t11 rcse:lrci~ r11;i: 

qxc J scicnr ific 111c111ods. 

rockin. .;lnd sll;lkinl for folks i l l  :i~lotllc: 
r n l ~ : l r  rhc! did t~* :~s  g:ir l~cs  disp:~~.:~tc studies 
on rllc subiccr of incida~ol 
r w n m o s t  ORh 

2023328204 



The Government Is Often Wrong: - 
and Americans Know It 

& A  recent poll indicated that jo! if the American 
public thinks the government is onl? r igh t  
occasionally oa pan of the time. . a d  evenbody 
can qpote a fen. good reasons for this feeling. -- ------ - 

T h w t - i ~ n  is whether the EP.4 was r~ghc when.. 
they pronounced ilnc~dental 
smoke to be a carcinogen. /--- 

Here's how Ir happened. do deserve for th& 
to seek to find an 

- , ' truth. If this 
incidental smoke issue is , 

The EPA did no researl,ii im=nttopeS,thenthe- .a++~&- 
themselhles. 

\ EPA should use the money to .!m- -eincrd eq 
i sm&~fc iRe@& 

They had no laborat q- r search. find Or conduct a piece of / into that tag 
'3 ~ ~ ~ ~ ' t ~ " a ~  quality research that truly . 

Finlliy. the). took a.bunc #of sma 1 American people are not stu 
studies iallfdifierent),which ~ w e s c h e q u e s t i o n < m ~ ~ ~ h e y d o n o t d a e ~ e t o h a v e :  

'cW '. %~ed~noincrersed risk irurn .:-- -- , .. d .. .,, own tas dollars spent wyn 
~ncidenui r oke. rdded them all it doesn't justGa lie f>m)seam~in t h i ~  fashion. rogetner -- and still didn't get tire I 
answer they wanted. the EPA .... it may be a little wiritejThey do d,s,r,r, for I 

I - a lie told by well meaning: government to seek to find 
; repon the truth. If this k&dc 

been++pmkddme-rm, people --bur it is a lie ,.. smoke issue is importan 
e ~ + m q  D '1 

@ '. neverthelkss. " / mi.. then the EPA should 
/ln '03 Xi /* ? the money to find or cond~ 

So then they low~rrd the ba5,Yn , 5p* piece of quality research 
non-sclent~iic te'ms they rno~~cd - uuly answers the question. . 
the goal post/ro the &yard line to make i t  COWJ 
possible to report a small sratlstically reliabje Dislike of incidental smoke may be popula 
resul~. ,ThatSs called dacnnmphww &W '& may be politicaily correct today. 

wusgl M q  Q 
-4-aiLsclentlsts 3grce thls process u But ~t doesn't iustifi; a lie from the EP.4. 
"rotten science". a onezovemment oiilc~al called I 

I[. That I[ 1s like cheaung on the test. - , '. I t  m3y be a llittle white lie -- a h o l d  by ' ' meanins people --bur it isTie nevenheiess. 
q ~ e n i f d ! ~  E2.4 -rzsuitsALT~?E-gd-sclence. - 



Scientific Accuracy or "Po~itica~.ScienceJ~? 

d, tlhe liklil~ood rhar the rcsulrs \\*ere jusr duc .: I n  !:lna:lr!. 1993. I I ~ C  i<n\*~ronmcnt:ll 
lo ch:~ucc. In cifccr. they ' , .. 

I'rorcc[ion Agcncv r c l ~ : ~ s c d  r11c ~ n o s r  - *&  .. % 1; . . pol!ric:l~l!; A- mori\-nted rcporr in 
*l'lie!r said i l l  prove 31 incidental WAS 
clgarettc smoke KzY H W J ~ S U ~  - T~I! EpAls buthe  conciuK National Cance: 
q X 0 p l c  \\rho don't smnkc. [ ju t  \\':IS i t  Imumr 3-1 funded [Ile largest ,% 
scicnr~lically correct or hi:iscd nn~l!~siri? 2 fkehc study evcr done on incidcnml smoke 

.\n :~\\~iul lot of peoplc \\#ere d ~ r m c d  l ~ y  I 
( l~: l t  ~~cport. w. 3 

bh 
.4 clor;c look ;I[ t l i c b  rcucals rlaar the , 
lil':\ \\-;IS oncc :~p:~in more conccrncd \t9irh 
p~litic:!l correctness rh:ln scientific ha 

put t i kmkpd-  
I - .  

'2 incidenrlnl smoke in it's 
13rOp'r pcrspecti\.e. 

1. The EPA i g n o F s t u d i e s  that 
didn'l support thei jngoingjonclusion. 
- 1 ' 1 1 ~ ) .  ii.\.ie\~~ed 30 diffcrcnr studics :~nd  

1 

mii! 1,. V l r M V , , & + .  

SN K illti of :ln:il!-sis is scicnrific:~lily ;icccpml,lc 
11' :!/I 111e sludics were conducted lllc s:lmc . i s  I . . 
\\.;I!'. I Ilc proi)lcm is. rllc\. \\*crcnlr. 

3. The EPA Iowercd it's own 
standards of accuracy. If\*cir :~frc: 
col~tbining the studies tlrc\ tlidnir gcr tllc 
results rhey nredcd. So ti;c\ lo\\.c~:cd rllc 

levcl of sclcntific accunc~. \isilicil doul~lcd 

include it  in rhcir rcpon t-ast 
, , 

*3 3. Evcr 
inore nmnzingly, the NCI srudy \\):I: 

publish~cu kwy. before the I .  1 1 3 ~  

finished it's repon. 

Uie should nl l  demand nothin, 0 ICSS thni 
accuntc science 2nd the ljig11cst stand~rd. 
of rcscarch from the €PA. .After all. [hi: 
orgmizntion's mission is thc protection 0 

our ile:llth ;~nd our en\*i~ronrncnr. 



i breathing SrranSelv enous the U.2. agency 

c o n c e i y f ' $ ~ e c ~ s  from \*arious By now the E d A has cried wolf over : - 

/ .. > .  

en\'lronmen h rds has crea~ed a new growing number of environmenml issues ; :.; 
one: dis!kformation. ', 

1. / Alar (the aoolt '. 

\ *4[ least that's the opinion 'agencies have become Hsbestos, to Arne a fen. 
, v / 

of a growing number  of flmkchanisms of~dvocacy", The Alar scare cost thl 
respected institutions with I apple industry S l j l  
comple~ely  divergent not p u m e y ~ r ~  of,,he mth*" ,illion and th 
interests and no panicullr i 

\ 
/' governmlent waste4 

axe,tok~inh. ,Like nvhom? Like the Yale .;another $1 j million tax dollars before th 
hlledicai S C A O ~ I .  The Natlonal RevienP and ,.' ~ p p ,  admined they'd made a mistake. 
The .?'&i\don&!kademy OF Sciences. They ! 

\ Y 
311 asree  that the E p . 4 ' ~  boreboding ,," Cancer research scientist Dr. ~ i o  G O ,  
C O ~ C ~ U S I O ~ S  On so-called "incidental' calledl the ~ p . 4  report on  rado 
smoke" are unscientific i 

"goignantly our of  ste 
and totally invalid. - /' 

I - 
I . . .  . .... -. ;.: ! . . .' . . -* ':.- - with scientific evidence 
. .. .. -. 8 - ... I .4nd [he EP.4 asbestc 

The).'\!e taken the time to .&I 
+ L - ~  debacle bankrupte 

dig into rhe ziiesed 'a =- Tiinareds cr busine: 
"scientific studies" on --, while. ironiczlly, releasir. 
"cn\:ironmenral tobacco 

w huge amounts of asbestc 
smoke" made public by fiber into the air creating 
rnle EP.4. The .l\prii issue much greater danger oh: 
o i  The Sational Review previously exisred. In fac 
czlled this kina of - .I--- .- 

rhe EPA recently reverst 
research "r shameless abanaonlment of it's policy. saving ir was ac~ually safer . 
regularly accepted scientific procedures". le31.e asbestos in place. 
afrer revienVing all the EP.4 a ~ t a .  

D r .  hl\-an Feinstein. 3 professor of 
medicine 3t Yale Unilversit!. notes that 
such go~.ernment agencies ha\.e become 
"hechanisms of aarocacyknot ouneyors 
of the [ruth. hnd dr. Devra ~ e ;  Davis of 
the Sarional .dca.derny o f  Sciences 
determined that, sraris~ially. the risk of 
can& is twice as s;eat from drinking 
ordinar);, chlorinated tap water than 

.411 of which promots the question: is ti 
EP.4 really acting in the public intere 
when the environmenr i t  creaves is : 
often alarmist. irresponsible as 
u nnva rranted? 

The EPA report on incidental smoke 
nothing more than its latest "Scare c . 



All the Air W e  B;reafhei's:- 
Second-han-d' 

/ 
/ 

And licre's :I news flasii hr the EPA: lllc 1ncidcnr:ll smoke rccc~~\ll!. I,ccat~lc rhc 
;I ir that il~cidcnr;il smokc is diluted il l  ir 

l~:1~.4's SC;I rc du 'o11 r, I ,  not csactly pure oxygen. nitrogen :tnc 

\ orhcr good g ~ ~ c s .  
1111 :I 1.clp01.1 so (']:I \\*cu I \ : I I  ; I  11 ctlii 14c IJ t 

rcporrls of "sick buiidin:; 
I ~ u [  C \ ' C I 1  I F  017C IIS 1 0  ~ !~nd romc" .  :i conditiot. 
~ c c c p r  [Illis dubious caused primarilly b! 
d e c l n r n r ~ o ~ ~  :IS gosncl conra~ninat~[s other tlh:i~- 
rrurh.  \ \ -h :~ t  docs i t  mc:~n? ilnciden~al smokc. 
Q'l1:1r cs:lcrly is [lie r i sk  
I .  .lccording to r l l ~  Kquzill~ sad is ~ I I C  klct tli;i 
EP.-\. 11ic1dcnrn1 srnokc tl~c :lIr of our ciaics is 1:idc: 
i~oscb ro no~~s~nokcrs. 

. 7.-- 

lli,d~cl> cl~~llacc o i  getting clllccr frol~l \.our * l i )  tlo this yourself. just srcp outside. '1';1I;t 
I~:iisdr!.c~:. y o u r  clbcrric i11:lnkc.t ot; !.our . . 

1 c r .  I hcrc. !*ou just e sposc~  
o\ \*n clllor~n:~rcd r:lp :\.:ltcr. !.~~lr.riclf  to:^ documcntcd lic:~lt~h risk. 

Lct's !:ccp i n ~ i d c ~ ~ t : ! l  smoke : I I  .As one of  t l ~ c  El):\'s own officcrs to]( 
pcrspccr~\.c. incidcnr:ll s~~ioitc is ioi>:~cco ,,p ,,,.,,,: U r l h c  pos s , l , i l l ; r \  of c.nccr frill: 
srnokc ~ i i l u r ~ d  i l l  thc :!!r r1ilolls:~nds ( ~ i  i~~citjcnt:~l slnoiic i~ prol,:~l~l\ mucl~ Ica 
rimer. I~lil~lions \\.llcn ;,conic s111oi;c r lr:l11 !.ou rook PO , ~ C I  I i c r ~  tlllrol~gi 
oubslcic. \V:IS~I i I I ~ ~ O I I  11i;lfi i~I ' .  



Epidemiology 



Epidemiology is a branch of medical xience. Simply put, it combines math and 
reasoning to better understand the cause and spread of infectious diseases and 

illnesses. 
- - -  

Epidemiological studies relv on questionnaires and surveys to generate basic 
information or data and specialstatistical techniques are then used. However, the 

experience and judgment of a researcher also play roles in interpreting results. 
Many agree that epidemiology is both "art and saence." 

This term is used to describe all of the many variables that may play a role in 
influenang a particular outcome or result. These "codounding factors3end.to 
obscure results and skilled researchers make reasonable allowances for them 

For example, there are at least 20 "confounding factors" associated with 
determining-the-caus$ lung cancer. Some of them are: presence of fat in the 

diet, level of exercise, and genetic background. - hen-someof-these 
4ac~ors are iiola ted and r e v i e w e & d i u i d u a l i Y ~ n ~ i i g r u R ~ ~ r  

higher riskfor-c-ausinafung-cancer-tha, 
f ~ r n p l e , % z r y ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ m 0 k e ~ * + -  

S a m ~ l e  Size 

The number of people participating in a research study. 
Most reliable research relies on national probability samples of at least 1000 

partidpants. N 
Q 

Research conducted with smaller sample sizes increases the risk of "sample error" N 0 which reduces the reliabilik and validity of the research. Incredibly, many 
"newsworthy" findings resul& in "headlinesa1 have resulted from studies udng 

samples with as few as 20 partiapants. 



A term used to describe a em+wwwkchnique that merges several different 
research studies related to a particular subject into one large body of inform~tion. 

This type of analysis increases total observations to hopefully provide more 
accurate conclusions. 

f ypically, meta analysis will only be used to combine studies that used similar 
methods and asked similar questions of partidpants. Researchers tend to use this 

technique infrequently because of the high risk of developing "apples and 
oranges" comparisons that will invalidate conctusions. - - _  

When the EPA did its risk assessment of ETS, it was the first time the 
EPA had ever used meta analysis to support a conclusion. 

. . 
Sta t~st~callv Significant 

The likelihood that a result was caused by something other than mere chance. in 
other words, ther? is a strong probability that there is a relationship between the 

variable being tested and the result which occurred. 

Additionally, there are degrees of significance ranging from very high to very 
low. 

Confidence Intemals 

This term means "how sure" we are of the accuracy of a speufic result. Typically, 
epidemiological studies use percent measures to communicate the certainty of a 

result. Most epidemiological studies requirebem@530'surt$kr a 95% - 
confidence interval, which is also the generally accepted scientific standard. 

As confidence intervals are lowered, the accuracy of the results decrease 
correspondingly. For example, lowering a confidence intwal from 95% to 90%, 

while a seemingly small change, actually doubles the chance for error. 



Once the results are in. researchers "score" the material or substance being tested 
in an epidemiological study to communicate its potential as a risk factor for a 

given ihess. 

relative risk." A 1.00 score means there is no relationship, and for scores below 
1.00, there is an inverse relationship. 



T h i s  overview has been 
designed to help you quickly and 
easily understand "epidemiolog". 
As you read through this, one thing 
should become clear : you probably 
know more about this potentially 
imposing subject than you may  
think you do. 

A d v a n t a g e s  a n d  
Disadvantages of Epidemiology 

To gather the information 
which forms the basis for many 
conclusions, "epidemiological 
studies" rely on surveying and 
interviewing people. And this leads 
to some very important observations 
which you'll want to understand:' - 

What is "epidemiology"? 

Simply put, "epidemiology" 
combines math and reasoning to try 
to find the causes of disease. While 
it uses special statistical techniques, 
i t  also relies on the experbnce and 
judgment of research professionals 
for an accurate interpretation of 
results. So, its proper application is 
really both "science and art." 

One of its most frequent 
applications is in the s w a y  of 
epidemics (influenza, typhoid, e tc.) 
with a goal towards trying to 
determine why only some people get 
sick while others don't. It's basically 
an attempt to determine who's at risk 
and from what. 

Epidemiology is frequently 
used bv Public Health officials to 
determine the cause of an illness like 
Legionnaires' disease, where a 
problem has just been identified and 
there's a need to determine the cause 
quickly. Ikt-rarPlm~d-by-the 

~ n v i r o n m e n  t a l - P r o t & t i o n - ~ ~ e n c ~  

1 )  As you cnn probably imagine, 
how certain questions are worded can 
greatly impact whnt's im~ned. n i s  is 
called "questioning bias." Most 
researchns try to stanhniize and t a t  
their questions beforehanu 

2) Also, thc people, who are 
ansi~oering the rcsmrchn's questions can 
impact z h t  'S learned. In fat ,  many 
epidemiological researchers don 't ask the 
person or pcople directlv affected for a 
number of potentially vaiid reasons; t& 
irrstd ask friends or spouses about t h  
individual's habits or exposure lev& to 
n certain material or substance. So, in 
many of these studies, there is a lot of 
"second hand" informntion. 

3) Most epidemiological studies 
t ry  to determine ihe fink between-a 
disease and one variable like nutrition or 
lmel of exercise or genetic badground, .N etc. But as we k n m ,  there can be m n y  a 
things that contribute to a health N 
problem in addition to the potential 
cause being studied. T h a t  ndditional C) 
things arc cnllul "confounding factors." .N 
They tend to obscure the results of fhc 2 8  

research i f  thty're not controlld. ')r 
CJ 



4 )  Finally, the math uscd in lhev 
studies is "s!atisticaI probability." 

the *.tion.-. -- 

Epidemiological studies have 
played a valuable role for our 
medical community by helping us to 
understand how disease moves and 
spreads among segments of our 
population. And, this understanding 
has led to the control of many 
infectious illnesses in America, 
including typhoid, smallpox, polio, 
malkria and recently, Legionnaires' 
disease. 

However, if the statistical 
methods are not applied and 
analyzed with integrity, inaccurate 
a n d ,  some t imes ,  a l a rming  
conclusions can be reached, 

S'ome Key Terms and 
Definitions. 

The re  are a few key terms 
associated tui th epidemiological 
studies that you should be aware of. 
These terms are potentially 
imposing, but as vou'll see, they have 
relatively simple heanings: 

statistical terms, to achieve a 
"significant relationship,'' there must 
be a very high correlation between 
the presence of certain variables and. 

~ ~ + ~ d e ~ ~ & t e f v d "  - - -  
ConMence Internal~: This lefh 

re* means "how sure" we,& of a 
spec~fit.,result. Typically, these 
studies u'se .percent meashes to say 
"how sure1'-we are: we're 90% sure 
(but we expect id be/wrong 1 out of W f v  
10 times); or w&r/e'.95% sure; and 
sometimes wetie even 99% sure. 
Most epidemiological. s tludies 
require a minimum of being 95% 
sure, or a 95% confidence interval. 
This is standard is generally; 
accepted by scientists  and'. 
re~earchers around the world. 

S a m p l e  Size: This term 
represents the number of people 
participating in a research study. 
Most reliable research uses 
nationwide,  carefully chosen 
("random") samples of 1000 or more, 
It takes this many people in order for 
the researcher to get a good and fair (S 
representation of what's happening: N Smalller samples can me in  the 
research is less reliable and accurate. a 



Epidemiology and the 
Public's Need for Standards 

As you can see from t l ~  brief 
overview, epidemiology can be a 
very important medical research 
tool, Ilt also takes skilled researchers 
to apply  the mathematical  
techniques with integrity so  
meaningful resullts can be used to 
serve public needs. 

Some recent findings by the 
EPA have been based on  
inconclusive epidemiological 
research, And, in fact, the EPA's 
own study of its scientific integrity 
suggests that too often, the EPA 
"adjusts science to fi t  policy." 

What's really needed are 
"Standards." Most lay people are 
unqualified to determine "significant 
risk." And they become frightened 
and scared when they are told they , I * , ,j, E T A  - 

, ! are "at risk." A set of minimum '. . , . :;, ec,,J; fy-',:. Tp * \  i 
. $!" .-I*.) . * r4!+b. 

standards for determining risk and ; C : Y U ~  
P 'L..4 flv* wk its si~nificance would beg_ggca~ ; u.b~., 
b 

service to the ~ r n e ~ h l i c .  I 

Addi tionallly, "minimum 
standards" could potentially save 
government and businesses billions 
of dollars . Instead of creating public 
outcries about relatklyinsigniknt- 
"risks" that require action and 
funding, our resources could be 
c h a n n e l e d  t o w a r d s  m o r e  
constructive and important uses. 
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KUIQUATS, \ 

branch of medical sc~ence called 
epidemiology. 

€pi ... What? 

Epidemiology studies the distribution 

An Easy Guide To The EPA's 
Risk Assessment 

Of Secondhand Tobacco 
S m o k e .  

A s  you probabl,. know. earlier this 
year the Env~ronrnental Protection 
Agency declaaed t h a t  secondhand 
smoke aeoresents a "ssttisticallv r 

s m c a n t "  r~sk oi ibng cancer to 
nonsmokers. 

Since these are the same folks n:ho'ite 
scared the n-its out of the ~rnerican 
public before with unfoundled 
allegations(remember -4lar?), !~ou'd 
thlink this time rhey'd h1az:e their 
scientific ducks In a now. 

Unfomnately, that's not so. 

In fact, the EP.43 czse is bu11t on such 
shaky scientific ground that many in 
the scientific comrnunlly are appalled. 

To begin w~rh, ;he EP.4 arrived a t  its. 

Iferdict of "statlstlc3ll!- slgnlficant" risk 
without doing any  research of their 

I onon. Instead, they used 11 small, 
independent studies of;. non-smoking 
wives of smokers and their\exposure to 
secondhand smoke in the home. -411 the 
studies were conducted by different 
authors with different methods. using a 

of disease and the factors determining 
that distribution. Its main function is to 
identify populations at risk for a given 
disease so that a cause may be found. 

In other words, i f  something is wrong, 
How come? - - _  

The first thing you should understand 
about epidemiolgy is that it is not an 
exact science. It is not based on 
laborator), studies, which develop hard . 

cause-and-effect relationships. 

Instead, epidemiology relies on analysis 
and interpretation of statistics. I c  is, ar 
best, an educated guess. Unless the 
statisrics it relies on are not reliable. 
Then it is a dumb guess. 

L\? 
in tlhe case of the 11, scudies the EP.4 
used, the data were' grathered by a 
notor~ously unreliable method: 
questionnaires. 

Gee. I Don't R-ecall ... 

T h e  main problem-with questionnaires 
is what scientists call recall bias. 
\Xrhich simply means that people's 
memories are fallible. Especially when 
asked to answer detailed questions t h a a  
go back 20 years, or more. 0 

N 
W 

-4norher problem was that, in 
cases, the questionnaires were 
completed by the husband of the 



person being studied--or even b!. other 
relar~\!es or friends. Which is kind of like 
asking someone how the): rhink their 
fr~end or spouse ~o ted  in a n  crlectlon 
that took place 20 years ago. 

To undersrand how difficult it is to 
determine how much secondhand 
smoke the nonsmoking wife of a 
smoker was exposed to during the 
marriage, consider the following 
questions: 

HOD' much time did the couple spend 
rogether? Did the husband smoke in the 
house? Did he step outside to smoke-- 
or into another room ? Or was he an 
~nconsiderate brute who blew smoke in 

his wife's face? \Sfas the house well 
ventilated? 

And, most importantly, ntouldn't the 
answers be different in every case? 

sm&e at her job? Or in her childhood7 
And if she had, would she know iC 

A t  least 20 confounding factors have 
been identified for lung cancer. These 
include diet, family history, exposure to 
occupational carcinogens--such as 
asbestos, geographical residence, 
lifestyle, age, gender, etc., etc. 

The EPA 
tlhese confounding factors. 

/"/ 
Sevenheless, it is im n5nt to note that 
not one of t eleven studies 
s h o w e d  

h . 7  

-4t least, not until the people at the EPA 
got their hands on them. 

Enter the EPA 
.is you can see, rhe variables are mind- 
boggling. S o  if the authors of the studies found 

And if this isn't enough to put these "no significantl risk," how did the EP-4-- 

scudies in the "dumb guess" categor!.. using the v e n  same studies-- arrive at 

Walt, there's more. its conclusion of "significant risk? 

Confound it! 

I n  order for a smdy to be \did, ir must 
account for what epidemiologists call 
confounding factors. 

.4 confounding factor is, or ma!- be, an  
alternati1.e answer to the question: 
\\':hat else could have caused this 
disease? 

For instance, was the wife esposed to 
something we~mhrrsecondhand- 

Simple. By ignoring the authors' 
findings, re-calculating' the original 
results and re-writing the rules eCI 
Iprdemiolpgy as they went along to get 
the resulrs they wanted. 

How did they expea ro get anqy nvith 
this, especiall!. in view of the fact that 
they've been caught with their facts 
down before? ?Q 

0 
Perhaps they were 
that tobacco is an 
one would care. 

counting on 
easy target and no 



Or perhaps [he\* n-ere hoping that  
epidem~ology IS roo complex for 
journalists, leg~slators and the public in 
general to understand. 

Sot so. True, epidemiology is a 
complex science. But you don't have to 
be a scientist to understand how the 
EPA fudged the numbers. - 
In fact, you probably already know 
more about epidemiology than you 
realize. 

Risky Business 

Let's start nlirh a term epidemiologists 
use to express the possibility of risk: 
Risk ratio. 

Heads or Tails? 

For instance, if you flip a coin four . 
times, you would expea to get two 
heads and two tails. But not necessarily. 
You could get three heads and one.tai1, 
in which case you would have a* 
ratio of 1.5 becacse you're getting 1.5 
times the number of heads that you 
expected. This doesn't mean anything is 
wrong with the coin. It's just chance. 
That's they way the cookie crumbles. 

- - -  
~ l s o ,  totally by chance, the author of a 
study could select people that tilt the 
results of the smdy either way. 

This is why epidemiologists are 
exvemely wan' of chance. 

To protect against it, they hedge their Epidemiologists say ,"risk ratio" lor. 
bets by listing risk ratios along with the 

Unless [hey Set aired of it. Then they say degree of confidence they have in the 
'odds r2tio.W they get tired of that, resu Epidemiologists call this is they say. "relative risk.' 

G a-onfidence  interval."^ you 
usually see 2 risk rafio expressed as Yot to worn.. it's all the same thing. It's 

just odds. What are the odds? follon*s: 

Let's say you srudy tlno groups for 
incidence of mugging, one in the city, 
the other in the countn. I f  the same 
number of; people got mugged in both 
groups, it  npould be a miracle. It would 
also be a risk ratio of 1.0 or no 
difference. If  twice 2s many people Set 
mugged in tne city. that's a risk ratro of 
2.0. I f  three times as many ... ntell. you 
get the ~aea. 

But just because a risk ratio 1s above 
1.0, i t  doesn't necessarily mean that 
something special caused the problem. 
It could be just cnance. 

Relative Risk 95% 
1.12 

Confidence Interval 
c.94 - 1.60) 

To translate. this means that, while the 
relative risk is 1.12, it could also be 
anyxhere from .94 to 1.60. And the 
7 5% confidence pan means there is a 
5% chance that-- even within this broad 
range-- the results could be wrong. N 

Q 
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"Here's \.our parachure. Mr. Johnson. 
Go ahead and jump. We're 95% sure it 

ntifl open." 

You can see why ep~dem~ologis~ are 
not willing to go below this level of 
confidence. In fact, they have made the 
9 j% confidence intenlal the acceptable 
standard of the scientific comrnunicy. 

allonred them get the results they were 
after. 

For a few sports analogies, let's go to 
the video tape: 

If your basketball team is up against a . 
tough competitor, just lower the hoop b l& 

from 10 feet 4: but only on your 
side. 4 s  

Stacking The Deck I[ j.0~ w~ :kc-gtavorite 

baseball~tearn's batting avera e l@ 

A n d  it is to this crltical standard that gcear,/counr on Q y ~ h e  times at b<&hen \ 
th hits. 

the EP.4 applied irs most blatant - - -  
manipulation of statrstlcs. If  you really need this touchdon~n to 

\\ win the game, and the ball is on the Since none of thenstudies they used 
yb a "starisrically significant" risk, 

&-yard line, just move rhe goalposts 'till 
it's in. 

they combined them into one big 
grou P a " me a a ' Y '. b e r e d s  one in the arena: 
\Vhile this is a valid method, it is seldom 
used because it requires that all the 

lf a bi,i you're requires a studies combined be done exact]!' the 
majorirr to pass, and you know same way. don't have it. just change the majority 
mle . This time, let it pass with 40% of Since these studlies weren't, it  the  ore. Or with whatever votes you 

was like comparing apples, have, what the hell. 
oranges and kurnquzts. 

In fact, even the EP.4 had never done a A Sin Of Omission 
meta-analysis before. Does that tell you 
something about how desperate they 

F- were? A n d  if all this weren't enough, here's 
another flagrant foul. 

Lowerina The Hoop 
One of the largest, most recent and 
most complete studies ever done on 

A n d  then --here comes the biggest secondhand smoke .was published in 
the So\:embcr 1992 issue of the 

fudse of all--they violated the 4mericln of Public Hea 
established 9j% confidence level and 

' ith, 
N 

lowered it to 90%. a 11 was sponsored by the Xational 
Cancer Insdture. The study examined 

This, in effect. doubled the chances of exposures of nonsmoking n.omen at 
the results being wroncp. But rt also I N 

N 
, 3  



home, at the ntorkpiace, and during increases the risk of lung cancer in 
childhood. nonsmokers." 

Its conclusion: No overall  his 1s the last term you should 
statistically significant ass- understand before you get your jiffy 
ociation between secondhand cenificateinepidemiology. 
smoke and lung cancer for any 
of these situations. In order for a risk ratio to be statistically 

significant, not only must the ratio itself 
What do you think the EPA did with this be above 1.0 but the bottom r a n e ~ p f  
snrdy? the confidence interval must also be 

above 1.0. 
Xotlhing. Zip. Zilch. They simply 
ignored its A&& . You can see then that the example we 

used before : . - -  

DO you know nvhy? 
Relative Risk 95% 

Because if they had included it in their 1.12 
"mew-analysis," even using the 90% Confidence Interval 
confidence interval, the overall risk (.94-1 .60) - - 
estimate for secondhand smoke nfouldl 
not have been statistic all^ significant. is not stari6rically significant because 
So they conveniently left it out. even though the risk is above 1.0, the 

Imagine that you're in the middle of an 
election that's too close to call. Son., 
let's say that you know that the largest 
city in your district is going to vote 
ove~helmingly avgalnst you. Y-ou know 
n-hat you do? You just re-define your 
district's borders and leave that c i ~  out. 
That's right! You can stan planning the 
victor). party even before the votes are 
in. 

How Siqnificant Is It? 

By now. i r  must be cq-sal-clear to you 

bottom range of the confidence intenpal 

epidemiologic21 studies were 
manipulated. recalculated, and 
"massaged" until the EPA got the results 
ir was after. 

A lonq run for a short- 
slide 

that the EP.\ re-wrote the rules of the E3 
game in order to get a ruling of A n d .  after all this fudging, all theyO 

#statistically significant,. a term on could come U P  with W ~ S  a relative riskN 

which they could h a n ~  thelr declaration l e 1 9 -  0 
t) 

that "en\.~ronmental- tobacco smoke tQ 
This 16 nvhat epidemiologists call a m  
weak relative risk. A relative riskN 

N 



must be above 3 before i r  M a an esact science. Unformnatelg, i t  is 
r , - not. h s  we have seen, it incorporates 

. ,  - many assumptions and manipulationr 
r of unknon~ns. It is, at best, an educated 

@ to 1 0 0 0 .  guess. A guess that becomes even more 
.difficult to make when the available 

So 1.19 is not something you'd want ro studies are weak, results of different 
bet the farm on. And it's certainly not studies are mixed, actual exposure is 
something to base legisiat~on on. iw;o;;;;ured directly, vital data are 

established scientific 
~ f t e r  all, remember [hat  we're not standards are lowered. And, most 
talking about rare of disease but the risk imponantly, when confounding factors 
of someone getung a disease. are not even considered. 

/ 
\ 

Just to keep t*erspective, here Add to [hat the (act that any issue- 
/ are a fen, familiar things all with having to do w i t h  tobacco is highly 

higher statistically significant risk emotional and polltical. Clearly the EP.4 
ratios' for lung cancer than sc~entistsad~ustedsciencerofitpolicy. 
secondhand smoke: They forgot that, in science, the truth is 

the truth, regardless of social pressures. 

Risk Ratip 
political correctness, or anything else. ' 

\vhole :\{ilk 1.11 Ultimately, this is the biggest 
Physical Inactiviry 1 .G confounding factor of all. 
Pork bleat Intake 2.4 
Chlorinated \Vater 1.38 
Diesel Exhaust 1.2 

Should we introduce a bill to ban 
shonrers! Or to outlaw pork meai. How 
about making it illegal ro be a couch 
potato' 

Of course not. Sot any more than n-e 
should base any legislation on the 
EPA's fieport. 

The biaaest 
confoundinq factor 

I n  conclusion, i r  would be easier ro 
accept rhe EP.4's decllaration of 
"significant risk" i C  risk assessment were 



As long as we smokers are considerate; it doesn't 
seem reasonable to take away a right that's been 
ours for so many years. 

Bans, laws and Big Brother are big, 
disturbing tools to use. 

Accommodation is Better than Legislation 

Field stripping cilgarettes ... kind of an environmental idea now, I 
guess 

Accommodation 

Accommodation, Not 
Confrontation 

Give A Little. 
Take -4 Little 

People who respect each others 0 
dzferences -- people with ''good fences" '-- - 

N 

can work these rhings out. 



-4s a smoker, 1 seem to be cooperarrng rn,vself inro a comer. 

am no worse a person now than I was More this (second-hand smoke) 
alJ became an issue. 

"Smoking isn't a sin and smokers shouldn't be created like outcasts." 

My friends who don't smoke treat me like a human being and so should everyone else. 

At some point, the anti-smoking crwsade became an 8nti-smoker ctusade! 

The erosion o f  personal rights begins with the little things. 

If such an a bridgemenr of indil~iduai righc; were imposed on any - - -  
goup otber than people n t h ~  smoke, all kinds of hell n~ould break 
loose 

Personal Rights 

Smoking Bans and Resuictions have become "The Sen? Prohibition" 

They are in the interest o f  keeping smoking in the right perspective: 
A personal choice and not a subject for hostility. 

. . . fire rights oipeople nho choose to smoke were stripped a nq: 

People who smoke and people who don't can find 
common ground in common courtesy. 

The personal right ro smoke is jusr a lirrle thing. Buf if means 
ajot. 8 b3 

W 
W 

. *. If smokers were a race, many 
N 

nonsmokers nlould be racisrs. I!! 
N 

* ,m 
If other groups were persecuted he way smokers are, there would be a public outcry and 
demonsuations in Washington. 



The idea ofnot smoking has been elevated to 'an oficial tmth". 

To smoke or not to smoke is a personal choice 

So obviously what's happening here is an economic convenience disguising 
itself as an environmental health issue. 

All of a sudden it's no longer just a choice bemeen 
smoking or not smoking but a choice bemeen G o d  
and Evil. . - -  

We need real solutions not "Government Nannyrsm" 

in perspective 

All the Air We Breathe is Second-hand 

Does I r  meanthar all [he people nfe ever liked who happened to be smokers are 
suddenly bad guys? Is evenebody nwe ever knew who didn't smoke automat~cally a 
good guy? 

The muchbbigger issue, is what you can't #- - 6' 

see or smel~in~indoorni~not-E-<--'N 
/' 0 

N 
So che notion of a smoke-free socierj-is nor what you b2 
aauld call a ground-snjell of public optnion. If's jusr @ 
a set of politiczlly correct words. 

. -- 
A indoor air. -4 J 

1ncid2ral ~obacco.&noke accounrc for only 24960fp/hat$ measurable ir 

d 



The [obacco industry and the people who choose to smoke are inviting targets. But this time. tl 
EPA is blowing smoke in the face of science. 

Until ik facu a b o m n d b  hand s ~ m c i e n ~ i f i c a I 1 y  determineu- 
no1 esag'gepe<he hhazarahrrth<nreoonabie'smc[I/ 
/ 

. . . such govemmen t agencies have become 'mechanism of  advocacy: not purveyors 
of the mth. 

All of which prompts the quest~on: is the EPA prorecrin~ 
the public inreresr when che environment ir really creates 
is so ofren alarmar and irresponsible? 

EPA. 
n n - _I It's getting torhe poin~hvnimost a n y S w a g i n g ~ h ~ ~ ~ i ~ i ~  . J u 

The Xew EP.4 Rcporc: Polit~ically Correct, Scientifically Dubious 

A pll tl1e~4i-e B.@?rbeis5econdhmd- 
'? 4 , *&. +\- 

You can file rha~~P.4 repzright nen?oihe.o&iiing: 
~'~lvis~wa~abbucted-bi,'s~ace ali6s ..." 

They do deserve .'or their govemmenr to seek to find and reporr the truth. I f  this secondary 
smoke issue is impomnr to people, then rhe EP.4 should use che money to find or conduct a 
piece o f  qualityreseuch thar v u l y  answers the question. 

But  it  doesn't lusrifi. a lie fromrhe EP.4. I t  ma!. be a linle white lie -- -- a lie [old bv n.ell=g ~eoole - -  bur it is a lie nevemess. 

There's no place for "polirical science " ar the EP.4 

Ga 
These is evidence that the issue is nor u 'black and whiren as h e  EPA would Q 
have people think. 

we should ail !!demand no less rhm good science 2nd accep~ble reseuch mehods from 
an organszauon charsea n-irh prorecung our nealch and the enrlronmenr we live in. 


