VIEWPOINT

Apply Federal Research Rules on
Deception to Misleading Health
Information: An Example on
Smokeless Tobacco and Cigarettes

Two respected agencies of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
(DHHS)—the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) and the
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA)—
have maintained websites which have erroneously reported that smokeless
tobacco is not safer than cigarettes."? This claim is not supported by science
and acts unethically to mislead readers of these websites.>'" Although others
have examined ethical issues in health communication,"""® we think these
scholars did not go far enough. We think that the explicit ethical standards
embodied in current federal regulations for deception in research should be
applied to judge deceptive or misleading information in health communica-
tion interventions.'® The term deception usually refers to intended acts of decep-
tion; regardless of intention, however, erroneous information can cause the
recipient to be deceived about the true state of affairs. The misleading health
information on smokeless tobacco fails to meet the government criteria against
deception in research. First, the misleading information may have adverse
effects on some individuals (e.g., those who switch to cigarettes or fail to switch
from cigarettes because they think they are not more dangerous than smoke-
less). Second, individuals have a right to know about the dramatically different
dangers of smokeless tobacco and cigarettes. Third, there are alternative com-
munication strategies that could be employed to inform people of the risks of
both products. And, finally, such misleading information would be unallowable
because it is not linked to debriefing. This article reviews the misleading infor-
mation on the governmental websites, shows how modern ethical rules against
deception can be applied to health information, and argues that providing
information about the comparative risks of cigarettes and smokeless tobacco is
the least evasive and most ethical course of action.
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DISINFORMATION

Up until June 2002, the CDC web page for the Surgeon General’s Report
(SGR) for Kids about Smoking asked the question: “Is smokeless tobacco safer
than cigarettes?”—and answered, “NO WAY!"! As the result of our broaching
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the issue of deception with them, they revised the web
page to ask, “Is smokeless tobacco safe?” and they
answer, “NO WAY!” We will discuss issues related to
the revised page below, but think it fair to note that
for many months this prominent governmental source
was offering inaccurate comparative information on
smokeless tobacco and cigarettes.

The web page of SAMHSA'’s National Clearinghouse
for Alcohol and Drug Information contains this pas-
sage in a section called, “Tips for Teens: the Truth
about Tobacco™:

Question: Isn’t smokeless tobacco safer to use than
cigarettes?
Answer: No. There is no safe form of tobacco.

Smokeless tobacco can cause mouth,
cheek, throat, and stomach cancer. Smoke-
less tobacco users are 50 times more likely
to get oral cancer than non-users. Those
smokeless tobacco users who don’t de-
velop some type of cancer are still likely
to have signs of use, like stained teeth,
bad breath, and mouth sores.?

Wherein lies the error or possible deception in
asserting that smokeless tobacco and cigarettes are
equally dangerous? First, there is no scientific doubt
that smokeless tobacco is substantially safer than ciga-
rettes.”* (The Institute of Medicine [IOM] report
provides a thorough review, indicating that smokeless
tobacco is safer than cigarettes, particularly as used in
Sweden and North America, rather than as used in
India.)® Smokeless tobacco does not cause respiratory
disease or lung cancer, meaning that there would be
at least 60% fewer deaths from smokeless than from
cigarettes.'” In fact, epidemiological analyses estimate
that smokeless tobacco has only 2% of the risk of
cigarettes.” The account on the SAMHSA web page
also employs a logical non sequitur. The question posed
was, “Isn’t smokeless safer?” and yet the question an-
swered was, “Isn’t it safe?”

Note also, SAMHSA doesn’t compare the oral can-
cer effects of smokeless to cigarettes (which would
address the “safer” question), but rather to the risks in
non-users of tobacco. The predominant health risk
linked to smokeless tobacco is oral cancer, but ciga-
rettes seem to be even more strongly linked to oral
cancer than is smokeless tobacco. Figures reported by
Rodu show that cigarettes cause 2.28 times more oral
cancer than does smokeless tobacco.® In other words,
smokers would achieve a significant 43% reduced risk
of oral cancer by switching to smokeless.” The only
possible scientific source we know for the SAMHSA
claim that smokeless tobacco users are 50 times more
likely to get oral cancer than are non-users is from one

cell of the Winn et al. study of female users of a form
of dry snuff, where this number applies only to those
who have used the product for 50 years."” The overall
figure from this study is 4.2 times greater risk of oral
cancer for white, female dry snuff users in rural North
Carolina. A recent review of epidemiological research
finds that moist snuff users have 1.1 times relative risk
of oral cancer than non-smokers, while chewing to-
bacco users have 0.6 times relative risk, and, for gen-
eral users of smokeless tobacco, the risk was 2.8 times
relative risk of that for non-users." This review con-
cludes: “The use of moist snuff and chewing tobacco
imposes minimal risks for cancers of the oral cavity
and other upper respiratory sites, with relative risks
ranging from 0.6 to 1.7.”"*

The U.S. authorities are not alone in making mis-
leading errors. The Government of Saskatchewan
(Canada) is explicitly wrong in the assertion: “Smoke-
less (spit) tobacco is not safer than smoking. In fact,
smokeless (spit) tobacco is just as dangerous to your
health as cigarette smoking.”*

It is difficult to know whether these websites repre-
sent mistakes or conscious misrepresentations. The
desire to do everything possible (including denying
the truth and evading questions) to discourage the
use of addictive smokeless tobacco could arise for sev-
eral reasons. There is understandable reluctance to
do anything that might encourage the use of addictive
substances that carry health risks (i.e., are not safe).
Moreover, there is widespread concern that smokeless
could act as a stepping-stone or gateway product to
use of the much more dangerous cigarette.”* The
IOM report on tobacco harm reduction, for example,
indicates that one of the population-level risks of
smokeless tobacco is “adolescent use of smokeless to-
bacco as a gateway to cigarette smoking.”

But we do not think, as will be explained below,
that such concerns justify disinformation or deception
in health communication. Several scholars have re-
viewed ethical issues in health promotion.'""* Guttman
in particular has called for the systematic consider-
ation of ethical implications of all health campaigns.'*
Attempts to persuade can involve rhetorical maneu-
vering that, in the course of wordsmithing, can serve
to mislead. Similarly, messages that appeal to fears or
prejudices can be coercive.” There will always be a
gray area between truthful persuasiveness and out-
right deception. But these smokeless tobacco messages
clearly cross the line and actively mislead individuals.

It is critical to understand that this article focuses
on the issues of deception and misleading informa-
tion in health communication and health campaigns,
not on other ethical issues in public health interven-
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tions. Gostin has provided a valuable review of public
health law, and we agree that there are circumstances
in which the health needs of society should prevail
over the needs and rights of the individual (e.g., re-
quired vaccinations, quarantines for certain infectious
diseases, and so forth).?® But these public health mea-
sures are not carried out deceptively—they are done
in the service of evidence and principles that can be
publicly assessed. These measures openly confront the
abrogation of autonomy for the good of society. We
propose that governmental ethics guidelines'® already
in existence for human subjects research provide an
appropriate system for assessing potentially mislead-
ing health messages.

ETHICAL REGULATIONS FOR DECEPTION
IN RESEARCH SHOULD BE APPLIED TO
PUBLIC HEALTH INFORMATION

Deception in public health messages should be as con-
trolled as deception in human subjects research. The
Belmont Report®” was influential in the formation of
federal regulations concerning informed consent.” Of
the three ethical principles outlined as most relevant
to research involving humans, autonomy (respect for
persons) is arguably most relevant for our analysis.
Specifically, the Report states:

An autonomous person is an individual capable of
deliberation about personal goals and of acting under
the direction of such deliberation. To respect autonomy
is to give weight to autonomous persons’ considered
opinions and choices while refraining from obstruct-
ing their actions unless they are clearly detrimental to
others. To show lack of respect for an autonomous
agent is to repudiate that person’s considered judg-
ments, to deny an individual the freedom to act on
those considered judgments, or to withhold information
necessary to make a considered judgment, when there are
no compelling reasons to do so.?” [emphasis added]

Clearly, autonomy is the principle most violated by
deceptive communications. Berg and colleagues note
that deception is anathema to informed consent be-
cause it serves the aims of the researcher (or communi-
cator in our case) while “demeaning human dignity.”*

We do not think that well intended, paternalistic
health communications should be exempted from ethi-
cal rules against deception. Title 45, Part 46, of the
Code of Federal Regulations (Title 45 CFR Part 46),
the current law governing human subjects research,
lists specifically the types of research to which these
rules do not apply: (@) educational research involving
evaluation of accepted curricula, procedures, or tests;
(0) research involving publicly available data or speci-

men sources where identification of subjects is impos-
sible; (¢) research designed to evaluate public services;
and (d) taste and food quality evaluation, where the
ingredients are generally recognized as safe.”® Decep-
tion in health communication does not fall under any
of these exemptions.

We think that federal rules concerning deception
in research can and should be applied to health com-
munication.'® Research is done, essentially, to answer
questions to which the answers are unknown or uncer-
tain. Similarly, public health institutions often use
messages based on hypothesized, rather than proven,
effects. In essence, health communication frequently
represents a large-scale uncontrolled research study
with a subject pool in the millions. The regulations do
allow for suspension of informed consent (i.e., decep-
tion), provided four conditions are met: (1) the re-
search involves no more than minimal risk; (2) the
rights or welfare of subjects is not adversely affected;
(3) the research can be done no other way; and (4)
when debriefing can occur after the study.'® Disin-
formation in health communications on smokeless
tobacco in comparison to cigarettes strikingly fails to
meet any of these requirements.

Requirement 1: no more than minimal risk

Bok observed that deception often has effects beyond
those initially intended,” and Guttman has argued
that even well intended messages can have inadvert-
ent harms." Title 45 CFR Part 46 puts forth a specific
definition of minimal risk.® It states, “Minimal risk
means that the probability and magnitude of harm or
discomfort anticipated in the research are not greater
in and of themselves than those ordinarily encoun-
tered in daily life. . . .” That is, the risk of the activity
is minimal if the subject is placed at the same level of
risk whether or not they take part.

Although disinformation may keep some individu-
als from using smokeless tobacco, and it may also
contribute to some individuals not smoking cigarettes,
it presents significant risks to the children and adults
already experimenting with or using cigarettes or
smokeless. One of the most unfortunate consequences
would be convincing adolescents or adults to smoke
rather than use smokeless tobacco, since trustworthy
authorities report them to be equally dangerous. In
other words, individuals might be influenced to use
cigarettes because they think they are not more dan-
gerous than smokeless tobacco. This message repre-
sents greater than minimal risk—as in the absence of
the message some consumers might not use cigarettes,
but rather smokeless. The reality that most recruitment
to tobacco use takes place before the age of 18 requires
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communications that honestly describe the risks and
decisions faced by young adults. Honest communica-
tion allows for more informed decision-making.*

Requirement 2: no adverse effects

on rights or welfare

The prior argument indicates that the welfare of some
individuals may be adversely affected by deceptive
health messages. Moreover, the deceptive information
is a clear violation of an individual’s right to honest
information related to one’s health. The right to health-
related information (as opposed to ownership of one’s
own medical information, a separate right) is now
recognized as an important human right to be re-
spected by those in public health.*** Since informa-
tion about effective reduced risk products can have
dramatic effects on individual health risks, the indi-
vidual has a right to this information.’

Some may argue that individual rights are out-
weighed by the potential benefit of the deception for
public health. A product that reduced risk to the indi-
vidual could harm public health overall, if more people
use the less risky product. This argument can be seen
in the IOM report, “Clearing the smoke.” Kozlowski
and colleagues have shown that at high levels of risk
reduction (e.g., greater than 90%), increases in use
that could result in net public health harm become
practically impossible.* To justify violations of indi-
vidual rights by deception, the public health harm
from presenting the truth must be clear, not specula-
tive or remote.”

Requirement 3: no alternative

If the intent of the information is to prevent both
smokeless tobacco use and cigarette smoking, decep-
tion is certainly not the only way to achieve these
goals. Honest messages against smokeless and ciga-
rettes, which could describe some risks from smoke-
less and much greater risks for cigarettes, may be no
less effective than the deceptive message. It is un-
known whether the disinformation is effective in dis-
couraging either smokeless tobacco use or cigarette
smoking, let alone whether it discourages both.

A quick browse through the CDC’s website reveals
two documents that outline effective tobacco control
strategies: Best Practices for Comprehensive Tobacco Control
Programs,™ and Program and Funding Guidelines for Com-
prehensive Local Tobacco Control Programs.” These docu-
ments list seven strategies for effective tobacco con-
trol: (1) community programs; (2) school programs;
(3) counter marketing; (4) cessation; (5) enforcement;
(6) administration and management; and (7) surveil-
lance and evaluation. The CDC recommends that these

factors be integrated into local programs to change
social norms around tobacco, discourage youth use,
encourage cessation, and enforce anti-tobacco laws.
Under these strategies, disinformation is not a neces-
sary means to achieve these ends. Undoubtedly, dis-
information is not the only way to discourage cigarette
and smokeless tobacco use. There are alternatives that
may be more effective.

Requirement 4: debriefing possible

In clinical research, debriefing requires that subjects
(@) be informed that they were deceived; (b) be told
why deception was necessary; and (¢) be told the true
purpose of the study.'® Debriefing is likely not practi-
cal for most health communication interventions. Re-
quiring debriefing may be an unrealistic, essentially
impossible, rule for health communications via mass
media. A case could be made that the requirement for
debriefing be ignored on practicability grounds. We
do not think, however, that this requirement should
be made optional. Nonetheless, even if we disregard
the requirement to debrief, the current messages still
fail the deception test on the three other levels.

Professional integrity and credibility

Just as the right of personal autonomy is linked to the
obligation to employ informed consent,’ the right to
honest information is linked to the obligation to have
professional integrity in providing information. Using
disinformation when other means of persuasion are
available not only violates the rights of the individual,
it also harms the credibility of the organization pro-
ducing the message. Callahan argues that those in
health promotion should take a long-term view, using
approaches that both achieve their aims and preserve
credibility.’”” He warns that, once the public becomes
aware of deception, a backlash against health promo-
tion could occur wherein even truthful messages would
be rejected by the public.

Professional organizations have explicitly called for
integrity and honesty. The American Public Health
Association (APHA) holds that: “Human rights must
not be sacrificed to achieve public health goals, except
in extraordinary circumstances, in accordance with
internationally recognized standards.”” Similarly, the
Health Education Code of Ethics (from the Society of
Public Health Education) states that “. . . health edu-
cators must consider all issues and give priority to
those that promote wellness and quality of living
through principles of self-determination and freedom
of choice for the individual .”*® [emphasis added] The
Code of Conduct for Psychologists (from the Ameri-
can Psychological Association) states that, “Psycholo-
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gists seek to promote integrity in the science, teach-
ing, and practice of psychology. . . . In describing or
reporting . . . research, or teaching, they do not make
statements that are false, misleading, or deceptive. . . .”*
Clearly, these organizations’ codes would not tolerate
deception in health communications.

CONCLUSIONS

The Federal Trade Commission’s required warning on
smokeless tobacco products and advertisements states,
“This product is not a safe alternative to cigarettes.”
This warning, thus, engages the issue of the relative
dangers of these products. Consumers probably do
have an interest in knowing if one tobacco product is
less dangerous than another—even if they accept that
no tobacco product is safe. The revised CDC web page
avoids answering the comparative question, which pre-
viously had been the featured leading question of their
site. We think that health communicators need to de-
velop ways to answer the question, “Is smokeless to-
bacco safer than cigarettes?” For example, one might
write, “Yes, smokeless is safer than cigarettes, but smoke-
less is not safe and there are a host of reasons to not
use smokeless—especially if you have not used any
tobacco products in the past.” (This and the examples
below are broad suggestions for content—obviously,
health communicators would face a number of impor-
tant issues related to optimum wording, reading-level,
information-processing, and age considerations.) Or
perhaps it would be useful to answer, “Smokeless to-
bacco may cause disease, including oral cancer, but
cigarettes cause oral cancer, lung cancer, chronic ob-
structive pulmonary disease, cardiovascular disease,
fires, and expose others to secondhand smoke.” We
are not aware of evidence that messages along these
lines would be less effective in discouraging smokeless
use overall than are the ones used above. Following
are some questions and answers, which appear scien-
tifically supportable, and are perhaps useful to also
consider:

Question: Is smokeless less addictive than cigarettes?
Answer: No.

Question: Is it hard to quit smokeless?

Answer: Yes.

Question: Does smokeless cause dental disease?
Answer: Yes.

Question: Is smokeless a safe alternative to cigarettes?
Answer: No, particularly if you don’t smoke now.

However, smokeless is much less risky to
current smokers than is smoking.

We anticipate that some public health advocates
and researchers will be distressed by our conclusions.

We suggest they direct their critiques to whether the
four ethical research principles can and should be
properly applied to public health communications;'®*
and whether our explanation of how the four prin-
ciples should be applied to smokeless tobacco and
cigarettes is appropriate.

Health communicators should observe the sound
ethical principles that oppose deception. Federal re-
search regulations should be applied to public health
information. Public health needs can sometimes over-
ride individual needs and rights;*® this should happen,
though, only under well defined circumstances. Dis-
information should not, however, be employed unless
the standards for research ethics can be met. In prac-
tice, this will almost certainly mean that deception has
no ethical place in the public health toolkit.'®

This article is based on a talk presented by LTK at the 8th Annual
Meeting of the Society for Research on Nicotine and Tobacco;
2002 Feb 20-23; Savannah, GA. The authors wish to thank
Andrew Strasser, Beth Ann Quinio, and Laura Klein for critical
readings of the manuscript.

REFERENCES

1. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (US). The
Surgeon General’s report for kids about smoking. Is
smokeless tobacco safer than cigarettes? [cited 14 Aug
2002]. Available from: URL: http://www.cdc.gov
/tobacco/sgr/sgr4kids/smokless.htm

2. National Clearinghouse for Alcohol and Drug Informa-
tion. Tips for teens: the truth about tobacco [cited 14
Aug 2002]. Available from: URL: http://www.health.org
/govpubs/PHD633/

3. Stratton K, Shetty P, Wallace R, Bondurant S, editors.
Clearing the smoke: assessing the science base for to-
bacco harm reduction. Washington: National Academies
Press; 2001.

4. Kozlowski LT. Less-hazardous tobacco use as a treatment
for the “smoking and health” problem. In: Smart RG,
Cappell HD, Glaser FB, Israel Y, Kalant H, Schmidt W, et
al., editors. Research advances in alcohol and drug prob-
lems. Vol. 8. New York: Plenum Publishing Corpora-
tion; 1984.

5. Kozlowski LT. Harm reduction, public health, and hu-
man rights: smokers have a right to be informed of
significant harm reduction options. Nicotine and To-
bacco Research. In press 2003.

6. Kozlowski LT. Reduction of tobacco health hazards in
continuing users: individual, behavioral and public
health approaches. | Subst Abuse 1989;1:345-57.

7. Rodu B, Cole P. Nicotine maintenance for inveterate
smokers. Technology 1999;6:17-21.

8. Rodu B. An alternative approach to smoking control.
Am ] Med Sci 1994;308:32-4.

9. Ramstrom L. Snuff—an alternative nicotine delivery
system. In: Ferrence R, Slade J, Room R, Pope M, edi-

Pusric HEaLTH REPORTS / MAY—JUNE 2003 / VoLuME 118



192 <& VIEWPOINT

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

tors. Nicotine and public health. Washington: Ameri-
can Public Health Association; 2000.

Russell MAH, Jarvis MJ, Feyerabend C. A new age for
snuff? Lancet 1980;1:474-5.

Forster JL, Kahn JP. Ethical dilemmas in public health
education research and practice: introduction. Health
Educ Behav 2002;29:12-14.

Guttman N. Ethical dilemmas in health campaigns.
Health Commun 1997;9:155-90.

Callahan D, editor. Promoting health behavior: how
much freedom? Whose responsibility? Washington:
Georgetown University Press; 2001.

Doxadis S, editor. Ethical dilemmas in health promo-
tion. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons; 1987.

Salmon CT, editor. Information campaigns: balancing
social values and social change. Newbury Park: Sage
Publications; 1989.

Department of Health and Human Services (US). Gen-
eral requirements of informed consent [cited 13 May
2002]. Available from: URL: http://ohsr.od.nih.gov
/mpa/45cfr46.php3#46.116

English DR, Holman CD]J, Milne E, Winter MG,
Hulse GK, Codde JP, et al. The quantification of drug
caused morbidity and mortality in Australia, 1995 ed.
Canberra: Commonwealth Department of Human Ser-
vices and Health; 1995.

Winn DM, Blot W], Shy CM, Pickle LW, Toledo A,
Fraumeni JF Jr. Snuff dipping and oral cancer among
women in the southern United States. N Engl | Med
1981;304:745-9.

Rodu B, Cole P. Smokeless tobacco use and cancer of
the upper respiratory tract. Oral Surg Oral Med Oral
Pathol Oral Radiol Endod 2002;93:511-5.

Government of Saskatchewan (CA). Facts you should
know about smokeless (spit) tobacco [cited 14 Aug 2002].
Available from: URL: http://www.health.gov.sk.ca
/rr_smokeless_tobacco.html

Ary DV. Use of smokeless tobacco among male adoles-
cents: concurrent and prospective relationships. In:
National Cancer Institute. Smokeless tobacco use in the
United States. Monograph No. 8. U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, Public Health Service,
National Institutes of Health, National Cancer Institute.
Bethesda (MD): NIH Publication No. 89-3055; 1989. p
49-55.

Glover ED, Laflin M, Edwards SW. Age of initiation and
switching patterns between smokeless tobacco and ciga-
rettes among college students in the United States. Am
J Public Health 1989;79:207-8.

Haddock CK, Weg MV, DeBon M, Klesges RC,
Talcott GW, Lando H, Peterson A. Evidence that smoke-
less tobacco use is a gateway for smoking initiation in
young adult males. Prev Med 2001;32:262-7.

Hunter SM, Croft JB, Burke GL, Parker FC, Webber LS,
Berenson GS. Longitudinal patterns of cigarette smok-
ing and smokeless tobacco use in youth: the Bogalusa
heart study. Am J Public Health 1986;76:193-5.

Office of the Surgeon General (US). Preventing to-

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

bacco use among young people: a report of the Sur-
geon General. Atlanta: Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention, National Center for Chronic Disease Pre-
vention and Health Promotion, Office on Smoking and
Health; 1994.

Gostin LO. Public health law in a new century: part I:
law as a tool to advance the community’s health. JAMA
2000;283:2837-41.

National Commission for the Protection of Human Sub-
jects of Biomedical and Behavioral Research. The Bel-
mont report: ethical principles and guidelines for the
protection of human subjects of research. Washington:
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare; 1979.
Available from: URL: http://ohrp.osophs.dhhs. gov
/humansubjects/guidance/belmont.htm [cited 14 Aug
2002].

National Institutes of Health (US). Guidelines for the
conduct of research involving human subjects at the
National Institutes of Health [cited 14 Aug 2002]. Avail-
able from: URL: http://ohsr.od.nih.gov/guidelines.php3
Berg JW, Appelbaum PS, Lidz CW, Parker LS. Informed
consent: legal theory and clinical practice. 2nd ed. New
York: Oxford University Press; 2001.

Department of Health and Human Services (US). Title
45 CFR Part 46: Protection of Human Subjects [cited 14
Aug 2002]. Available from: URL: http://ohsr.od.nih.gov
/mpa/45cfr46.php3

Bok S. Lying: moral choice in public and private life.
New York: Pantheon; 1978.

Mann JM, Gruskin S, Grodin MA, Annas GJ, editors.
Health and human rights. New York: Routledge; 1999.
Toebes BCA. The right to health as a human right in
international law. Antwerp: Intersentia; 1999.
Kozlowski LT, Strasser AA, Giovino GA, Erikson PA,
Terza JV. Applying the risk/use equilibrium: use me-
dicinal nicotine now for harm reduction. Tob Control
2001;10:201-3.

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (US). Best
practices for comprehensive tobacco control programs
[cited 14 Aug 2002]. Available from: URL: http://
www.cdc.gov/tobacco/research_data/stat_nat_data
/bestprac-dwnld.htm

National Association of County and City Health Offi-
cials. Program and funding guidelines for comprehen-
sive local tobacco control programs [cited 14 Aug
2002]. Available from: URL: http://www.naccho.org
/downloadfile2.cfm?filenamex=General185.pdf

Bird ME. Human rights and health. The Nation’s Health
2001 May; p. 3.

Society for Public Health Education. Code of ethics for
the health education profession [cited 14 Aug 2002].
Available from: URL: http://www.sophe.org/about
/ethics.html

American Psychological Association. Ethical principles
of psychologists and code of conduct [cited 14 Aug 2002].
Available from: URL: http://www.apa.org/ethics
/code.html

Pusric HEALTH REPORTS / MAay—JunE 2003 / VoLuME 118



