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Everyone knows that medicine has saved countless lives. Civilization might not exist 
today without it. But in the most-prescribed country in the world, prescription drugs also 
are a leading cause of death.

According to Harvard University's Center for Ethics, each year properly prescribed drugs 
in the U.S. cause about 2.74 million serious adverse drug reactions and about 128,000 
fatalities: 350 deaths a day.

In 2014, the world's top ten pharmaceutical firms pulled in $429.4 billion in revenue. 
Their profits ranged from ten to 43 percent.

With all that money at stake, it's easy to see why you don't always get the whole truth 
about a drug's risks. In recent years, major drug companies have paid over $13 billion to 
resolve federal, civil and criminal allegations of fraud, many involving popular and 
widely used drugs.

One drug is a chilling case in point. It's an antipsychotic pill called Risperdal, made by 
Johnson & Johnson's pharmaceutical subsidiary: Janssen.
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Josh Scholl was in seventh grade when he noticed something upsetting.

Josh Scholl: And I'm like, "This isn't normal". So I went to my parents and I'm like, "Hey, 
there was this lump under my breast. Could you guys check it out?" And they felt it and 
they were like, "Oh, that's not right". And so we went to the doctor's for it.

Sharyl: You were like, a 10- year-old kid at the time.

Josh Scholl: Uh-huh.

The pediatrician said not to worry, but Josh's mom knew better. She wondered if one 
factor could be Risperdal, the prescription medicine Josh had been taking for four years 
for tics from Tourette's syndrome.

Cynthia Scholl: I'm one who likes to research things. So I got on Google right away and 
started researching boys and medicines, and found a few moms out there who had posted 
their kids were on Risperdal who also developed lumps. So I called the pediatrician back 
and said, "I want him off this medicine". And so we stopped it that day.

Sharyl: What was the pediatrician's response when you linked the lump in his breast to 
the medicine?

Cynthia Scholl: I think they just thought I was a paranoid mom and agreed to switch the 
medicine just to appease me. But I don't know, mom's intuition, I just, I knew something 
was wrong.

Mom was right. She didn't know it then, but thousands of boys taking Risperdal were 
growing female breasts. Some of them even produced milk.

It's a condition called gynecomastia, shown in an image of an unidentified Risperdal 
patient. It can happen when a male has a spike in a naturally occurring hormone called 
prolactin. Experts say Risperdal can cause prolactin levels to rise.

Josh Scholl: I remember one of my best friends had a swimming pool, and we would all 
go to his house and go swimming and none of them had like, larger breasts or any lumps 
or anything.

Sharyl: Did you ask your friends or you just
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Josh Scholl: I asked one of 'em. I asked the best friend if he had like, ever noticed 
anything about his breasts and he was like, "No, I never noticed". And I'm just like, "Oh, 
okay. That's, that's weird that it's happening to me then".

Cynthia Scholl: He stopped taking the medicine, but the breast continued to grow. It was 
over I think a two-year period where they, they said, "Wait six months. It'll be gone in six 
months". Well, we waited the six months. It continued to grow. Then, he noticed the lump 
in the other side.

It turns out there's a dark backstory. At the time, Risperdal, an antipsychotic, wasn't 
approved for use in children at all. But as federal whistleblowers would later allege, 
Janssen instructed sales reps to market Risperdal as safe and effective for all kinds of 
childhood disorders, such as Tourette's syndrome, ADD and autism, knowing it posed 
serious health risks.

Philadelphia attorney Stephen Sheller represents Josh. He tried the first Risperdal case 
last year: an autistic boy who developed size 46 double-D breasts.

Key evidence was an internal document known as Table 21 from the original Risperdal 
study in 2002. Sheller says it showed 7.8 percent of Risperdal patients whose prolactin 
levels shot above normal after 8-12 weeks developed prolactin-related side effects, like 
gynecomastia.

Janssen insiders seemed concerned in internal documents: "How do you want to handle 
the one significant value?" asks a reviewer. "This may be notable". "I think we need to 
discuss this somewhere in the manuscript".

Instead, the head of the Risperdal study eliminated Table 21, according to Sheller.

Stephen Sheller: He specifically made the decision not to tell the public, not to tell the 
doctors, not to tell even the FDA or anybody about this study that they did in 2001 or 
2002 that specifically finds the association, even though the law requires it.

A year after the original Risperdal study was published without Table 21, Josh was 
prescribed Risperdal and developed the very problem it seemed to warn about.

Cynthia Scholl: We saw our child, who was this outgoing happy kid who had all these 
friends, becoming more regressed. He was shy. He stopped going out with his friends. 
Wouldn't take his shirt off at the beach. Wouldn't change in front of anybody.
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Josh Scholl: Yeah, it was very difficult because me personally, I ran cross-country 
starting my eighth grade year and so cross-country starts in the summer. It gets really 
hot. So all my friends would take their shirts off, and I was self-conscious. I didn't wanna 
take my shirt off. I'm like, "Oh, it's 90 degrees but, you know, do I wanna take my shirt off 
'cause I have these breasts?" And, you know, no one else had to make that decision. And 
then, if I did take it off, I felt self-conscious. I was looking around town like, "Oh, is that 
person in that car looking at me? You know, is my friends looking at me?" You know, it 
was, it was really bad.

Johnson and Johnson had no comment on Josh's case and declined our interview requests. 
In a statement, the company said it "did not withhold any relevant data". As to why Table 
21 was left out of the original Risperdal study, a spokesman implied it wasn't relevant 
because the researchers concluded, "there was no direct correlation" to breast growth in 
boys.

Josh believes otherwise. There are no photos of him at his worst: he stopped having his 
picture taken. Like some with severe gynecomastia, he chose a drastic solution: a double 
mastectomy.

Cynthia Scholl: We went to the breast surgeon who, after seeing him, said he had the 
largest breasts in a boy that he'd ever seen in this area and agreed to do the surgery. He 
had a bilateral mastectomy done. So he was off school for about six weeks.

Sharyl: It must be a fairly traumatic surgery?

Cynthia Scholl: It was very traumatic for him. He had double drain tubes. He had those 
in for a week. He had home nursing coming twice a day, but he couldn't move. He had to 
lay flat on his back 'cause whenever he would move, the tubes would move and they'd be 
painful. They actually did reconstructive surgery. One side was bigger than the other, so 
they had to remove the nipple, and they removed a lot of the tissue and replaced the 
nipples.

Sharyl: How old was he when he had the surgery?

Cynthia Scholl: It was two months before his 13th birthday, so he was 12-years old.

Almost no one ever knew why Josh was out of school those six weeks. He's one of 
10,700 Risperdal patients now suing drug maker Janssen.
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Sheller: The risks are being hidden from the public, because the companies want to be 
able to sell as much of their product as possible.

Parent company Johnson & Johnson told us, "Risperdal has helped and is still helping 
millions of patients with debilitating mental illnesses and neurodevelopmental conditions 
as part of a comprehensive treatment plan".

Cynthia Scholl: I've recently learned about what some of these boys have gone through. I 
didn't know some of 'em are lactating. I didn't know some have developed third breasts, 
and Josh was fortunate to not have to go through those steps, I think because we were 
diligent and caught on to it quickly and got it taken care of, but my heart goes out to the 
kids that weren't as lucky.

Today, it takes a lot of guts for Josh to talk publicly about what happened to him, and 
even more to show it. But he's done hiding his scars.

Josh Scholl: About the experience, it was one that I wish I didn't have to go through. And 
I hope all the other kids that are going through it, you know, I feel bad that they had to go 
through it too because, yeah, the company, I think they knew that it developed 
gynecomastia. And, you know, to make us, all of us go through it, you know, it's not just 
like it's me and a handful of other people. It's thousands of people that are going through 
it. So to make all of us go through it just and they knew just to make a profit, it's 
sickening.

Last month, a Philadelphia jury awarded $70 million dollars to the family of a boy who 
developed breasts at the age of five after taking Risperdal. Johnson and Johnson is 
challenging that verdict, the largest to date. Jurors found the company intentionally 
falsified, destroyed or concealed evidence in the case. In 2013, Johnson and Johnson paid 
$2.2 billion dollars to settle a host of criminal and civil fraud claims for illegally 
marketing Risperdal and other drugs. The firm won't say how much money it's made 
from Risperdal or how many are taking it.
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`FULL MEASURE WITH SHARYL ATTKISSON
Aug 21
30 min.

August 21, 2016 — A study in the Journal of the American Medical Association dug 
through data on doctors who accept payments from drug companies and whether it 
affects their prescribing habits.

FULL MEASURE WITH SHARYL ATTKISSON
Aug 28
30 min.

In modern medicine, there is a dilemma between the need to do research for the good of 
all and the right of human test subjects to know exactly what is happening to them. This 
incredible story starts in 2006, with a federal study of 1,300 extremely premature babies. 
What we found is that parents had no idea their babies were being entered into a risky 
series of experiments that could injure or kill them.

Little Dreshan Cook came into the world at one pound, 11 ounces fighting for his life. 
His mother Sharrissa was barely six months pregnant when he was born.

Sharrissa Cook: I remember the night that I went into labor. I was a hysterical wreck. I 
was afraid. I was scared. I was in shock.

Sharyl: How big was he? Do you remember?

Cook: He would fit in your hand.

Shortly after his birth at the University of Alabama at Birmingham, Cook agreed to enroll 
Dreshan in a study called "SUPPORT." She says the hospital gave the impression she 
was simply signing up to get "support" in caring for a preemie.

Sharyl: Your thought was, when you signed the papers, that what was going to happen?
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Cook: That my son would be given the best care possible and that even with his 
prematurity being as extreme as it was, that it would be okay because I had all of this 
help.

She had no clue, she says, that the SUPPORT study was actually a national experiment 
on the most fragile of test subjects: 1,300 extremely premature infants.

Bernita Lewis also agreed to enroll her baby, Christian, in the SUPPORT study at the 
same hospital.

Bernita Lewis: Christian was born at 27 weeks.

Sharyl: How much did he weigh?

Lewis: He was one pound 9 ounces. He was very tiny.

She says a hospital worker told her the study was just to collect data.

Lewis: She asked would I be interested in Christian being in a study. They wanted to use 
his medical records to help babies in the future and I told them 'absolutely'. They could 
use any records they wanted to use.

Sharyl: Did she tell you there was a possible risk of death?

Lewis: No, there were no risks discussed.

SUPPORT stands for "Surfactant Positive Airway Pressure and Pulse Oximetry 
Randomized Trial". Funded with $20.8 million tax dollars, it was a collaboration among 
the National Institutes of Health and two dozen research bodies, including Duke and Yale 
Universities and medical schools.

Researchers had good intentions. They already knew that without enough oxygen, 
preemies could get brain damaged or die, but with too much oxygen, they could go blind. 
The SUPPORT study was searching for the sweet spot.

Dr. John Lantos, Director, Center for Bioethics, Children's Mercy Hospital in Kansas 
City, MO: The question is what level of oxygen would be optimum in order to save as 
many babies as possible without having the survivors become blind?
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To find out, the infants were randomly assigned, as with the flip of a coin, to either a low 
oxygen group or a high oxygen group. The study reached a tragic conclusion: the babies 
in the high-oxygen group were more likely to go blind. Those unlucky enough to have 
been put in the low-oxygen group were more likely to die.

When the findings became known, similar research around the world was halted 
midstream.

Bioethicist Dr. John Lantos defended the SUPPORT study as an expert witness against 
families who unsuccessfully sued for damages, including Bernita Lewis and Sharrissa 
Cook.

Dr. Lantos: This was a study that was well-designed, conducted to the highest ethical 
standards, with a completely adequate consent that was conducted without harming any 
babies and led to an important finding that's gonna save lots of lives.

On nearly every point, Dr. Michael Carome disagrees. He's an internationally recognized 
expert on research ethics at the watchdog group, Public Citizen.

Sharyl: What's wrong with what they did in the study, in your view?

Dr. Michael Carome: The parents of these babies weren't told the exact purpose of the 
research, the nature of the research in terms of how experimental it was and the risks of 
the research.

Adding to the controversy, researchers didn't tell parents a remarkable fact: that they had 
altered the infants' oxygen monitors to give false readings, so the hospital wouldn't adjust 
them outside of their assigned low or high oxygen range.

Sharyl: Babies in the study were put on oxygen monitors that were rigged to give untrue 
or false readings?

Dr. Carome: That is correct.

Sharyl: In terms of things that have happened in the past, how bad is this?

Dr. Carome: I think this is extremely serious and about as bad as it gets.
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Dr. Lantos: It seems to me that there's a lot of second-guessing, armchair quarterbacking 
and playing gotcha here.

The debate would be purely academic if it weren't for an extraordinary turn of events. 
After questions were raised, the government agency that polices study ethics sided with 
critics and issued a searing indictment of the government-led study.

In a letter in 2013, the Office for Human Research Protections told researchers they 
violated federal regulations "for informed consent" for their "failure to describe the 
reasonably foreseeable risks of blindness, neurological damage and death".

Dr. Carome was once a senior leader at the Office for Human Research Protections.

Sharyl: The ethics office was, in essence, saying these consent forms were unethical?

Dr. Carome: Absolutely.

The concept of "informed consent" arose from an American tragedy: the U.S. 
government's syphilis experiment on black men in Tuskegee, Alabama in 1932. For 40 
years, the men were neither told they were in a study, nor treated for their syphilis. An 
outcry in 1972 led to new rules.

Researchers are now required to disclose risks to test subjects and get their voluntary 
informed consent, and studies like SUPPORT must be approved by ethics experts where 
the research is conducted.

Sharyl: These were prestigious institutions and the federal government. How does 
something like this slip past everybody?

Dr. Carome: That is a great concern of ours. We looked at the consent forms from 22 
institutions, and they all failed in their duty to protect human subjects in this study.

Dr. Lantos: Most of the criticism is not coming from parents but from regulators who, in 
my opinion, don't really understand the circumstances of oxygen therapy.

When the SUPPORT parents learned about the true risks, the surviving study children 
were six years old.

Sharyl: What thoughts did you have?
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Cook: It was really emotional, a lot of crying, a lot of disbelief, a lot of heartache, and 
then it was anger. I'm his mom, you know, I'm supposed to protect him, but it was almost 
like I threw him out to the wolves, you know.

Lewis: I was angry and I couldn't believe that some people who vowed, who took oaths to 
protect people, would actually do this. That was mind-boggling.

Sharyl: If you had been told the risks involved and what they were really going to do, 
would you have signed him up?

Lewis: Absolutely not. No.

Yet there were no apologies. Instead, the SUPPORT researchers made a bold, new claim 
that's particularly controversial. They said the babies were actually better off for having 
been in the study.

Dr. Lantos: The risks of not being in that study were comparable to the risks of being in 
that study and perhaps even higher.

Dr. Carome argues that's simply wrong.

Dr. Carome: There's no doubt that some babies, because they were in the study, died as a 
result.

Amid the criticism, the SUPPORT researchers and the National Institutes of Health dug 
in. They launched a public campaign of opinion letters and meetings to attack the Office 
for Human Research Protections and pressured it to suspend enforcement action.

Dr. Carome: The research community, many in the bioethics community and NIH have 
rallied together to defend this unethical research, and that's part of the problem.

Today, Dreshan and Christian are both nine years old and doing well, considering their 
challenges, but they have many lingering health struggles, from respiratory problems to 
brain disorders. Their moms are left asking if the SUPPORT study factors in.

Lewis: We don't know if it would have happened anyway, or if it was caused by this and 
it's just a game of just wondering.
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Cook: He was born premature, at 25 weeks. So we could expect some things, but to know 
that some others could have been prevented, you know, that makes me angry. And so to 
the doctors or to the researchers, best thing I can say is shame on you.

More than 80 years after the Tuskegee experiments, the SUPPORT study has reopened 
painful wounds and is raising questions as to whether the protections for human test 
subjects are fundamentally flawed.

Sharyl: Those who've conducted this study and the federal government at large, have 
basically said they don't think they did anything wrong?

Cook: I don't see how anyone can say nothing was wrong with playing Russian roulette 
with babies, babies who had no say so, no choice, no anything, just trying to survive.

Numerous SUPPORT researchers and the National Institutes of Health or NIH declined 
our interview requests. After the study revealed more deaths among babies on low 
oxygen, the American Academy of Pediatrics issued new recommendations. It now says 
preemies should be kept on the upper end of the oxygen curve. In other words, doctors 
should not do what the SUPPORT researchers did to half of the babies.

FULL MEASURE WITH SHARYL ATTKISSON
SEP 4
30 min.

It was an investment advisor from Philadelphia who stumbled onto one of the biggest 
stories about the Affordable Care Act to date. His name is Rich Weinstein and he helped 
expose a startling set of videos that changed how many Americans view Obamacare. 
Though publicly available, these remarkable videos have only been rarely seen, getting 
just a few hundred clicks. On them, a key Obamacare adviser admits they intentionally 
misled voters, whom he called stupid. Weinstein tells Full Measure how he dug up the 
videos as a citizen journalist and warns of more trouble ahead.

Rich Weinstein: Back in 2013, I was a victim of 'if you like your plan, you can keep your 
plan'. So late in 2013, we got the email notice from the insurance company saying that 
our plan was no longer ACA compliant. I had believed at that point that I wouldn't lose 
my plan based on what the administration, everybody was saying about the Affordable 
Care Act. At that point, I kind of decided to get involved and figure out what really was 
going on.
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So Weinstein got on the Internet and started digging. What he found was a group of 
Obamacare advisers referred to as "architects".

Weinstein: I started noticing more in the news that these people called 'architects' were 
out there basically trying to influence public opinion. And I figured these architect people 
were, they were mostly academics, and I thought maybe they would leave a trail of 
breadcrumbs for me to figure out what was going on.

The breadcrumbs led to revealing videos in the public record, but largely unknown to the 
average American. One star in these videos was Obamacare architect Jonathan Gruber, an 
economist at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Jonathan Gruber: Look, I wish Mark was right. We could make it all transparent, but I'd 
rather have this law than not.

In a series of remarkable policy talks at conferences and in academic settings, Gruber 
seems to brag that Obamacare only passed through its lack of transparency and the 
stupidity of voters. For example, Gruber says he and other backers of Obamacare hid the 
fact that it would be costly to healthy Americans.

Gruber: If you had a law which said healthy people are gonna pay in, you made [it] 
explicit that healthy people pay in and sick people get money, it would not have passed, 
okay. Lack of transparency is a huge political advantage and basically, you know, call it 
the stupidity of the American voter or whatever, but basically that was really, really 
critical to getting the thing to pass.

But it's another Gruber video that Weinstein says made him shiver. A video that 
foreshadows a little known sea change in U.S. tax structure mandated under Obamacare.

Weinstein: When I realized they were going after that, the hairs on the back of my neck 
stood up. Like, why haven't I heard this before?

Gruber: It's a very clever, you know, basic exploitation of the lack of economic 
understanding of the American voter.

https://sinclairstoryline.com/#story/b89cfd41-f284-4d38-85c4-9351742c389e
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mh5u20Mjo88
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Weinstein: When he's talking about the lack of basic economic understanding of the 
American people, when he's talking about the American people being stupid, he's pretty 
much talking about the 'Cadillac tax'.

Weinstein wondered, what is the Cadillac tax? That was explained in another video he 
discovered, this one featuring Obamacare architect Ezekiel Emanuel in 2014. Emanuel 
said the Cadillac tax would go after a little-known tax break millions of Americans get on 
their work insurance.

Ezekiel Emanuel: It is the single biggest tax break in the American tax code. It's worth 
$250 billion dollars. To compare, for those of you who want to keep track, the mortgage 
deduction, sacrosanct, $70 billion dollars.

Weinstein: And it took me some time to figure it out, but I realized that they were going 
after that tax break and people are going to lose their tax break without knowing they 
were losing their tax break. That's incredible.

Weinstein learned that since World War II, Americans' health insurance benefits from 
work haven't been taxed as income. The Obamacare Cadillac tax will change that.

It slaps a 40% tax on work-provided insurance policies valued above $10,200 for an 
individual or $27,500 for a family. For example, say your individual plan costs $15,200. 
You'll pay 40% of the amount over $10,200that's 40% of $5,000, which means an extra 
$2,000 to the IRS at the end of the year.

In another video Weinstein found, Emanuel describes how he had to convince President 
Obama and his political team to support the tax.

Emanuel: The other side, inside the White House, that other part of the health team and 
especially the political team, which David Axelrod headed up, hated this idea.

One reason they hated it, Emanuel explains, is because in 2008, Obama's Republican 
opponent, John McCain, proposed eliminating the tax benefit, in effect imposing a giant 
new tax and at that time, Obama was against it.

Barack Obama, October 2008 campaign speech: John McCain calls these plans 'Cadillac' 
plans. And in some cases it may be that a corporate CEO may be getting too good of a 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kTtRv-lsVDE
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deal. But what if you are a line worker, making a good American car like the Cadillac? 
What if you are one of the steel workers, who are working right here in Newport News? 
And you have given up wage increases in exchange for better healthcare? Well, Senator 
McCain believes you should pay higher taxes too. The bottom line, the better your 
healthcare plan, the harder you fought for your good benefits, the higher the taxes you'll 
pay under John McCain's plan.

But now, under Obamacare, he'd be imposing exactly what he criticized McCain for 
proposing: a massive tax hike on American workers' health insurance. Emanuel would 
later reveal how it took some convincing to get the President to go along.

Emanuel: The President campaigned against John McCain, who wanted to get rid of the 
tax exclusion entirely with over $100 million dollars' worth of ads saying, you 
know,'Republicans are gonna tax your health benefits for the first time ever'. This was an 
enigma. The President was going to go back on his word.

Weinstein: They wanted to get at your tax break and they couldn't do it overtly because 
Senator Obama in 2008 spent $100 million destroying John McCain.

Emanuel goes on to say in the video that he helped convince President Obama to impose 
the Cadillac tax on American workers with the idea that it would reduce health care costs. 
But how to convince the public to accept a huge new tax?

Gruber says they decided to use wordplay: the public would be told it was a tax on 
insurance plans rather than consumers.

Gruber: Calling it a tax on insurance plans rather than a tax on people, when we all know 
it's really a tax on people who hold those insurance plans.

Gruber: You say, ‘Well, that's pretty much the same thing. Why does it matter?' You'll 
see and they were both in and that passed because the American voter is too stupid to 
understand the difference.

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=m54CqiMGe-k
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Gruber: We just tax the insurance companies. They pass it on in higher prices that offsets 
the tax break we get. It ends up being the same thing.

Sharyl: They were going to be able to tax the American public, but not call it a tax on the 
American public?

Weinstein: Well, they were going to tax the American public without the American 
public knowing it was a tax on the American public, because they were going to put the 
tax on the insurance plan, which would then be passed through to the American public 
through premium increases.

After some of Weinstein's stunning video discoveries were reported on the news in 2014, 
Gruber apologized and called his remarks "inexcusably arrogant".

House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, Dec. 9, 2014, Hearing:

Gruber: In excerpts of these videos, I am shown making a series of glib, thoughtless and 
sometimes downright insulting comments I know better. I am embarrassed and I am 
sorry.

Both Gruber and Emanuel declined to comment for this report. President Obama has said 
he does not agree with Gruber's assessment of the American public's intellect, and that 
the former adviser's views do not reflect the process. The White House wouldn't offer 
further comment.

As for Weinstein: he sees the future. Not because he's clairvoyant, but because the 
Obamacare architects laid it all out in those videos. He says the looming Cadillac tax will 
cause employers to drop insurance plans. More Americans will be forced to buy policies 
on the Obamacare exchange, where premiums and deductibles are quickly rising.

Weinstein: And the high-wage employees will not have the benefit of a subsidy. The 
lower-wage employees will, which turns a regressive policy into a progressive policy. I 
kind of jokingly refer to it as the Super Bowl of progressive politics, because you're 
gonna go from regressive to progressive and people aren't even gonna know what hit 'em. 
Everything I know about this came from people on the left. It came from Jonathan 
Gruber. It came from Zeke Emanuel. It came from other architects or other academics. 
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It's their words and that's kind of the strength of what I've been able to find. My words 
really aren't important. It's their words. It's all there on video.

Gruber: Call it the stupidity of the American voter or whatever, but basically that was 
really, really critical to getting the thing to pass.

Why is it called the Cadillac tax? It's on the most generous, high-end plans. The Cadillac 
tax was supposed to start in 2018. As word of it sunk in, the tax has become so unpopular 
among Democrats, Republicans, corporations and unions that Congress voted to postpone 
it until 2020. The problem is: employers are already anticipating it and adjusting by 
downgrading or even canceling policies they offer at work.


