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Summary

Thousands of internal tobacco industry documents released through litigation and
whistleblowers reveal the most astonishing systematic corporate deceit of all time. What
follows is a survey of the documents, 1,200 relevant and revealing quotes grouped under
common themes.

Chapter 1 Smoking and health Publicly the industry denied and continues to deny that it is
clear that smoking causes lung cancer - yet it has understood the carcinogenic nature of its
product since the 1950s. It is now clear that the industry’s stance on smoking and health is
determined by lawyers and public relations concerns.

Chapter 2 Nicotine and addiction Until recently the industry has denied its product is
addictive. Most recently it has used a definition of addictiveness so broad that it encompasses
shopping and the Internet. Internally, it has known since the 1960s that the crucial selling point
of its product is the chemical dependence of its customers. Without nicotine addiction there
would be no tobacco industry. Nicotine addiction destroys the industry’s PR and legal stance
that smoking is a matter of choice.

Chapter 3 Marketing to children The companies deny that they target the young. The
documents reveal the obvious - that the market of young smokers is of central importance to the
industry. Many documents reveal the companies’ pre-occupation with teenagers and younger
children - and the lengths they have gone to in order to influence smoking behaviour in this age

group.

Chapter 4 Advertising The industry maintains that advertising is used only to fight for
brand share and that it does not increase total consumption - academic research shows
otherwise. The documents show that advertising is crucial in nurturing the motivation to smoke
by creating or projecting the positive values, such as independence, machismo, glamour or
intelligence, erroneously associated with the product.

Chapter 5 Cigarette design The documents show that the companies initially hoped to
make safer cigarettes, but then abandoned the enterprise when it recognised that this would
expose their existing products as ‘unsafe’. The industry has deliberately promoted “low-tar’
cigarettes knowing that they would offer false reassurance without health benefits. It has
manipulated nicotine and introduced additives to change the delivery of nicotine. It recognises
the cigarette as a drug delivery device.

Chapter 6 Second-hand smoke The industry is challenged by second-hand smoke in two
ways. First, measures to protect non-smokers will reduce the opportunities to smoke and
contribute to its social unacceptability. Second, the ‘freedom to smoke’ arguments are
confounded if non-smokers are harmed. The industry has refused to accept the now
overwhelming consensus regarding the harm caused by second-hand smoke - instead it has
denied and obfuscated, and sought to influence debate by buying up scientists on a spectacular
scale.

Chapter 7 “Emerging markets” Faced with reducing levels of smoking in the West and an
insatiable need for money, the companies have moved aggressively into developing countries
and Eastern Europe. The documents reveal an arrogance and fanaticism that has imperialist
echoes.
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Taken together the documents challenge the tobacco industry’s cosy explanation of itself - as
the supplier of a legal product used for a widely-enjoyed social habit by adults who are fully
aware of the risks and choose to take them to experience the pleasures.

Instead a much darker explanation emerges: it is a predatory industry whose market dynamics
demand that it recruits young people. It does this by deploying vast promotional expenditures
to create, communicate and amplify a set of positive values associated with the product. Once
the glamour phase subsides, nicotine addiction takes over making the customer dependent on
the product and securing a profitable cash flow. Trapped by nicotine addiction, the smoker is
subject to a variety of sub-lethal illnesses which culminate in a one in two probability of death
through smoking-related disease. The smoker’s death means a replacement customer must be
found - and the cycle begins again.

Facts and realities the tobacco industry must accept

Justification for taking strong measures against the tobacco industry must be based on facts and
realities that command wide assent. Ten “facts and realities’ justified by the tobacco industry’s
own documents, are set out below. The industry should now be required to admit these:

1. That smoking causes many kinds of cancer, heart disease and respiratory illnesses which are
fatal for many sufferers. The industry still does not publicly accept that smoking causes
lung cancer.

2. That annual global death toll caused by smoking is 4 million. By 2030, that figure will rise
to 10 million with seventy percent of those deaths occurring in developing countries.

3. That nicotine is the most important active ingredient in tobacco; that the tobacco companies
are in the drug business; the drug is nicotine and that the cigarette is a drug delivery device.
The industry maintains it is a simple consumer goods industry.

4. That nicotine is physiologically and psychologically addictive, in a similar way to heroin
and cocaine - rather than shopping, chocolate or the Internet. The overwhelming majority
of smokers are strongly dependent on nicotine and that this is a substantial block to
smokers’ quitting if they choose to. The industry still maintains that nicotine is not
addictive in the sense used here.

5. That teenagers (13-18) and children (<13) are inherently important to the tobacco market
and that companies are competing for market share in these age groups. The industry
maintains that its business is only focussed on adults.

6. That advertising increases total consumption as well as promoting brand share. The
industry flatly denies this.

7. That advertising is one (of several) important and interlocking ingredients that nurture
smoking behaviour among teenagers and children. The industry denies its advertising
influences the smoking behaviour of children.

8. That current formulations of low tar cigarettes create false health reassurance and offer little
or no health benefit. The industry has either not publicly accepted this or argued that it
never claimed any health benefits.

9. That second-hand smoke is a real public health hazard, including causing childhood
diseases such as asthma, bronchitis, cot-death and glue ear, and is a cause of lung cancer
and heart disease in adults. The industry has mounted a major disinformation campaign in
this area.

That the tobacco industry has the normal duty of any manufacturer to ensure that it does not
market a defective product and that its products are as safe as possible.
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1 Smoking and health

“A demand for scientific proof is always a fornula for

i naction and delay and usually the first reaction of the
guilty ...in fact scientific proof has never been, is not and
shoul d not be the basis for political and | egal action”

An example of (private) candour from a scientist at the tobacco company BATE.I (S J Green
1980)

1.1 Summary

At the beginning of the fifties, research was published showing a statistical link between
smoking and lung cancer. At the same time the tobacco industry’s own research began to find
carcinogens in smoke and began to confirm the relationship between smoking and cancer.
This posed a serious problem for the industry: whether to admit to the health problems and try
and find marketable solutions, or whether to basically deny everything.

In the face of mounting damning evidence against their product, the companies responded by
creating doubt and controversy surrounding the health risks, whilst at the same time by
responding to the growing public concern by putting filters on cigarettes and promising
research into the health effects of smoking. They lulled the smoking public into a false sense
of security, because, whilst this had the hallmarks of responsible companies acting in the
public interest, it was actually a public relations strategy to buy time, at the expense of public
health.

Many of the internal documents reveal that the industry was trying to look responsible in
public, but privately was out to convince the public that smoking was not harmful. Despite
decades of evidence to the contrary, and millions of deaths caused by tobacco, the industry
still largely maintains that the case against the cigarette is unproven.

» Inthe early fifties, research is published showing a statistical link between smoking and
lung cancer. At the same time the industry’s own research begins to find carcinogens in
smoke and starts to confirm the relationship between smoking and cancer.

» By the late fifties industry scientists had privately accepted the association between
smoking and lung cancer, believing it to be one of cause and effect. Thirty years later, the
majority of the industry still publicly denies the causation theory — with one exception —
the US manufacturer Liggett, who broke ranks in 1997, much to the dismay of the other
tobacco majors.

* Beginning in the late fifties, and certainly by the mid-sixties, industry scientists were
urging their executives to admit to the problem and solve it, arguing that there were
commercial opportunities to exploit. Research was undertaken into the “safe cigarette”
(see separate section), but it soon fell under the influence of the lawyers, who successfully
argued that a company could not produce a “safe” product, because this would imply that
its other products were dangerous.

* One all-encompassing fear of the American companies that had repercussions on their
British counterparts was the threat of litigation. This affected what the companies
researched in private and what they said in public.
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In the US, industry research was taken over by the lawyers and then most in-house
research facilities were closed down, or in the case of Philip Morris, partly secretly
moved to Germany. American companies pressurised their British counterparts not to
publish incriminating research. As one memo says: “Ignorance is bliss”.

By the early sixties, lawyers for the industry recognised the health problem — and put
forward the radical step of a voluntary warning on packs to be used as a safety device in
case of litigation. This was accepted as the way forward by the late sixties.

By the early seventies, internally the industry began to reassess their inflexible attitude on
causation, as they believed it was damaging their credibility. The lawyers’ rigid attitude
on causation has dismayed many industry scientists, but the industry maintains that the
causation theory is unproven.

Publicly the companies’ overriding policy has been to argue that they are not qualified to
comment on the health consequences of smoking, but when they do so to create confusion
and “keep the controversy open”. This has been done by, on the one hand denying the
existing evidence, whilst on the other demanding absolute proof of causation and calling
for more research. This research, much of which has been covertly funded by the tobacco
industry, is designed to look at other causes of cancer and to water down the evidence
linking smoking and disease. For example, the industry statements are peppered by
fudging comments such as “no clinical evidence”, “no substantial evidence”, “no
laboratory proof”, “unresolved”, and “still open”. Nothing has been “statistically proven”,
“scientifically proven”, “or “scientifically established”. There is no “scientific causality”,

“conclusive proof”, or “scientific proof”.

It is still the case in 1998 that tobacco company representatives will not give a
straightforward ‘yes’ to the question *does smoking cause lung cancer, yes or no?’

1.2 What is known - key facts on smoking and health

In the UK, the Health Education Authority estinﬁtes that 121,000 people per year die
prematurely as a result of smoking (1995 figure)=

Causes are divided as follows:

— 38% Cancer (of which two thirds are lung cancers)

— 34% Heart and circulation disease

— 28% Respiratory illness

This death toll is six times higher than the total (19,892) arising from road accidents

(3,647), poisoning and overdoses (1,071), all other accidental deaths (9,974), murder and
manslaughter (448), suicide (4,175), and HIV infection (577) in the UK (1996 figures).

One in two long-term smokers will die prematurely as a result of smoking - half of these
in middle age.

The average loss of life expectancy among those that die prematurely from smoking in
developed countries is 16 years of life.

World-wide, approximately 3 million die prematurely per year as a result of smoking - on
current trends this would rise to 10 million per year by 2030. In the European region of
the WHO, 1.2 million people die prematurely each year.
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» Cigarette smoke contains over 4,000 chemicals, many are known to be toxic,
carcinogenic or mutagenic.

1.3 What the industry knew and what it said

1.3.1 Early-mid 1960s: the birth of the problem

Independent
research shows
thereis a
problem

Tobacco
companies
seem to accept
it

Respond with
public relations

Tobacco
companies start
the denials

Dr. Richard Doll and Professor Bradford Hill publish an article in the BMJ,
which states that there is a:

“real association between carcinona of the lung and
snoki ng.” EI(1952)

The US journal Cancer Research publishes details of experiments undertaken by
Dr. Ernest Wynder on mice, which show that 44 per cent of animals whose skin
was painted with smoke condensate developed cancerous tumours. Wynder notes
that the

“suspect ed human carci nogen has thus been proven to be
a carcinogen for a laboratory aninal.” ® (1996)

“Studies of clinical data tend to confirmthe

rel ati onshi p between heavy and prol onged tobacco
snoki ng and inci dence of cancer of the lung.” "™(RJR,
1953)

Companies are advised they need a two-pt?nged PR attack to “ get t he
i ndustry out of this hole.” = (Hill and Knowlton,1953)

Leading PR firm Hill & Knowlton are hired:

“W have one essential job -- which can be sinply
said: Stop public panic ...There is only one problem —
confi dence, and how to establish it; public assurance,
and howto create it . . . And, nost inportant, how to
free mllions of Arericans fromthe guilty fear that
is going to arise deep in their biological depths —
regardl ess of any pﬁ%loh- poohing logic - every time they
light a cigarette”. ™ (Hill and Knowlton, 1953)

The US tobacco industry responded to the public concern by producing the
‘Frank Statement to Cigarette Smokers’, which sets the tone for the next few
decades:

“Di stinguished authorities point out:

1. That nedical research of recent years indicates
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many possi bl e causes of |ung cancer.

2. That there is no agreenent anong the authorities
regardi ng what the cause is.

3. That there is no proof that cigarette snoking is
one of the causes.

4. That statistics purporting to link snoking with the
di sease could apply with equal force to any one of
many ot her aspects of nodern life. |Indeed the
validity of the statistics thenselv are
guestioned by nunerous scientists.”™(TIRC, 1954)

...but take care An early draft of the Frank Statement, includes the following text, which is struck
to avoid out before publication:

commitments  «\w wi || never produce and market a product shown to

be the cause of any serious human ail nent ...The
Conmittee will undertake to keep the public inforned
of such facts as may be devel oped relating to
cigarette snoking and health and other pertinent
matters.” I“ (Tobacco Industry Research Committee, December, 1953)

UK Government “l have come to the conclusion that the statistical
accepts there is evi dence does point to a causal relationship between
aproblem in t obacco snoki ng and | ung cancer, but that there are
1954 i nportant qualifications. There is no precise evidence
of how tobacco snoki ng causes |ung cancer or indeed of
the extent to which one causes the other.” [ (Ministerof
Health, 1954).

Industry public “there still isn't a single shred of substanti al
denials continue evidence to,link cigarette snoking and | ung cancer
directly.” " (RJR, 1954)

1.3.2 Mid-late 1950s: what about the honest response?

Industry Alan Rodgmen, a chemist for RJ Reynolds, argues that:

scientists  « g hce it now wel | -established that cigarette snmoke
accepttﬁrlvately does contain several polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons,
ereis a

and considering the potential and actual carcinogenic
activity of a nunber of these conmpounds, a nethod of
wantto tackle  oj ther conplete removal or al nost conplete removal of

it... t hese conpounds from snoke is required.” |17 (Cited in Dirty
Business, 1998)

problem and

Smoking and health 4



Using a code
word for cancer,
scientists
discuss a
causal link to
smoking

US tobacco
industry
scientists agree
that smoking
causes lung
cancer

...and some see
this as a
business

opportunity

Meanwhile, the
public denials
continue

An internal BAT memo describes work underway at BAT’s laboratories in
Southampton, using code words for lung cancer “ZEPHYR” :

“As a result of several statistical surveys, the idea
has arisen that there is a causal relationship between
ZEPHYR and tobacco snoking, particularly cigarette
snoki ng. Various hypothesis have been propounded one
of which is that ‘tobacco snoke contaings a substance
or substances which may cause ZEPHYR .”™(BAT, 1957)

BAT scientists visited the US for a study tour that included visits to Philip
Morris, American Tobacco, Liggett and several research institutions. They found
a consensus:

“Wth one exception the individuals with whomwe mnet
bel i eved that snoking causes |ung cancer; if by
‘causation’ we mean any chain of events which | eads
finally to lung cancer apnd which involves snoking as
an i ndi spensabl e Iink.” = (BAT, 1958)

“Evidence is building up that heavy snoki ng
contributes to lung cancer”, writesa scientist at Philip Morris,
who then articulates the benefits for the company if only they could find the..

“intestinal fortitude to junp on the other side of the
fence admitting that cigarettes are hazardous. ‘Just

| ook what a wealth of anmunition would be at his

di sposal’ to attack theﬁt her conpani es who did not
have safe cigarettes.” “(Philip Morris, 1958)

Imperial Tobacco: “1 state that in our considered opinion
there is no proof at all that snoking causes |ung
cancer ﬂd nmuch to suggest that it cannot be the
cause.” — (Imperial Tobacco, 1956)

1.3.3 Early-mid 1960s: enter the lawyers

Industry
consultants
admit cigarette
smoking is
cancer
causing and
promoting

Consulting firm Arthur. D. Little, working for the US Liggett company reviews the
results of seven year’s research work;

“There are biologically active materials present in
cigarette snoking. These are

a) cancer causing

b) cancer pronoting

C) poi sonous

d) stimulating, pleasurable and flavourful. ”EI(Arthur D.
Little, 1961)
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Worried
tobacco
scientists
want to find a
solution

UK and US
evidence
accumulates

Lawyers
suggest
warnings to
offset against
liability

Lawyers must
be putin
charge

The public

Alan Rodgman, a research chemist with RJ Reynolds writes that the company is
publicly denying a link between smoking and cancer in public, whilst the
company’s own research shows there is a link.

“What woul d be the effect on this conpany of not
publ i shing these data now, but being required at sone
future date to disclose such data, possibly in the

unf avour abl e at nosphere of a lawsuit? ...It is
reconmended that the Conpany’s managenent recogni se that
many nmenbers of its Research Departnment are intensely
concerned about the cigarette snoke-health problem and
eager to participate in its study and solution.” F(RJR,
1962)

The Royal College of Physicians issues the first major report on “Smoking and
Health”, which concludes:

“Cigarette snoking is a cause of |ung cancer and
bronchitis ...cigarette snoking is the nost |likely cause
of the recent world-wi de increase in deaths from| ung
cancer.” [ (RCP, 1962)

The First Report of the US Surgeon-General, “Smoking and Health”, concludes:
“Cigarette snoking is causally related to lung cancer in
men; the magnitude of the effect of cigarette snoking

far outweighs all other factors.” f5 (US Dept. of Health, 1964)

“l have no wish to be tarred and feathered, but | would
suggest the industry mght serve itself on several
fronts if it voluntarily adopted a package |egend such
as ‘excessive use of this product may be injurious to
heal th of susceptible persons’ ... This is so
controversial a suggestion — indeed shocking- that |
woul d rather not try to anticipate the argunents agai nst
it inthis note but reserve ny defence.” Ilﬁ(Brownand
Williamson, 1963)

The strategy became increasingly defensive and early talk of safer cigarettes and
scientific solutions to the problem gave way to denial and a legal approach:

“The main power on the snoking and heal th situation
undoubtedly rests with the lawers ... the U S.
cigarette nmanufacturers are not |ooking for neans to
reduce the long-termactivity of cigarettes.” F (P Rogers,
G Todd, 1964)

Following the US Surgeon General’s report of January 1964, a Philip Morris
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denials
continue

director dismissed the findings:

“We don’t accept the idea that there are harnful
i n tobacco.” “(Philip Morris, 1964)

agents

1.3.4 Mid-late 1960s: but fixing the problem means admitting it

Lawyers
arguing to
“research the
disease” not
tobacco

And there's a
agreement to
scale down in-
house research

Respond by
creating
controversy and
contradiction

Focus tobacco
industry
research on
denying

According to a memo taken by Brown and Williamson, Janet Brown an attorney
with American Brands argued in favour...

“of the long established policy to ‘research the

di sease’ as opposed to researching questions nore
directly related to tobacco ...first, we maintain the
position that the existing evidence of a relationship
bet ween t he use of tobacco and health is inadequate to

justify research nore closely related to tobacco, and,
secondly, that the study of the disease keeps
constantly alive the argunment that, until basic

know edge of the disease itself is further advanced,

it is scientifically inappropriate to devote the major
effort to tobacco.” fg (Brown and Williamson, 1968)

Philip Morris Vice President Helmut Wakeham, writes about a ‘gentleman’s
agreement,” under which the companies had agreed to refrain from conducting in-
house biological experiments on tobacco smoke:

“W have reason to believe that in spite of gentl enans
[sic] agreenment fromthe tobacco industry in previous
years that at |east some of the major conpani es have
been i ncreasing biological studies within their own
facilities.” fo. (Philip Morris, undated c. 1965)

Carl Thompson from Hill and Knowlton writes a letter on the best angles for the
industry magazine, Tobacco and Health Research:

“The nost inportant type of story is that which casts
doubt in the cause and effect theory of disease and
snoki ng. Eye-grabbi ng headl i nes were needed and
“should strongly call out the point — Controversy!
Contradiction! Cther Factors! Unknowns!” [*(Hill and
Knowlton, 1968)

Helmut Wakeham, Head of Research and Development of Philip Morris, writes:

“Let's face it. W are interested in evidence which we
bel i eve denies the allegations that cigarette snoking
causes di sease.” fz (Philip Morris, 1970)
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problems

...and continue
the public
denials

1.3.5

Gallaher
accepts that the
"smoking
beagles" prove
beyond
reasonable
doubt that
smoking causes
lung cancer

... but Gallaher
publicly denies
these findings

in 1998

Two months
after the
beagles —the
Mouse House is
closed

“No case against cigarette snoking has ever been made
despite mllions spent on research ... The | onger these
tests go on, the better our case becones.” f3. (Philip
Morris, 1968)

Early-mid 1970s: denial and denial of responsibility

The General Manager of Research at Gallaher Limited writes a memo to the
Managing Director, regarding the work that Auerbach had undertaken on beagles:

“We believe that the Auerbach work proves beyond al
reasonabl e doubt that fresh whole cigarette snoke is
carci nogenic to dog lungs and therefore it is highly
likely that it is carcinogenic to hunman |ungs ...the
results of the research woul d appear to us to renove
t he controversy regarding the causation of the

maj ority of human |ung cancer ...to sumup we are of
the opinion that the Auerbach’s work proves beyond
reasonabl e doubt the causation of |ung cancer by
smoke. " | (Gallaher, 1970)

Gallaher responded to the revelation of document above in March 1998 in a press
release:

“Gal | aher considered this published research. The

i nternal nmeno, now made public, was an initial
reaction. Gallaher subsequently discounted the views
expressed in that neno. ”I’5 (Gallaher, 1998)

No explanation is offered for why Gallaher does not accept this work - or the
conclusion of its top research scientist. Imperial Tobacco, followed up with more
fudge:

“Any docunent like this has to be seen in the context
of the many, many docunents on the subject. One would
need to look at all of themto put things in
context.” |’6 (Imperial Tobacco, 1998)

The RJ Reynolds Biological Research Division, which is called the “Mouse
House” is abruptly closed. One of the leading scientists recalls:

“W felt we were on the road to nmaking a di scovery of
a cause and effect relationship to a clinical disease

I think the conpany’'s |awers felt that the type
of work we were doing was potentially damaging to the
conmpany itself and policy was that that woul dn’t
happen and that was the Legal Departnent’s policy.” I’
(RJR scientist, speaking on BBC TV, 1993)

7
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Evidence is so
great it is time
to change tack

on causation

...the “we are
not doctors”
stance is not

working

...and it was
only ever PR
anyway...

Meanwhile the
public denial
continues

A “strictly confidential” internal BAT document says

“While in the past it has seenmed good sense for the
industry to contest the validity of all the evidence
agai nst snoking (and may still be necessary to avoid
damages in lawsuits), there is little doubt that the
inflexibility of this attitude is beginning to create
in some countries hostility and even contenpt for the
i ndustry anong intelligent, fair-mnded doctors ...it

i s thought that we should reconsider our basic answer
on causation.” * (BAT, 1970)

Dr Green from BAT writes :

“I believe it will not be possible indefinitely to

mai ntain the rather hollow ‘we are not doctors’ stance
and that, in due course, we shall have to cone up in
public with a nore positive approach towards cigarette
safety. "’ (BAT, 1972)

A memo from Fred Panzer of the US Tobacco Institute says:

“I't is ny strong belief that we now have an
opportunity to take the initiative in the cigarette
controversy, and turn it around. For twenty years,
this industry has enployed a single strategy to defend

itself on three mpjor fronts — litigation, politics
and public opinion. Wile the strategy was brilliantly
concei ved and executed ...it is not - nor was it

intended to be - a vehicle for victory. On the
contrary, it has always been a hol ding strategy,
consi sting of

— Creating doubt about the health charge wthout
actually denying it.

- Advocating the public’'s right to snoke, w thout
actually urging themto take up the practice.

— Encouragi ng objective scientific research as the
only way to resolve the question of health
hazar d. " |° (Tobacco Institute, 1972)

“I't is our opinion ...that the repeated assertion

wi t hout concl usive proof that cigarettes cause di sease
— however well-intentioned - constitutes a disservice
to the public.” |‘1 (Brown and Williamson, 1971)
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1.3.6

We have
retreated behind
impossible
demands for
“scientific
proof”

Publicly: “we
are not doctors”

So the denials
continue

1.3.7

Industry
wrestles with its
credibility gap

Mid-late 1970s: recognition that there is no easy way out

“The industry has retreated behind inpossi bl e denands
for ‘scientific proof’ whereas such proof has never
been required as a basis for action in the |egal and
political fields ...It may therefore be concluded that
for certain groups of people snoking causes the

i ncidence of certain diseases to be higher than it
woul d otherwi se be ...A demand for scientific proof is
al ways a formula for inaction and iﬁlay and usual ly
the first reaction of the guilty.” "°(BAT, 1976)

Imperial Tobacco shrugs and stands by the ‘we are not doctors' ploy:

“As a conpany we do not make, indeed we are not
qualified to make, nedical judgenments. W are
therefore not in a position either to accept or to
rej ect statements nmade by the Mnister of Health.”
(Imperial Tobacco UK, 1975)

“None of the things which have been found in tobacco
snoke are at concentrations which can be considered
harnful . Anything can be consi dered harnful. @opl e
sauce is harnful if you get too rmuch of it.” *(Philip
Morris, 1976).

1980s: dig in and brazen it out

A secret BAT document shows that:

“The conpany’s position on causation is sinply not
believed by the overwhel ming majority of independent
observers, scientists and doctors ...The industry is
unabl e to argue satisfactorily for its own continued
exi stence, because all arguments eventually | ead back
to the primary issue of causation, and at this point
our position is unacceptable ...our position on
causation, which we have maintained for sonme twenty
years in order to defend our industry is in danger of
beconing the very factor which inhibits our long term
viability ...On balance, it is the opinion of this
departnent that we should now nove to position B
nanely, that we acknow edge ‘the probability that
snoking is harnful to a small percentage of heavy
snokers’ ... By giving alittle we may gain a I&]. By
giving nothing we stand to | ose everything.” (BAT,
1980)
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Whilst the
evidence
accumulates

...but the public
denials continue

1.3.8

Damning legal
opinion

We don’t smoke
that s***

Ex- industry
scientist says
its time for the

truth

Another authoritative report from the US Surgeon General:

“Cigarette snoking is the chief, single, avoidable
cause of death in our society, and the nost inportant
public health issue of our tine.”P(ReponofSwgem%Gemﬂm
1982)

“The view that snoking causes specific diseases
remai ns an opi nion or a judgenent, and not an
establ i shed scientific fact."F(TbwanInﬁHMeofHongKong
1989)

1990s: blanket denial
US Judge Sarokin rules in the tobacco case Haines v. Liggett Group that:

“All too often in the choice between the physical

heal th of consunmers and the financial well-being of
busi ness, conceal nent is chosen over disclosure, sales
over safety, and noney over norality. Wio are these
persons who knowi ngly and secretly decide to put the
buying public at risk solely for the purpose of making
profits and who believe that illness and death of
consuners i s an apparent cost of their own prosperity.
As the followi ng facts disclose, despite some rising
pretenders, the tobacco industry may be the king of
conceal nent and disinformation.” |18 (1992)

An actor promoting RJ Reynolds products asks an RIR executive why he does
not smoke. He is told:

“We don’t snoke that s***. W just sell it. W just
reserve the right to snoke for the young, the poor,
the black and the stupid.” |'g (Cited in, First Tuesday, ITV 1992)

Anthony Colucci, a former scientist with RJ Reynolds, states:

“I"'ma scientist who says: ‘It’s about tine they quit
this charade. I'msick and tired of the way they
distort and ignore the science. It’s tine for themto
tell the truth ... They had a responsibility early on
to tell what their own researchers were finding out.
Instead, they ignored it and made a nockery of it. |
think it’s tinme for the tobacco industry to say: This
stuff kills people. We know that. Snoke at your own
risk.” [°(1992)
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But the denials Murray Walker, Vice President and Chief Spokesperson for the Tobacco

continue into Institute, testifying at the Minnesota Trial:
1998 and under
oath

“We don't believe it's ever been established that
snoking is the cause of disease.” " (M. Walker 1998)

Geoffrey Bible, Chairman of Philip Morris, testifies at the Minnesota trial:

“I"'munclear in ny own mnd whet her anyone dies of
cigarette snoking-rel ated di seases.” " (Cited in Pioneer Press
1998)

...and fudging John Carlisle of the Tobacco Manufacturers Association is questioned in a
continues in the magazine:

press Question: Does it [snoking] cause |ung cancer?

John Carlisle: “There's no shortage of statistics: it's
extraordi nary the anmount of research that has gone
into our product and t many and varied opinions that
peopl e hold about it.”> (UKTMA, 1998)

..and to the BBC Following the release of a 1970 memo showing that Gallaher accepted that
the industry still smoking caused lung cancer, John Carlisle of the TMA is interviewed on BBC
will not give a Radio’s flagship Today programme.

straight answer Question: “What would it take to convince you that

t obacco can be harnful, M Carlisle, if this doesn't?

John Carlisle: “Wel |, | ...one cannot pull out just one
report which has been | eaked to a national newspaper
and say this is the evidence we have been waiting
for.”

Apparently Mr. Carlisle has not noticed numerous reports of the Royal College of
Physicians and US Surgeon General, and is still waiting for evidence.

Question: “But M. Carlisle this is absolutely conclusive
evi dence that, apart fromwhat the research shows,

that Gal |l ahers has conceal ed concl usi ve know edge

about the harnful effects of tobacco for all those 30

years.”

John Carlisle: “... There is no such thing as concl usive
evi dence en you are tal ki ng about such a vast
subj ect.”
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2 Nicotine and addiction

".the entire matter of addiction is the nost potent weapon a
prosecuting attorney can have in a lung cancer/cigarette case.
We can't defend continued snoking as 'free choice' if the

person was 'addicted ."

The Tobacco Institute in 1980, revealing why the industry consistently refuses to accept that
nicotine is addictive - its legal defences would be wrecked and its ‘freedom to smoke'
arguments would be defeated.

2.1 Summary

Beginning in the early sixties, industry documents discuss the addictive nature of nicotine,
and recognise that the primary reason for people to continue smoking is nicotine addiction.
The documents show that the industry believes nicotine to be a drug. “We are in the business
of selling nicotine - an addictive drug” one lawyer wrote as far back as 1963. The documents
are peppered with statements about the pharmacological or psychopharmacological effects of
nicotine - its effect on the brain or central nervous system.

Publicly the industry has maintained that nicotine is not addictive — culminating in
Congressional hearings in 1994 when seven Chief Executive Officers of American tobacco
companies all testified that nicotine is not addictive. The industry has always said publicly
that nicotine was important for taste or flavour — not addiction.

By the early seventies, industry lawyers were worried that the “free choice” argument the
industry was using to defend smoking was being negated on the grounds of addiction, and
could have implications for litigation against the industry.

In the seventies and eighties, industry researchers investigated the addictiveness of nicotine,
on, amongst others, monkeys and rats. In the experiments, animals became dependent on
nicotine — but the lawyers normally took over the control of the results.

In the US, the industry, knowing that without nicotine in them, cigarettes would not be a
viable product, became terrified that the Food and Drug Administration would regulate
cigarettes as a drug, and hence regulate tobacco and nicotine content. In the early eighties,
BAT at least, was considering becoming involved in the marketing of other nicotine delivery
systems, but decided against the move because it feared that it might heighten the chances of
FDA regulation.

In the late nineties, as many internal documents showing that cigarettes are addictive reach
the public domain, the companies have responded by trying to fudge and change the
definition of addiction - which they now apply to such activities as shopping or the Internet.
In 1997, Liggett broke ranks and became the first company to admit that “smoking is
addictive”. Many companies still openly deny that nicotine is addictive.
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2.2 What is known - key facts about nicotine addiction

* A UK Government scientific committee said in March 1998: “Over the past decade there
has been increasing recognition that underlying smoking behaviour and its remarkable
intractability to change is addiction to the drug nicotine. Nicotine has been shown to have
effects on brain ﬁopamine systems similar to those of drugs such as heroin and cocaine.”
(SCOTH, 1998)

» “Dependence on nicotine is established early in teenagers' smoking careers, and there is
compelling evidence that much adult smoking behaviour is motivated by a need to
maintain a preferred level of nicotine intake...” (SCOTH, 1998, Ibid.)

»  Withdrawal from smoking can be observed as causing irritability, difficulty in
concentrating, anxiety, restlessness, increased hunger, depression and a pronounced
craving for tobacco. The fact that this can be attributed to nicotine, rather than
behavioural aspects of tobacco use is shown by the consistent finding that withdrawal
symptoms are relieved by nicotine replacementﬂ(patches, gum etc) but not by a placebo
(patches, gum etc that do not contain nicotine).

» Despite a high proportion (c. 70%) of smokers that say they would like to quit, cessation
rates are low - two studies showed less than 5% of those attempting to stop maintained
complete abstinence for 6 months. Only a third managed to abstain for 2 days.d\licotine
replacement therapy approximately doubles the chance of successful cessation.

e There is no universally accepted definition of addiction and the scope of characteristics
included varies, but the WHO gave a reasonable definition in 1969: “A state, psychic and
sometimes also physical, resulting from the interaction between a living organism and a
drug, characterised by behavioural and other responses that always include a compulsion
to take the drug on a continuous or periodic basis in order to experience its psychic
effects, and sometimes to avoid the discomfort of its absence. Tolerance may or may not
be present.”

»  Smokers are compelled to smoke by addiction to nicotine but the harm is largely done by
the 4,000+ other chemicals in the tar and gases produced by burning tobacco. It is this
combination that makes tobacco so deadly.

2.3 What the industry said and what it knew

2.3.1 Early to mid 1960s:

What the chief Sir Charles Ellis, from BAT

scientistsaid  « sppking is a habit of addiction .nicotine is .. a

very fine drug. ”EkBAT, 1962)

What the 17 July: Addison Yeaman from Brown and Williamson:

lawyers said N cotine is addictive. W are, then, in _the business

of selling nicotine, an addictive drug.”* (Brownand
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Tobacco
industry
scientists

2.3.2

What the BAT
scientists said

What the Philip
Morris scientists
found and said

Williamson, 1963)

“The habitual use of tobacco is related primarily to
psychol ogi cal and social drives, reinforced and

per petuat ed by t he pharnacol ogi cal actions of nicotine
on the central nervous system” I’(Researchfor BAT, 1963)

Mid-late 1960s:

“I't may be useful, therefore, to | ook at the tobacco
industry as if for a large part its business is the

adm ni stration of nicotine (in the clinical sense)."f
(BAT, 1967)

“Smoking is an addictive habit attributable to
nicotine and the formof nicotine affects the rate of
absorption by the smoker.” |°(BAT, 1967)

RD Carpenter from Philip Morris writes a report on “RJ Reynold’s Biological
Facilities” stating that:

“Reynol ds has devel oped an i nhal ati on snoki ng device
[which] is being used to expose rats to cigarette
snoke .the rats have beconme habituated to the snoke. ”ll
(Philip Morris, 1969)

The Vice President for R&D explains ‘why one smokes'":

“the primary notivation for snoking is to obtain the
phar nacol ogi cal effect of nicotine. In the past, we at
R&D have said that we’'re not in the cigarette

busi ness, we’'re in the snoke business. It mght be
nore pointed to observe that the cigarette is the

vehi cl e of snoke, snmoke is the vehicle of nicotine,
and nicotine is the agent of a pleasurabl e body
response.” |2 (Philip Morris, 1969)

2.3.3 Early-Mid 1970s:

What the
scientists said
at their
conferences

“Sir Charles [Ellis of BAT] started the neeting by
saying that he had first brought out the concept that
we are in a nicotine rather than tobacco industry.” P
(BAT, 1971)

William Dunn Jr. of Philip Morris:
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“The cigarette should be conceived not as a product
but as a package. The product is nicotine ...Think of
the cigarette pack as a storage container for a day’'s
supply of nicotine ...Think of a cigarette as a

di spenser for a dose unit of nicotine. Think of a puff
of snoke as the vehicle of nicotine ...Smoke is beyond
guestion the nost optimsed vehicle of nicotine and
the cigarette the nost optim sed di spenser of snoke.”
(Philip Morris, 1971)

kd

Scientists “If, as proposed, nicotine is the sine qua non of
recognise that snoking, and if we neekly accept the allegations of
without nicotine our critics and nove toward reduction or elimnation
thereis no of nicotine in our products, then we shall eventually

industry liquidate our business. If we intend to remain in
busi ness and our business is the manufacture and sal e
of dosage fornms of nicotine, then at sonme point we
must make a stand.” " (RJR, undated)

Lawyers warn February: Ernest Pepples, Brown and Williamson’s counsel:
that free choice « Addi ction -
arguments may
be undermined

Sone enphasis is now being placed in the
habit-formi ng capacities of cigarette snoke. To sone
extent the argunment revolving around “free choice” is
bei ng negated on the grounds of addiction. The threat
is that this argunent will increase significantly and
lead to further restrictions on product specifications
and greater danger in litigation.” |16 (Brown and Williamson,

1973)
Industry “Monkeys can be trained to inject thenmselves wth
scientists find nicotine for its own sake, just as they will inject

more evidence ot her dependence- produci ng drugs e.g. opi ates,
caf fei ne, anphetam ne, cocaine ...The absorption of
ni cotine through the lungs is as quick as the junkie' s
fixn LT |7 (Brown and Williamson's research review, 1973)

Experiments on rats showed that:

“dependence of nicotine is related to the
stressful ness of the situation.” |8 (Brown and Williamson,
1974)

2.3.4 Mid —late 1970s:

What the August: An advertising conference undertaken for Brown and Williamson
marketing examines the goals of how to

peopleworried . n yet an ADDI CTIVE PRODUCT in an ETH CAL MANNER ® J°
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about

‘Socially
acceptable’
replacements
for tobacco
must be
addictive

High profits
arise because
the customer is
dependent on
the product

Ethical
problems of
addiction
recognised

2.3.5

What the
scientists said

What the

(1977)

A 1979 BAT document assesses the role of addiction and its importance in any
search for a product that would replace tobaccofo:

“We are searching explicitly for a socially acceptable

addi ctive product involving:

e a pattern of repeated consunption

e a product which is likely to invol ve repeated
handl i ng

e the essential constituent is nost likely to be
nicotine or a direct substitute for it

e the product nust be non-ignitable (to elimnate
i nhal ati on of conbusti on products and passive
snoki ng) . 7 (BAT, 1979)

“We al so think that consideration should be given to
the hypothesis that the high profits additionally
associ ated with the tobacco industry are directly
related to the fact that the customer is dependent
upon the product.”

“Looked at another way, it does not follow that future
alternative 'Product X would sustain a profit |evel
above nost ot her product/business activities unless,

i ke tobacco, it was associated with dependence.”

“That being the case, one nust question the ethics and
practical possibilities of society/nedical opinion
permtting the advent of the new habituation process.”

(BAT, 1979)

Early-Mid 1980s:

Dr Green, from BAT:

“I't has been suggested that cigarette snoking is the
nost addictive drug. Certainly |large nunbers of people
will continue to snoke because they can't give it up.
If they could they would do so. They can no | onger be
said to make an adult choice.” J' (BAT, 1980)

A memo by BAT scientists:

“BAT should learn to look at itself as a drug conpany
rat her than as a tobacco conpany.” |2 (BAT, 1980)

Victor DeNoble of Philip Morris undertook experiments on rats who had nicotine
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industry
scientists found

2.3.6

Too
uncomfortable
to quit

What the US
Surgeon
General
declared

Industry
responds with
denials

2.3.7

What the
industry said
privately

Publicly,
nicotine adds

injected directly into their hearts. The results showed that the rats would
administer a further dose of nicotine by pushing a lever.

“Nicotine has properties of a drug of abuse. It has
properties of drug addiction ...This [The results]
was conpletely contradictory to the industry’s
position that nicotine is in cigarettes for taste. W
know they [the rats] pressed the | ever because of the
drug effects on the animals brain. W al so know from
studies that if the substance was cocai ne or norphine
or al cohol the rates would continue to ess the

| ever. We found the same in nicotine.” = (Philip Morris,
quoted on Dispatches, Channel 4, 1996)

Mid to late 1980s:

“Why do people snmoke? ...to relax; for the taste; to
fill the tine; sonething to do with ny hands ... But,
for the nost part, people continue to snoke because
they find it too unconfortable to quit.” I“ (Philip Morris,
1984)

The US Surgeon General officially declares that:

“cigarettes and other forns of tobacco are addicting”.
The pharmacological and behavioural processes are “simlar to those
that determ ne addiction to drugs such as heroin and

cocai ne. ” |’ (1988)

The Tobacco Institute argues: “cl ai ns that cigarettes are

addi ctive contradict common sense ...An escal ati on of
anti snoking rhetoric ...without nedical or scientific
f oundat i on. " [°(T1, 1988)

The 1990s

“Different people snoke for different reasons. But the
primary reason is to deliver nicotine into their
bodies. Nicotine is an al kal oid derived fromthe
tobacco plant. It is a physiologically active,
nitrogen containing substance. Simlar organic
chem cal s include nicotine, quinine, cocaine,
and nor phi ne.” |7 (Philip Morris, circa. 1993)

atropi ne

Brennen Dawson, Vice President, Tobacco Institute says “Ni coti ne is
essential. It has taste. It has what’s called a nmouth
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taste and feel

Tobacco CEOs
say it's not
addictive under
oath

...but once free
the obvious may
be stated

But the industry
keeps up its
outward
pretence...

...until the
weight of
evidence is too
great and a
fudge must be
found...

...everything's
addictive!

feel . Bl190a)

US tobacco CEOs testify under oath before Congressional Health and
Environment Subcommittee:

Thomas Sandefur, Chief Executive of Brown and Williamson says: “1 do not

believe that nicotine is addictive.”

William Campbell from Philip Morris: “1 bel i eve ni cotine is not

addi ctive.”

James Johnston, RJ Reynolds: “And | too believe that nicotine

i s not addictive.”[ (1994)

After stepping down, Ross Johnson, ex-Chief Executive of RJ Reynolds, is asked
by the Wall Street Journal whether nicotine is addictive:

“OF course it’s addictive. That's why you snoke the
stuff.” b (Cited in Wall Street Journal 1994)

Martin Broughton, Chief Executive BAT: “We have not conceal ed,

we do not conceal and we will never conceal ...we have
no internal research which proves that snoking ...is
addi ctive.” [} (1996)

A Philip Morris Position Statement:

“Those who term snoki ng an addi ction do so for
i deol ogi cal -- not scientific — reasons.” fz (1996)

To an editorial in the Observer, which argued that nicotine is addictive, Dr Chris
Proctor from BAT responded:

“Addiction is an enotive subject and it is certainly
possi ble to define the term broadly enough to include
snoki ng ... The public’s understandi ng has changed
significantly over recent decades ...The current
definition is nore colloquial, reflected in terms |ike
‘chocoholic’ and ‘Addicted to love’ as in a recent
novie. This colloquial definition is all inclusive and
certainly applies to the use of many commpn substances
that have famliar pharmacol ogical effects to
cigarettes, such as coffee, tea, chocolate and col a
drinks.” P (BAT, 1998)

When asked in a magazine interview, John Carlisle of the TMA (UK) adopts the
new fudging approach:

Question: “I's nicotine addictive?

Carlisle: The definition of addiction is w de and vari ed.
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People are addicted to the Internet. Qhers are
addi cted to shoppi ng, sex, tea and coffee. The line |
woul d take_ is that tobacco isn't addictive but habit

form ng.” kdl (TMA, 1998)
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3 Marketing to children

If the last ten years have taught us anything, it is that the
i ndustry is dom nated by the conpani es who respond nost to the
needs of younger snokers.

(Imperial Tobacco, Canada)

3.1 Summary

Publicly the tobacco companies have always maintained that they do not target youth, but the
market logic of selling to teenagers is overpowering - teenagers are the key battleground for
the tobacco companies and for the industry as a whole. Their response has been that peer
pressure is the most important aspect in children smoking. But internal documents sharply
contradict this, by showing that they set out to aggressively advertise to youth, and even
manipulate peer pressure to make people smoke their brand.

The industry knows that very few people start smoking in the teenage years, and if you can
“hook” a youngster early on they could well smoke your brand for life. Indeed, independent
surveys show that approximately 60 per cent of smokers start by the age of 13 and fully 90
per cent before the age of 20. This is the paradox of the cigarette industry — it is both socially
and legally unacceptable to advertise to under-age teenagers and children — yet it is to this
precise age group that it has to advertise to in order to survive.

The documents show that the tobacco industry:

» Examined young people as young as five — some studies did not even set a lower age
limit. As one executive says “they got lips, we want them”.

e Thought about using honey and comic strip, as well as advertising, to entice youngsters to
smoke.

» Looked at ways of preventing teenagers from quitting.

* Undertook studies how to manipulate pubescent/teenage anxieties into making people
smoke. Examined the attitudes, aspirations, and lifestyles of the young and how to
exploit them. One document says the company needs to “Create a Living Laboratory”.

The documents also show that:

» Marketing executives set out to present cigarettes as part of adulthood initiation - an illicit
pleasure, which like sex, is one of a few initiations into the adult world.

» Advertisers set out to equate cigarettes with rebellion, self-expression, self-confidence,
independence, freedom, adult identity, masculinity for boys and femininity for girls.

* Two of the most successful advertising campaigns: Marlboro’s Cowboy and RJ
Reynolds’ Old Joe Camel pitched their appeal directly to youth.

» The companies advertised in sports magazines and sponsored motor racing as new ways
to market to youth
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3.2 What is known - key facts about marketing to children

» Cigarette advertising reaches children as young as three. In one study, six year olds were
as familiar with Joe Camel as Mickey Mouse. Other studies have found that Joe Camel
appeals more to kids than adults.

»  Children were most aware of the cigarette brands that are most frequently associated with
sponsored sporting events on TV.

» Nine year old children are receiving the positive message from cigarette advertisements at
the age when they are most likely to try their first cigarette.

e The most commonly remembered brands by 11 year olds are the most heavily advertised.

e In one study, a third of the 10- and 11-year-olds and more than half of the secondary
school children were able to name cigarette brands and sponsored sports.

» Advertising campaigns targeted at older teenagers and young adults are likely to present
gualities which younger teenagers find attractive.

e Teenagers consume the cigarettes that most dominate sports sponsorship.

The great fallacy promoted by the industry is that by avoiding marketing that is childish, they
are somehow avoiding an appeal to children. In fact, advertising to children and teenagers
works precisely because it identifies smoking with adulthood. The teenage years are a time of
great aspiration and insecurity, smoking can become a badge or signifier of certain positive
values - these are remorselessly nurtured by tobacco industry marketing.

3.3 What the industry said and what it knew

3.3.1 The late 1950s:

‘Hitting’ the A Philip Morris Executive writes that “hi tti ng the youth can be nore
youth market efficient even though the cost to reach themis higher,
because they are willing to experinent, they have nore
i nfluence over others in their age group than they wll
later in life, and they are far nore loyal to their
starting brand.” “(1957)

The cowboy — Philip Morris starts using the Cowboy image on its commercials, because the image
out to capture “woul d turn the rookie snokers on to Marlboro .. the
youth men’s right image to capture the youth market's fancy ..a
fantasy perfect synbol of independence and individualistic
rebel |i on”

As one executive who worked on Marlboro recalled “ When you see teenage
boys — people the cigarette conpanies aren’t supposed to
be targeting in the first place — going crazy for this
guy, you know they’'re hitting their target©
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3.3.2 Late 1960s:

Teenage women
also lured

Youth share

A cigarette
means | am no
longer my
mother’s child

Philip Morris produces Virginia Slims, a cigarette targeted exclusively at women,
running the slogan: “You Have Come Along Way Baby”. Within six years of tf;&
Slims launch, the percentage of teenage women who smoked had nearly double
(1968).

A report for Philip Morris identifies that over 15 per cent of female smokers aged 15,
and 23 per cent of male smokers aged 15, smoke Marlboro® (Philip Morris, 1969).

A draft report to the Board of Directors of Philip Morris states:

“a cigarette for the beginner is a synbolic act. | am no
| onger ny nother's child, I'mtough, | am an adventurer,
I'"'mnot square ...As the force fromthe psychol ogi cal
synbol i sm subsi des, the phﬁr macol ogi cal effect takes

over to sustain the habit”™ (Philip Mrris, 1969)

3.3.3 Early-Mid 1970s:

Lower age limit
keep at 14

RJR recognises
the need to
appeal to youth

RJR analyses
the psychology
of youth
smoking

An internal RIR document outlines that:

“the lower age limt for the profile of young snmokers is
to remain at 14”E!(RJR, 1971)

Claude Teague, Assistant Chief in R&D at RJ Reynolds, writes a paper: “Some
Thoughts About New Brands of Cigarettes for the Youth Market”:

“At the outset it should be said that we are presently,
and | believe unfairly, constrained fromdirectly
pronmoting cigarettes to the youth market ...if our
company is to survive and prosper, over the long termwe
must get our share of the youth market.Thus we need new
brands designed to be particularly attractive to the
young snoker, while ideally at the same tinme appealing
to all snokers ...Perhaps these questions nay be best
approached by consideration of factors influencing pre-
snokers to try snoking, learn to snoke and becone
confirmed snmokers.”

Teague continues:

“thus a new brand ained at the young snoker mnust sonmehow
becone the ‘in’ brand and its pronotion shoul d enphasi se
t oget her ness, bel ongi ng and group acceptance, while at
the sanme tine enphasising individuality and ‘doing one’s
own thing’ . The teens and early twenties are periods of

i nt ense psychol ogi cal stress, restlessness and boredom
Many soci al awkward situations are encountered. The
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Need to counter
programmes
designed to stop
young smoking

Use comic strip

Study as young
as 12

Increase share
of young as they
represent
tomorrow’s
cigarette
business

mnute or two required to stop and light a cigarette,
ask for a light, find an ash tray, and the |ike provide
something to do during periods of awkwardness and
boredom ..The fragile, devel oping self-imge of the young
person needs all of the support and enhancenent it can
get ..This self-inage enhancenent effect has
traditionally been a strong pronotional thene for
cigarette brands and should continue to be enphasi sed

a careful study of the current youth jargon, together
with a review of currently used high school American

hi story books and |ike sources for val ued things m ght
be a good start at finding a good brand nane and i mage
thenme. This is obvious a task for marketing people, not
research peopl e” = (RJR, 1973)

A Confidential Memo from Brown and Williamson’s Assistant General Counsel,
outlines:

“salient problenms now facing the cigarette industry”,
which includes “i ncreased educati onal progranmes to prevent
young, non-snokers taking up the practice of snoki ng.”[
(Brown and WIlianson, 1973)

A RJR document articulates that:

“I'n view of the need to reverse the preference for
Mar | bor os anong younger snokers, | wonder whether comc
strip type copy night get a nmuch hi gher readership anong
younger peopl e than any other type of copy. It would
certainly seemworth testing a heavy dose of this type
of copy in a test narket to get a research readi ng on
per cent age of readership and copy recal II’ (RIR, 1973)

The Philip Morris Marketing Research Department highlight how a

“probability sanple of 452 teen-agers ages 12-17" finds
that 13 per cent snoke an average of 10.6 cigarettes per
day and how “the data fromthe study are consonant with
the findings of other such studies, both at Philip
Morris and without.”}° (Philip Morris, 1973)

A RJR marketing plan for 1975 outlines “Key Opportunity Areas” to

“I'ncrease our young adult franchise ... in 1960, this
young adult market, the 14-24 age group, represented 21%
of the population ... they will represent 27 % of the
popul ation in 1975. They represent tonorrow s cigarette

business. As this 14-24 age group matures, they wll
account for a key share of the total cigarette volunme -
for at |east the next 25 years ...Thus our adverti sing
strategy becones clear for our established brands:
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Young smokers
are of pre-
eminent
importance

Direct
advertising to
appeal to young

Target 15 year
olds

Direct advertising appeal to the younger snokers ... For
Wnston, we’ve followed this strategy in devel oping the
new ‘candi d’ advertising canpaign .. it is especially

designe [sic] to appeal to young adults .."% (RIR 1974)

A Brown and Williamson document, entitled “The New Smoker” outlines how the

“The younger snoker is of pre-eninent inportance:
significant in nunbers, ‘lead in" to prine market,
starts brand preference patterning...But frustrating to
reach: values and behaviour at variance with rest of the
popul ation, sceptical, intense peer pressure, public
policy difficulties ...Study the Market and Custoner,

mai ntain a continuing dialogue with the ‘New Snoker

.. behavi our patters — what they do; Attitudes- what they
think; Directions — where they' re headed; ...Explore and
I npl ement; Create a ‘Living Laboratory” F. (Brown and
Williamson, 1974)

An internal RJR document outlines its primary “Marketing Goals” for 1975. These
include

“Increase our Young Adult Franchise: 14-24 age group in
1960 was 21% of the population; in 1975 will be 27% As
they nmature, will account for key market share of
cigarette volune for next 25 years ...\W will direct
advertising appeal to this young adult group without
alienating the brand’s current franchise” |3.(RJR, 1974)

A Brown and Williamson document highlights that the

“Target audi ence for the sanpling effort on KOOL King
Si ze” includes both Men and Wonen in the 15-24 age
group.” [4 (Brown and Williamson, 1974)

3.3.4 Mid-late 1970s:

Young adult
smokers means
young smokers

Marlboro’s
growth rate due
to young
smokers

An internal Brown and Williamson memo outlines that

“when describing market categories and target audi ences
we use references such as ‘young snokers’, ‘young

mar ket ‘youth market’ etc ..in the future when
describing the | owage end of the cigarette business

pl ease use the term ‘young adult snoker’ or ‘young adult
snoki ng mar ket'’ |5 (Brown and Williamson, 1975)

A report by a Philip Morris researcher Myron E. Johnston to the head of Research at
Philip Morris, Robert B. Seligman outlines that:

“Mar| boro's phenonenal growth rate in the past has been
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Rationalise
smoking —
repress health
concern

Establish brand
for 14-18 year
olds to maintain
position

Philip Morris
increases 14
year olds

Opportunities
from young
starters

attributable in large part to our high market
penetration anmong young snokers ... 15 to 19 years old .
. my own data, which includes younger teenagers, shows
even hi gher Marl boro market penetration anong 15-17-
year-ol ds ...Marl boro snokers, being on the average

consi derably younger than the total snoking popul ation
tend to have | ower than average incones ...the decline in
the popularity of Marlboro Red anobng younger snokers
will probably continue and , thus, further reduce its

rate of growt h”™ (Philip Morris, 1975)

Brown and Williamson’s Advertising Objective for Viceroy is to

“Communi cate effectively that Viceroy is a satisfying,
flavourful cigarette which young adult snokers enjoy, by
providing thema rationalisation for snoking, or, a
repression of the health concern they appear to need”|7.
(Brown and Williamson, 1976)

A RJR document outlining “Planning Assumptions and Forecasts for the period
1976-1986" outlines that:

“Evidence is now available to indicate that the 14-18-
year old group is an increasing segnent of the snoking
popul ation. RIR-T nust soon establish a successful new
brand in this market if our position in the industry is

to be maintai ned over the long ternf IB. (RJR, 1976)

An internal RJIR memo entitled “Share of Smokers by Age Group”, includes
“Younger Smokers”:

“From a Corporate standpoint, Philip Miris posted a 4
poi nt gain anong 14-17 year old snokers (RJR and BROMN

AND W LLI AVBON each |ost 2 points).” [’ (RIR, 1976)

A Brown and Williamson document highlights how the

“third major opportunities for KOOL Super Lights gains
could come fromfull taste 85 snokers and fromstarters.
Young (age 16-25) nal es account for a disproportionate
anount of both these segnents ...KOOL has the highest
attraction rate (along with Marl boro) for new starters
inthe full taste nmenthol and non-nenthol segnments”[°.
(Brown and Williamson, 1977)
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Position brand
to appeal to
lifestyle —then
let nicotine take
over

Learn how
smoking begins,

Peer pressure is
important at 11,
but may want to

quit by 17

Marlboro
dominates youth

A working paper prepared for Imperial Tobacco (Canada) recognises the transition
from glamour to addiction.

“At a younger age, taste requirenments and satisfaction
in acigarette are thought to play a secondary role to
the social requirenents. Therefore, taste, until a
certain nicotine dependence has been devel gped, is
sonmewhat | ess inportant than other things”— (1977)

The purpose of Project 16 (Imperial Tobacco Canada) is outlined:

“Since how the begi nni ng snoker feels today has
inplications for the future of the industry, it follows
that a study of this area would be of rmuch interest.
Project 16 was designed to do just that - to learn
everything there was to | earn about how snoki ng begins,
how hi gh school students feel about being snokers, and
how t hey foresee their use of tobacco in the future.”

The summary of the findings of Project 16 are that:

“There is no doubt that peer group influence is the
single nost inportant factor in the decision by an

adol escent to snoke ..Serious efforts to learn to snoke
occur between ages 12 and 13 in nost case [Sic]

... However intriguing snoking was at 11, 12 , or 13, by
the age of 16 or 17 nany regretted their use of
cigarettes for health reasons and because they feel
unabl e to stop snoking when they want to. By the age of
16, peer pressure to initiate others to snmoking is
gone.” == (1977)

A Philip Morris memo states that:

“Mar |l boro dominates in the 17 and younger age category,
capturing over 50 percent of the market” 22l (Philip Morris, 1979)

3.3.5 Early-Mid 1980s:

Today’s teen is
tomorrow’s
regular
customer

Teens make
initial brand
choice

A Philip Morris researcher Myron E. Johnston sends a memo to Robert B. Seligman,
then Vice President of research and development at Philip Morris in Richmond:

“I't is inportant to know as nuch as possi bl e about

t eenage snoking patterns and attitudes. Today's teenager
is tonorrow s potential regular custoner, and the
overwhel mng majority of snokers first begin to snoke
while in their teens ...it is during the teenage years
that the initial brand choice is nade: At |east a part
of the success of Marlboro Red during its nost rapid
growt h period was because it becane the brand of choice
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Joe Camel ads
reach children
as young as
three

Starters
disbelieve the
dangers until
addicted

Then sports are
a reason for
guitting

RJR explains
clearly why
tobacco
companies are
inevitably drawn
to youth
marketing

anong teenagers who then stuck with it as they grew

older ..\ will no longer be able to rely on a rapidly
i ncreasi ng pool of teenagers fromwhich to replace
snokers through | ost normal attrition ... Because of our

hi gh share of the market anong the youngest snokers,
Philip Morris will suffer nore than the other conpanies
fromthe decline in the nunber of teenage snokers”.

The report analyses data for smokers as young as 125! (Philip Morris, 1981)

The Journal of the American Medical Association finds that adverts for Joe Camel
are effective in reaching children. In one study more than half of the children aged
three to six who were presented with a variety of products matched the Joe Camel
logo with a photo of a cigarette. Six year olds were found to be nearly as familiar
with Joe Camel as Mickey Mouse. The study finds that when children were shown
Joe Camel adverts, 96 per cent correctly identified the brand, compared with only 67
per cent of adults J°.

A report for Imperial Tobacco of Canada states:

“Starters no |l onger disbelieve the dangers of snoking,
but they al nost universally assunme these risks will not
apply to thensel ves because they will not becone

addi cted. Once addiction does take place, it becones
necessary for the snmoker to make peace with the accepted
hazards. This is done by a w de range of
rationalisations . The desire to quit seens to cone
earlier now than before, even prior to the end of high
school. In fact, it often seens to take hold as soon as
the recent starter admits to hinmself that he is hooked
on snoki ng. However the desire to quit, and actually
carrying it out, are two different things, as the woul d-
be quitter soon learns .the single nost conmonly voiced
reasons for quitting anong those who had done so was
.sports.” [° (1982)

A RJR report, entitled “Young Adult Smokers: Strategies and Opportunities” states
that:

“Younger adult snokers have been the critical factor in
the growth and decline of every major brand and conpany
over the last 50 years. They will continue to be just as
i nportant to brands/conpanies in the future for two
simpl e reasons: The renewal of the nmarket stens al npst
entirely from 18-year-old snokers. No nore than 5
percent of snokers start after age 24. The brand | oyalty
of 18-year-old snokers far outweighs any tendency to
switch with age ...Once a brand becones wel | -devel oped
anong younger adult snokers, ageing and brand loyalty
will eventually transmt that strength to ol der age
brackets ... Brands/conpanies which fail to attract

31 Marketing to children



Young are
critical to our
long term
performance

Motor racing is a
fast, trendy
sport for the
young

Smoking is for
grown-ups

Children most
aware of brands
with greatest
sports
sponsorship

their fair share of younger adult snokers face an uphill
battle. They must achieve net sw tching gains every year
to nerely hold share... Younger adult snokers are the
only source of replacenent snokers... |If younger adults
turn away from snoking, the industry nust decline, just
as a popul ati on which does not give birth wll

eventual ly dwi ndle.”

[The only thing not explained here is how the smoking behaviour and brand loyalty
of 18 year olds is created - only by reaching them at an earlier age. ]

The report continues... “ Younger adult snokers are critical to
RIR s long term performance and profitability .. because
of the sensitivity of the younger adult snoker nmarket,
brand devel opnent / managenent shoul d enconpass all
aspects of marketing mx and maintain a long-term
single mnded focus to all elements — product,

adverti sing, nanme, packaging, nedia, pronotion and
distribution ..Marl boro’s key imgery was not
masculinity, it was younger adult identity/bel onging —
the brand for average younger adults, popular and
accept abl e anong younger adult friends, not ‘too
different’.”F (RIR 1984)

Gordon Watson, General Manger of BAT in Hong Kong on sponsorship of the
Macau Grand Prix :

“W’re not handi ng out noney for nothing. W have gone
into this very thoroughly and the entire JPS publicity
is built around notor racing, seen as a fast, exiting,
trendy sport for the young and, if you like, the young
at heart. That's who we are aimng at in the |ocal

mar ket and early indications are that we're on target”.f8
(Sout h China Morning Post, 1984)

RJR runs a series of adverts aimed at telling children that smoking is for “adults”:

“We don’t advertise to children ...First of all, we don't
want young people to snmoke. And we’re running ads ainmed
specifically at young people advising themthat we think
snmoking is strictly for adults ...Kids just don’t pay
attention to cigarette ads, and that’'s how it should
be.”* (RIR 1984)

A study published in the Health Education Journal finds that:

“children were nost aware of the cigarette brands which
are nost frequently associated with sponsored sporting
events on TV ..This denonstrates that the TV sports
sponsorshi p by tobacco manufacturers acts as cigarette
advertising to children and therefore circunvents the
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| aw banni ng cigarette adverti senents on T\/”m (1984)

3.3.6 Mid-late 1980s:

Need brands to
appeal to young

Target 13 year
olds

60% start
smoking by 13
years - 90%
before they are
20

Industry
dominated by
companies who
respond to
young — need to
re-establish
image

Welcome Joe

Minutes from a meeting of BAT’s Tobacco Strategy Review Team reveal, under
“Competition with Marlboro/ Brand Strategies”:

“Marl boro is particularly strong in attracting young
snokers and it was inportant to have brands which
appealed to this group ...1t was agreed that, in

conpeti ng agai nst Marl boro, the market segment at which
a particular Goup brand was being directed should be
carefully defined and all aspects of the pronotion and
mar keti ng should be clearly targeted on the chosen

cust omer group”['. (BAT, 1985)

An internal RJR memo examines “Project LF Potential Year 1 Marketing Strategy”,

“Project LF is a w der circunference non-nenthol
cigarette targeted at younger adult mal e snoker
(primarily 13-24 year old Marl boro snokers).” |32. (RJR, 1987)

A study into Tobacco Advertising and Consumption by Joe Tye, Kenneth Warner
and Stanton Glantz remarks that:

“Approximately 60 per cent of snokers start by the age
of 13 and fully 90 per cent before the age of 20. These
statistics translate in to the need for nore than 5, 000
children and teenagers to begin snoking every day to
mai ntain the current size of the snoking population.”F
(1987)

Imperial Tobacco’s (Canada) marketing plan states:

“I'f the last ten years have taught us anything, it is
that the industry is dom nated by the conpani es who
respond nost to the needs of younger snokers. CQur
efforts on these brands will remain on maintaining their
rel evance to snokers in these younger groups in spite of
the share performance they nmay devel op anong ol der
snokers ... Re-establish clear distinct images for ITL
brands with particul ar enphasis on rel evance to younger
snokers. Shift resources substantially in favour of
avenues that allow for the expression and reinforcenent
of these inmage characteristics”.

The document defines “t ar get gr oups” for various brands as “ men 12- 17"
and “men and wonen 12- 34" .f“ (Imperial Tobacco Canada, ~1987-8)

RJR introduce Joe Camel, a new cartoon character. A survey, commissioned by the
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Camel

US Centre For Disease Control finds that the highest increaﬁ in youth smoking
between 1980-1988 is the year that Joe Camel is introduced*= (1988)

3.3.7 The 1990s:

Joe Camel
appeals more to
kids than adults

Sponsorship is
designed to stop
teens quitting

Old Joe must go

So much
evidence that
sponsorship is
advertising that
affects kids

A study in The Journal of the American Medical Association finds that Joe Camel
appeals far more to children than adults. Thirty per cent of three year olds and 91
per cent of six year olds knew that Joe Camel was connected with cigarettes . The
researchers found that: “A d Joe, the cartoon character
pronoting Canel cigarettes had the highest recognition
rate anong the tested cigarette | ogos ..Market
researchers believe that brand awareness created in

chi |l dhood can be the basis for product preference |ater
inlife. It has been shown that children prefer the
brands they see advertised .. The children in this study
denonstrated high recognition rates of brand | ogos for
products that are targeted to both children and adults
.cigarette advertising no | onger appears on television
and very young children cannot read. Yet by the age of 6
years, Ad Joe is as well recogni sed as M ckey Nbuse"fe.
(1991)

Another study published in The Journal of the American Medical Association, finds:

..The tobacco industry’ s sponsorship of sporting
events, such as the Canel Superiors notorcycle race,
shoul d be seen in relation to its need to di scourage
teenagers fromquitting.

..Qur study provides further evidence that tobacco
adverti sing pronotes and mmi ntains nicotine addiction
anong children and adol escents. A total ban of tobacco
advertising and pronotions, as part of an effort to
protect children fromthe dangers of tobacco, can be
based on sound scientific reasoning"F.Uﬂgn

In response, the journal Advertising Age publishes an editorial saying that “ O d
Joe nust go”[e.

RJ Reynolds’ James Johnston responds that

“advertising is irrelevant to a young person’s deci sion
to snoke”

A review of “Direct Tobacco Advertising and its Impact on Children” in the Journal
of Smoking Related Diseases concludes that

“There is now so much evidence that children identify
sports sponsorship and brand-stretching as cigarette
advertisenents, and that advertisenments ained at adults
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I was a scam —
selling an image
to young boys

Candy cigarettes

Reg getting
through to kids

Reg dropped

Joe is attractive
to kids

Average age
start smoking is
14 and heavily
advertised
brands are the
most smoked

Smoking is for
grown-ups says

have an even greater effect on under-age children, that
statenents fromthe tobacco industry that it does not
advertise to children are irrelevant.”™ (1992)

Dave Goerlitz, lead model for RJ Reynolds for seven years, says his marketing brief
wasto“attract young snokers to replace the ol der ones who
were dying or quitting .1 was part of a scam selling an
i mage to young boys. M‘ job was to get half a mllion
kids to snoke by 1995” *. (Sunday Times, 1992)

Polish customs stop lorries carrying “ Mar | bor o candy ci garettes?”,
intended for East European childrenl‘z. (1992)

A survey undertaken by the Centre for Social Marketing, University of Strathclyde,
and published in the BMJ finds that Embassy’s Regal Reg campaign “ was
getting through to children nore effectively than it was
to adults and held nost appeal for teenagers,
particularly 14-15 years old snmokers. It clearly
contravened t he code governing tobacco adverti sing,

whi ch states that advertising nust not appeal to
children nore than it does to adults, and it may have
had a direct inpact on teenage snoking” |3. (BMJ)

Imperial Tobacco drops the Embassy Regal “Reg” campaignl“‘.

Ex-Philip Morris executive said:

“You don’t have to be a brain surgeon to work out what's
going on. Just |look at the ads. Its ludicrous for them
to deny that a cartoon character |ike Joe Canel is
attractive to kids” I‘S. (Readers Digest, 1993)

An article published by the US Department of Health and Human Services Morbidity
and Mortality Weekly Report states “ Approxi mately three million US
adol escents are snokers, and they snoke nearly one
billion packs of cigarettes each year. The average age
at which snokers try their first cigarette is 14 %
years, and approxi mnately 70% of snokers becone regul ar
snokers by age 18 years . the 1031 current snokers
aged 12-18 years interviewed in 1993, 70% reported they
usual Iy brought their own cigarettes ..Marl boro, Canel
and Newport were the npost frequently purchased brands
for 86 % of the adol escents ...The three nost conmonly
pur chased brands anong t he adol escent snokers were the
three nost heavily advertised brands in 1993. In 1993,
Mar | boro, Canel and Newport ranked first, second, and
third, respectively, in advertising expenditures”. |“6
(1994)

Philip Morris runs adverts aimed at “informing” children that smoking is for adults:

“No one should be allowed to sell cigarettes to mnors.
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Philip Morris

Advertising
greater factor in
encouraging
kids to smoke
than peer
pressure

Peer pressure
versus
advertising

They got lips, we
want them

Liggett accepts
that it markets to
youth

Boys twice as
likely to smoke if
racing fans

Marketing is
causally related
to smoking

M nors shoul d not snoke. Period. That is why Philip
Morris devel oped a conprehensive_progranmme to prevent
sal es of cigarettes to mnors”.

A study carried out by the University of California finds that tobacco advertising is a
stronger factor than peer pressure in encouraging under 18 children to smoke. One
of the authors, Dr. Pearce, says: “I't is not that children see an ad
and start snoking, but seeing the ads and handling the
cigarette packets and the pronotional gifts |essens

their resistance, weakens their resolve, so later on

they will be sonewhat nore willing to accept a cigarette
froma peer when it is offered.”l18 (New York Times, 1995)

Rance Crain, Editor-in-Chief, Advertising Age:

“Cigarette people maintain peer pressure is the culprit
in getting kids to start snoking and advertising has
little effect. That’'s like saying cosnetic ads have no
effect on girls too young to put on lipstick. Don't
brand preferences start formng early on’?”l“9 (1995)

Terence Sullivan a sales rep in Florida for RJ Reynolds:

“W were targeting kids, and | said at the tinme it was
unet hi cal and maybe illegal, but | was told it was just

conmpany policy”.

Sullivan remembers someone asking who exactly were the young people were that
RJR were targeting, junior high school kids or even younger.

The reply was “ They got |ips? W want theni. bo

US tobacco company, Liggett, becomes the first company to acknowledge that the
tobacco industry markets to ‘youth’, which means “t hose under 18 years
of age, and not just those 18-24 years of age.” Liggettalso
promises to “scrupul ously avoid any and all advertising and
mar keti ng that woul d appeal to children and

adol escent s” J* (1997)

The Cancer Research Campaign reveals that boys are twice as likely to become
regular smokers if they are motor racing fans: “ Thi s i s dami ng evi dence
that tobacco sponsorshi p encourages young boys to take
up snoki ng and that sponsorship encourages brand
recognition.”f* (1997)

A study published in the Journal of the American Medical Association provides “the
first longitudinal evidence to our knowledge that tobacco promotional activities are
causally related to the onset of smoking"f3. According to the authors it “ pr ovi des
cl ear evidence that tobacco industry advertising and
pronotional activities can influence non-susceptible
never-snokers to start the process of becom ng addicted
to cigarettes ...our data establish that the influence of
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We don’'t track
14 year olds
today

t obacco pronotional activities was present before

adol escents showed any susceptibility to becone snokers
we estimate that 34 per cent of all experinmentation

in California between 1993 and 1996 can be attributed to

t obacco pronotional activities”™ (1998)

Andrew J. Schindler, President and CEO of RJ Reynolds testified at the Minnesota
trial. Shown RJR documents that had targeted children, he said:

“1"m enbarrassed for the conpany. W don't track 14-to
17-year-olds today. | think it is wong, frankly stupid
and unnecessary. It certainly doesn't happen today. W
shoul dn't be discussing 14-year-olds in any way, shape
or fornf[. (1998)
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4 Advertising

I am al ways anused by the suggestion that advertising, a
function that has been shown to increase consunption of
virtually every other product, somehow niraculously fails to
wor k for tobacco products.

Emerson Foote, former Chairman of McCann-Erickson, which handled US$20m of tobacco
industry accounts expressing incredulity at the claim that tobacco advertising has no impact
on the number of cigarettes smoked and, hence, the harm caused.

4.1 Summary

The first cigarette advertisements unashamedly pushed either reduced risk, health reassurance
or even health “benefits” of smoking a specific product. By the forties, these were being
criticised for being deceptive — and by the fifties the most successful advert of the modern era,
the Marlboro Man, had been born.

In the sixties, manufacturers were using adverts to deny that their products caused cancer.
The tobacco industry has repeatedly asserted that banning advertising would be an
infringement of “commercial free speech”, but has never answered the criticism that much of
its advertising was misleading.

The industry maintains that the only reason for advertising is to make current smokers switch
brands, it does not effect overall consumption, nor entice youngsters to start smoking — the
undeniable evidence that the industry targets youth is in a separate section.

As cigarettes adverts were banned on television, first in the UK and then in the US,
companies looked to sponsorship of arts and sport to circumvent the bans. They have adopted
the same line for sponsorship as advertising — it does not affect overall consumption.

The industry also introduced “brand stretching” as ways of circumventing bans on advertising
and sponsorship in the early 1980’s and still uses the concept to this day. Earlier this year
BAT announced a new Formula One racing team, to be called British American Racing.

In June 1998, the European Union will pass a directive banning tobacco advertising,
sponsorship and promotion in a staged phase-out by 2006.

4.2 What is known - key facts on advertising and smoking

*  The most comprehensive study of the link between advertising and tobacco consumption
was published in 1993 by Chief Economic Adviser to the Department of Health, Dr. Clive
Smee. After reviewing 212 ‘time series’ correlating advertising spending and total
tobacco consumption, Smee concluded ““The balance of evidence thus supports the
conclusion that advertising does have a positive effect on consumption.” Smee also
examined in detail the effects of tobacco advertising bans in four countries and found that
banning advertising resulted in reductions in consumption of 4%-9% in the countries
surveyed. He concluded: "In each case the banning of advertising was foIIoweE]by afall
in smoking on a scale which cannot be reasonably attributed to other factors.”
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* A meta-analysis of econometric findings from time series research found a positive
association between advertising expenditure and cigarette consumption. The study
showed that a 10% increase in advertising expenditure would lead to a 0.6% increase in
consumption.

e The US Surgeon General in his 1989 report highlighted the difficulties in designing
studies that prove the point definitively, but concluded: “the collective empirical,
experiential and logical evidence makes it more likely than not that advertising and
promotional activities do stimulate cigarette consumption.”” The Surgeon General
suggests seven ways in which tobacco advertising operates to encourage smoking:

US Surgeon General - how advertising affects consumption

1. By encouraging children or young adults to experiment with tobacco and thereby slip
into regular use

By encouraging smokers to increase consumption
By reducing smokers’ motivation to quit
By encouraging former smokers to resume

SR R

By discouraging full and open discussion of the hazards of smoking as a result of media
dependence on advertising revenues

6. By muting opposition to controls on tobacco as a result of the dependence of
organisations receiving sponsorship from tobacco companies

7. By creating through the ubiquity of advertising, sponsorship, etc. an environment in

which tobacco use is seen as familiar and acceptable and the warnings about its health are
undermined.

4.3 What the industry said and what it knew

4.3.1 1920s-1930s

Physicians and Lucky Strike advertisements claim that

athletes
“20, 679 physicians have confirmed the fact that Lucky
Strike is less irritating to the throat than other

ci garettes” andthat“Many prom nent athl etes snoke Luckies
all day long with po harnful effects to wind or
physi cal condition™ (1929)

Nose and “Philip Morris — a cigarette recogni sed by em nent
throat nmedi cal _authorities for its advantages to the nose and
t hr oat ” ™ (1939)

4.3.2 1940s:

Throat irritation The latest Philip Morris advert says : “ 1 nhal i ng need not nean throat-
irritation for you” ™ (1942)
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More doctors RJ Reynolds runs an advert in Life Magazine “ Mor e Doct ors Snoke Canel s
Than Any Qther Cigarette” {Life Magazi ne, 1946)

No irritation The latest Camel advert says: “ t one case of throat irritation
due to snoking Canel s!”* (1949)

4.3.3 1950s:

Deceptive The US Federal Trade Commission declares RJRs' adverts to be false and deceptive.
advertising For example, claims that smoking Camels

“renews and restores bodily energy” were “clearly fal se
and deceptive, there being in tobacco snobke no constituent
whi ch coul d possi bl e create energy”™. (1950)

Massive female United States Tobacco Journal concludes:

and young
adult market “A massive potential nmarket still exists anmong wonen and
young adults, cigarette industry |eaders agreed,
acknowl edgi ng that recruitnment of these millions of
prospective snokers conprises the najor objective r the
i mredi ate future and on a long termbasis as wel|”™. (1950)

Health Lorillard advertises Kent by stating:

protection
“I'f you think you are anpong those sensitive snokers — if

you worry about the harnful effects of snoking ..No other
ci garette approaches such_ a degree of health protection
and taste satisfaction.”— (1952)

Enter the The Marlboro Cowboy is chosen to advertise Marlboro cigarettes, “ because he
Marlboro is close to the earth. He’s an authentic American hero.
Cowboy Probably the only one. And it worked”.

The advertising agent responsible said “We asked our sel ves what was
t he nost Ig]enerally accepted synbol of masculinity in
Anerica.”

Deceptive The US House Government Operations Committee says the industry has “deceived”
advertising the public through their advertising of filter-tip cigarettes:

“Unfortunately, the nuch publicised health protection —
that is, less nicotine and tar — was an unpubli ci sed
causality. The filter cigarette snoker is, in nost cases,
getting as rmuch or nore nicotine and tar fromthe filter
than he would get fromthe regular cigarette the

adverti sers have persuaded himto abandon — for his

heal th’ s sake” EI (1958)
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4.3.4 1960s:

FTC Unfair and
Deceptive
advertising

TV ads banned
Warnings

Smoking is the
hallmark of
integrity

Ads should say
no scientific
evidence of

causation

Project Truth:
Defending Free
Speech

The US Federal Trade Commission publishes its proposed “Trade Regulation Rule for
the Prevention of Unfair or Deceptive Advertising and Labelling of Cigarettes in
Relation to the Health Hazards of Smoking ..” “To al | ay anxi ety on the
...hazards of snoking, the cigarette manufacturers have
made no effort whatever, and have spent nothing, to inform
t he consum ng public of the nounting and now overwhel m ng
evi dence that cigarette snoking is habit-forning,

hazardous to health, and once begun, nost difficult to
stop. On the contrary, the cigarette manufacturers and the
Tobacco Institute have never acknow edged, and have
repeatedly and forceful denied, that snoking has been
shown to be a substantial health hazard”™ (1964)

ksl

Cigarette advertising is banned on the television in 1965 in Britain.

kel

US cigarette labelling law passes Congress, requiring health warnings on packets.

A “strictly confidential” report by two scientists Francis Roe, an independent tobacco
consultant, and M C Pike, states:

“Advertising ains to do precisely the opposite fromthat
whi ch we suggest parents, doctors and teachers should be
doing: [.] Utimately, it is hardly to anybody’ s advant age
to ignore the true facts of the relationship between

snoki ng and heal th, and the governnent should be pressed
to take acti at | east against this type of

adverti si ng” ™ (~1965)

Brown and Williamson’s Vice President, J.W. Burgard, writes to Tiderock
Corporation, the company’s PR company:

“I think we should give imedi ate attention to the
possibility of running ads stating, in effect, that there
is no scientific evidence of a causal relationship between
snmoki ng and |ung cancer” ™ (Brown and WIIianson, 1967)

Advertising Agency Post-Keyes-Gardener starts work on Project Truth for Brown and
Williamson, an advertising campaign aimed at decision makers, shifting the argument
from undercutting the science to one of “rights”. Under the heading “Who’s Next?”
the Agency prepares an ad and booklet saying:

“The cigarette industry is being maliciously,
systematically lynched. Wio is to say it won't happen

el sewhere? .Its nore than cigarettes being chall enged
here. It's freedom W will continue to bring to the
Anerican people the story of the cigarette and any ot her
| egal product based upon truth and taste. W believe that
free speech and fair play are both the heritage and
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4.3.5
TV ads banned

Advertising
effects sales

Sponsorship
no effect

Resist
restrictions

Editors
silenced by ad
spend

Beam into a
banned
country

Explore non-
tobacco
products to
communicate
house name

Advertising

prom se in otﬁ soci ety of free and responsible
enterprise.” (1969)

1970s:
On the 1% January 1971, cigarette advertising is banned from television in the US.|£0

A study by the Centre for Industrial Economic and Business Research at the
University of Warwick into “Advertising and the Aggregate Demand for Cigarettes:
An Empirical Analysis of a UK Market” concludes that: “ Qur resul ts suggest
that advertising has had a statistically significant
effect on the expansion of sales ... The ability of
advertising to influence decisions not only in the current
period but also in future periods causes the ten per cent
increase in it [advertising] to lead to an eventual 2.8
per cent increase in sales” ¥ (1972)

Imperial: “ Qur experience is that sponsorship has no effect
on the total size of the cigarette narket fz (1976)

A BAT Board Plan on Smoking and Health stipulates that “ we shoul d resi st
restrictions on nedia advertising but should recogni se at
the sanme tinme that an intransigent attitude could hasten a
total ban” J’ (BAT, 1976)

A survey shows that advertising expenditures also prevent hostile editorial comment.
“I'n magazi nes that accept cigarette advertising, | was
unable to find a single article, in seven years of
publication, that could have given readers any cl ear
notion of the nature and extent of the nedical and social
havoc bei ng wreaked by the cigarette snoking habit
adverti sing revenue can indeed silence the editors of
Anerican magazi nes” ' (1978)

BAT executives attend a five day conference on marketing. “ As adverti si ng
bans tend to fall unevenly on countries wi thin regions,
conpani es shoul d explore the opportunities to co-operate
Wi th one another by beami ng TV and radi o advertising into
a banned country”[°. (BAT, 1979)

..Opportunities should be explored by all conpanies so as
to find non-tobacco products and ot her services which can
be used to communi cate the brand or house nane, together
with their essential visual identifies. This is likely to
be a long-termand costly operation, but the principle is
neverthel ess to ensure that cigarette |ines can be
effectively publicised when all direct forns of

conmuni cati on are deni ed” *. (BAT, 1979)
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4.3.6 1980s:

Activities
young people
aspire to

Portrait award

Targeting the
black
community

Kim sports
wear

Smoky Rambo

Cinema pull-
out

Rationale for
sports
sponsorship

No influence
unless you are

Imperial’s “Player’s Filter Creative Guidelines” for the year stipulate that:

“the activity shown should be one which is practised by
young people sixteen to twenty years old, or one that

t hose pe&ol e can reasonably aspire to in the near
future.”= (I nperial Tobacco, 1981)

Chairman of Imperial Tobacco, Andrew Reid, explains the reasons behind his
company’s sponsorship of the “Imperial Tobacco Portrait Award”:

“For a nunber of years we have felt strongly committed to
supporting the arts because the cultural life of this
country has greatly influenced the way in which we, as a
nation, have developed. It also gives us in the tobacco

i ndustry an opportunity to nake contacts outside the
industry - an activity which greatly enhances the everyday
runni ng of our business.”* (1981)

A marketing plan for RJR outlines that:

“The majority of blacks ... do not respond well to
sophi sticated or subtle hunour in adverti sing. Theé
rel ated nuch nore to overt, clear-cut story |lines”™.

The Kim Top line range of sportswear, is launched just before Wimbledon. The US
tennis star, Martina Navaratilova wins Wimbledon in Kim colours®

The actor Sylvester Stallone agrees to smoke Brown and Williamson cigarettes in five
upcoming movies, including Rhinestone Cowboy, Godfather 111, Rambo, 50/50 and
Rocky 1V, for $500,000. Brown and Williamson later terminates the contract due to
disappointing results— (1983)

Brown and Williamson discuss pulling out of the practice of placing cigarettes in
movies because, in part,

“the use of any cigarette by a novie hero advertises all
cigarettes. So let the conpetitors help advertise our
brands in this vvay"E.(1983)

Wayne Robertson, RJR:

“W’re in the cigarette business. W re not in the sports
busi ness. W use sports as an avenue for advertising our

products ... W can go into an area where we’'re narketing
an event, neasure sales during the event and rre&?ure sal es

after the event, and see an increase in sales.”

Clive Turner, Tobacco Advisory Council, states the not-so-obvious:

“Certainly no tobacco advertising is concerned wth
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encour agi ng non-snokers to start or existing snokers to
snoke nmore and it seens blindingly obvious that, unless
you are a snoker, tobacco advertising or sponsorship has
absol utely no influence whatsoever in persuadi hg or
nmotivating a purchase”™ (1986)

Leading industry journal, Tobacco International, runs an article on cigarette
consumption in Greece which states:

“the rise in cigarette consunption is basically due to
advertising.”[° (1987)

Philip Morris notices the hostage to fortune and responds, saying that

“the tobacco industry’'s position in advertising is that it
may i nfluence the choice of one brand over another but has
no effect on consunption .1 amsure the statenment in
guestion was nmerely an oversight, but in the current
climate of attenpts to ban tobacco advertising in nearly
all our major narkets, it is certainly not helpful if
critics can quote a tobacco industry trade journal to
support their clains.”[° (1987)

Lotus team manager, Peter Warr, talks about the effect of RIR’s investment in the
Lotus Formula One team:

“The Brazilian market was a snall one for Canel but since
the Brazilian Grand Prix its sal es have increased by 84
per cent”}. (1987)

David Abbott, Chairman of ad agency Abbott Mead Vickers, says:

“I think argunments like shifting brands are just insulting
in their shall owness. There is no other category where you
can spend between £70 mllion and £100 mllion and not
have an effect in protecting or increasing the market. |
think advertising has certainly slowed down the rate of
decline. It has certainly helped to introduce new snokers,
be they wonen or be they in the Third Wrld. The other
thing about cigarette advertising, | do think it makes it
nore difficult for health education in that it makes the
Government’s attitude nore anbivalent.”F (1988)

Advertising Executive Emerson Foote, former Chairman of the Board of McCann-
Erickson, which handled $20 million in tobacco accounts:

“The cigarette industry has been artfully maintaining that
cigarette advertising has nothing to do with total sales.
This is conplete and utter nonsense. The industry knows it
i's nonsense. | am always amused by the suggestion that
advertising, a function that has been shown to increase
consunption of virtually every other product, sonehow
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mraculously fails to work for tobacco products” E.I(1988)

Fritz Gahagan, once a marketing consultant for five tobacco companies offers insight
into his business:

“The problemis how do you sell death? How do you sell a
poi son that kills 350,000 people per year, a 1,000 people
a day? You do it with the great open spaces ... the

nmount ai ns, the open places, the | akes conmng up to the
shore. They do it with healthy young people. They do it
with athletes. How could a whiff of a cigarette be of any
harmin a situation like that? It couldn’'t be - there’'s
too nuch fresh air, too nuch health - too nmuch absol ute
exudi ng of youth and vitality -that's the way they do

it.”]° (1988)

RJR launches a $75 million a year promotional campaign, the cartoon “ Joe
Canel ", saidto “appeal younger, male snokers, who had been
deserting Canel in droves” ™.

At the opening hearing of the US Subcommittee of the Committee on Energy and
Commerce of the House of Representatives, it is disclosed that the cigarette companies
spread “t hei r nessage in ways that do not appear even to be
advertisenents such as paying to have cigarettes in the
novies .for exanple, Philip Mrris paid $42,000 in 1979 to
have Marl boro cigarettes appear in the novie ‘Superman |1’
and paid $350,000 | ast year to have the Lark cigarette
appear in the new Janes Bond novie ‘Licence to Kill’
.Philip Morris told us in 1987 and 1988 it supplied free
cigarettes and other props for 56 different films.”l2
(1989)

December: An American advertising account executive for a leading feminine
cigarette brand states

“we try to tap the energing i ndependence and sel f -
fulfilment of wonmen, to nake snoking a badge to express
t hat . " *(1989)

A study published in the New England Journal of Medicine finds that during the 1989
Marlboro Grand Prix in the US on 16 July 1989 which was broadcast for 94 minutes,
the Marlboro logo was seen or mentioned 5933 times, on 49 per cent of the air-time.|M

1990s:

Due to the Joe Camel campaign, Camel’s share of sales among 18- to 24 year olds has
increased from 4.4% to 7.9%. One analyst says

“Before the [Joe Canel] canpaign, the brand was in free
fall. The turnaround has been niracul ous” *.(1992)
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Tobacco companies spend $8 biIIion@year on advertising, promotions and
sponsorships in America and Europe™ (1992)

Clive Turner, Tobacco Manufacturers Association:

“Advertising is all about which conpany gets the biggest
mar ket share. It’'s nothing to do with persuadi ng young
peopl e to snoke” ™ (1997)

Tessa Jowell, UK Minister of State for Public Health, speaking after the Queen’s
speech announces that the government intends to ban tobacco advertising:

“The Government is fully commtted to banning tobacco
advertising. This is an essential first step in building
an effective strategy to deal with snoking” ™ (1997)

Gareth Davies, Chief Executive of Imperial Tobacco, says of Labour’s proposed
advertising ban:

“Cbviously | amvery nuch agai nst anything that tries to
reduce consunption of a |egal product that is used by
adults ..an advertising ban will do nothing to reduce
consunpt i on”E.I(1997)

A spokesperson for Gallahers responds to the Government’s announcement on tobacco
advertising:

“There are plenty of ways of marketing products without
advertising. W have strong brands that we have builtmup

over the years and they will continue to be pronoted’ .
(1997)

Clive Turner, Executive Director of the Tobacco Manufacturers’ Association:

“Can you really imagine that a non-snoker watching a piece
of sponsored sport is then going to rush out and start
snoki ng? It’s ludicrous to make such a suggestion. The
CGovernnment’'s prine objective is to reduce consunption. If
a ban on advertising cones, that gi)j ective will not be
reached. It's as sinple as that.”™ (1997)

RJ Reynolds drops the cartoon, Joe Camel, from its advertisingE.| (1997)

The Committee for Monitoring Agreements on Tobacco Advertising and Sponsorship
finds 30 direct breaches of the industry’s voluntary advertising code.(1997)

It is revealed that BAT is thinking of circumventing the EU ban of cigarette
advertising and sponsorship by legally promoting their cigarette brand names in new
ranges of coffee products. The scheme is already being tested in Kuala Lumpur. Says
the shops manager in the Malaysian capital:

“Of course this is all about keeping the Benson and Hedges
brand nane to the front. W advertise the Benson and
Hedges Bistro on television and in the newspapers. The
idea is to be snmoker-friendly. Snokers associate a coffee
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EU votes for a
ban

with a cigarette. The are both drugs of a type.”

BAT confirms it is also I%ﬁ(ing at selling Lucky Strike clothing, John Player Special
Whiskey and Kent travel.**~(1998)

The European Parliament votes to ban all tobacco advertising, sponsorship and
promotion in stages by 2006 and thereby ensures the advertising directive will pass.
The tobacco industry announces that it will mount a legal challenge to the directive. [5
(1998)
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5 Cigarette design: additives, low-tar and 'safe’
cigarettes

Should we market cigarettes intended to re-assure the snoker that
they are safer w thout assuring ourselves that indeed they are so or
are not less safe? ... Are snokers entitled to expect that cigarettes
shown as | ower delivery in |league tables will in fact deliver less to
their lungs than cigarettes shown hi gher?”

BAT in 1977 expressing worries about marketing low-tar ci%allrettes, which the industry knew
offered false health reassurance without real health benefits.

5.1 Summary

By the late fifties, through the sixties and seventies, the industry scientists were grappling
with trying to find a “safe cigarette”. The challenge was to reduce tar levels for health
reasons, whilst maintaining similar or raised nicotine levels to keep customers hooked.
Scientists struggled with the problem that, although they should reduce nicotine on health
grounds, too little nicotine would help people wean themselves off cigarettes. By the late
seventies, scientists were concerned that nicotine would have to be reduced so low that most
smokers would stop smoking tobacco... but that threat never materialised.

By the mid-sixties, concern over the health effects of tobacco was so great that the tobacco
companies begin looking at alternative nicotine delivery systems. Industry consultants and
scientists warned that because of carcinogens produced by the burning of tobacco, it would
never be possible to find a completely “safe” cigarette. By the seventies, the scientists
believed that they could still partially solve the problem and that a “safe” cigarette was still
the key to the industry’s future.

Also beginning in the mid-sixties, Philip Morris begins using ammonia in its cigarette
production. Ammonia transforms nicotine from a bound state to a free one, where it can be
more rapidly absorbed by the smoker. Ammonia technology is now widely used through the
industry.

By the late sixties companies were consciously defining “health orientated” cigarettes which
had reduced biological activity compared to those termed “health reassurance”, which were
marketed to reassure the customer about their health claims but actually offered no significant
health benefit.

By the early seventies companies were discussing ‘compensation’, whereby a smoker adjusts
their smoking pattern in order to get a specific level of nicotine — therefore a smoker using a
low tar product “compensates” for the low nicotine delivery by smoking more, an effect not
replicated in the official machine measurements. By the end of the decade, industry
researchers were even postulating that “the effect of switching to a low tar cigarette may be to
increase, not decrease, the risks of smoking”.

By the mid-seventies, scientists at the US company Liggett had developed a cigarette with a
significantly reduced health hazard — however the research was taken over by the lawyers and
the product was never marketed.
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By the early eighties, other company researchers were told they could never market a “safe
cigarette” because that would imply that other cigarettes were dangerous.

In the eighties and early nineties, Brown and Williamson even started examining growing
genetically engineered tobacco designed to double the nicotine in the plant.

In the nineties tobacco companies have repeatedly denied manipulating the levels of nicotine
in cigarettes.

5.2 What is known - key facts on low tar and safe cigarettes

e Itisimpossible to remove or avoid the harmful substances that are created by the burning
of dried organic material such as tobacco. The ‘safe’ cigarette - at least one that is
smoked - is impossible.

» Compared to regular brands on the market today, low tar cigarettes do not deliver
significant health benefits - despite much lower official tar yields. Smoking behaviour is
determined largely by the smoker’s need to consume nicotine and maintain a satisfactory
blood/nicotine level. With low tar cigarettes, smokers can adopt a range of ‘tricks’ to
ensure they take in the nicotine they need, even if the cigarette is supposed to be low in
tar and nicotine when smoked by a machine. Since tar intake is closely linked to nicotine
intake, the tar exposure also increases. This effect is known as ‘compensation’ and has
been extensively documented in the scientific literature==and well understood by the
tobacco industry for over twenty years.

* The addition of alkali such as ammonia increases the availability of “free nicotine’ and
increases the nicotine ‘hit’ (and hence addictiveness) for a given nicotine content.

e There are around 600 additives that are permitted to be added to cigarettes in the UK.
These are mostly approved as food additives. Though they are likely to break down to
different products when burnt, there is no separate testing under conditions of combustion
and inhalation.

5.3 What the tobacco industry said and what it knew

5.3.1 Mid-Late 1950s: scientists recognise the problem

In the A scientist at Liggett remarks:
beginning the
scientists and

the lawyers
were optimistic A Hill and Knowlton memo quotes a tobacco company lawyer as saying

“if we can elimnate or reduce the carcinogenic agent in
snoke we will have nmade real progress.” B(Liggett, 1954)

“Boy! Wouldn't it be wonderful if our conpany was first to
produce a can(her-free cigarette. What we could do to the

conpetition.”
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Whoever is first
to reduce tar
will take the
market

But thereis a
big problem if
nicotine is
reduced

A Philip Morris scientist acknowledges the health problem:

“Bvidence is building up that heavy snoking contributes to
| ung cancer.”

He then recommends an...

“all -synthetic aerosol to replace tobacco snoke, if
necessary ... know this sounds like a wild programme, but
I"l'l bet that the first conpany to produce a cigarette
claimng a substantial reduction in tars and nicotine ...
will take the market.” EI(Philip Morris,1958)

Even at this early stage, the underlying imperative of nicotine is understood and factored
into product design thinking. A BAT scientist writes:

“Reduci ng the nicotine per cigarette mght end in
destroying the nicotine habit in a | arge nunber of
consuners_and prevent it ever being acquired by new
snmokers.” IzlBAT, 1959)

5.3.2 Early-Mid 1960s: the search for the safe cigarette

Scientists
discuss
reducing
carcinogens in
smoke

And
manipulating
levels of
nicotine

PR strategy and
safe cigarette
strategy in
conflict

Senior Philip Morris scientists look into the possibility of a

“‘Medically Acceptable Cgarette’, which wll take seven to
ten years because it will require a major research effort,
because carcinogens are found in practically every cl ass of
compounds i n snoke.” EI(Philip Morris, 1961)

It is clear that the companies regarded the product as a drug delivery device, which could
deliver nicotine according to a design. The nicotine level of Brown and Williamson’s
cigarettes

“.was not obtained by accident .we can regulate, fairly
precisely, the nicotine and sugar |evels_to al nost any
desired | evel nanagenent might require.” ElBAT, 1963)

The PR problem with safer cigarettes is that they are an admission that what came before
was more dangerous — something that was denied:

“When the health question was first raised we had to start
by denying it at the PR level. But by continuing that
policy we had got ourselves into a corner and left no room
to nmanoeuvre. In other words if we did get a breakthrough
and were able to inprove our product we should have to
about-face, and this was practically inpossible at the PR
| evel . "™ (BAT, 1962)
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Begin looking
at other
products for
nicotine
delivery

BAT begins the search for a new form of nicotine delivery - Project Ariel - which uses a
water-based nicotine aerosol:

“The main objective of Ariel is to achieve the

physi ol ogi cal response of normal cigarettes, and it was
suggested that the line of attack [should be] a close
conpari son of the chemical state of nicotine in the tobacco
extract and the snoke.” }(BAT, 1964)

5.3.3 Mid to late 1960s:

Maximum
nicotine
minimum tar

Ammonia used
to increase
nicotine ‘hit’

BAT notes the
importance of
pH

We have a
problem —there
will never be a
safe smoke

‘Low tar’
cigarettes may
give low
readings on
machine, but
high doses to
smokers

Health
reassurance
versus health

Head of R&D at Brown and Williamson tours UK research laboratories:

“Their approach seens to be to find ways of obtaining
maxi mum ni cotine for nmininumtar.” " (BAT, 1965)

By increasing the alkalinity, ammonia makes more of the nicotine “free’ and therefore
increases the effect of a given quantity of nicotine in the cigarette. According to RJ
Reynolds, Philip Morris begins using ammoniated sheets this year and concludes:

“increased use of the sheet periodically from 1965 to 1974.
This tine period corresponds to the dramatic sal es increase
Philip Morris made from 1965 to 1974 |3. (RJR, undated)

A report by BAT’s Research Department found that

“nicotine retention appears to be dependent principally on
snoke pH and nicotine content” I4.

Consultants to BAT conclude that a completely safe cigarette is unlikely:

“Because known carci nogens are produced fromsuch a w de
variety of organic materials during the process of
pyrolysis, it is nost unlikely that a conpletely safe form
of tobacco snoking can be evol ved.” F (F Roe, M Pike, 1965 or 1966)

The Canadian Tobacco Industry accepts low tar readings on machines:

“human snokers differ greatly in the frequency and
intensity of their puffing and the anount of each cigarette
they snoke. Thus there may be little relation between the
figures reported fromthe nachine and the actual exposure
of any given snoker with any given cigar ette”|6. (1969)

D R Green from BAT expounds what will become a key distinction - cigarettes that
appear less harmful versus cigarettes that are less harmful:

“Al t hough there may, on occasions, be conflict between
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benefits

saleability and m nimal biological activity, tw types of
product should clearly be distinguished, viz: A health-

i mmge (health reassurance) cigarette. A health-orientated
(m nimal biological activity) cigarette, to be kept on the
mar ket for those custoners choosing it.” E{s. Green 1968)

5.3.4 Early — Mid 1970s:

Safe smoking is
still the future

Make nicotine
more effective

We can reduce
tar and
‘reassure’
customers
cigarettes are
healthy

Let the
Government
make the health
claim

‘Marketable’
cigarettes
versus ‘safer’
cigarettes

“The ‘safer’ cigarette is in nmy view the key to the
industry’s future.” |® (BAT 1971)

Liggett researches adjusting pH levels with the

“eventual goal of lowering the total amount of nicotine
whil e increasing the effect of the nicotine.”[(Liggett, 1972)

“Manufacturers are concentrating on the | ow TPM [total
particulate matter] tar and N cotine segnent in order to
create brands ...which aim in one way or another, to
reassure the consuner that theses brands are relatively
nmore “heal thy” than orthodox bl ended cigarettes. ”fO(BAT 1971)

A BAT document on “Smoking and Health”, says that

“the industry should however never put itself in the
position that by offering to publish tar/nicotine figures
it is inplying that sone cigarettes are ‘safer’. If there
is to be any suggestion of this, it nmust come fromthe

gover nnent . ” fl(BAT, 1970)

“This is what our nanagenent really expects R& to do.
Things |ike marketable low tar and nicotine cigarettes ..The
guestion as to whether such cigarettes are really safer
does not matter ...even our Health peopl e wonder whether | ow
tar and nicotine cigarettes are a good idea. | think the
researches going on into the snoker’s response to such

nmodi fied cigarettes conprise genuine inquiry in the snoking
and health field, examning what | call the ‘involuntary
nmoder ati on’ concept of a safer cigarette."f%BATJQ?D

5.3.5 Mid to late 1970s:

‘Light’ does not
actually mean

“Mar| boro Lights cigarettes were not snoked |ike regul ar
Mar |l boros. |In effect, the Marl boro 85 snokers in this
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less

And lower
nicotine levels
might wean
smokers off the
habit

So we will just
manipulate the
pH

And just carry
on reassuring
the customer

However filters
are just acon

And we are
conning people
about low tar

And is it really
ethical anyway

study did not achieve any reduction in
snoking a cigarette (Marl boro Lights).”

ke i ntake by
Philip Morris 1975)

“There is a danger in the current trend of |ower and | ower
cigarette deliveries - i.e. the snoker will be weaned away
fromthe habit. If the nicotine delivery is reduced bel ow a
threshol d ‘satisfactory’ level, then surely snokers will
gquestion nmore readily why they are indulging in an

expensi ve habit.” P(BAT 1977)

“As the pH increases, the nicotine changes its chenical
formso that it is nore rapidly absorbed by the body and
more quickly gives a ‘kick’ to the snoker.” F’(J McKenzie 1976)

A marketing paper for BAT states:

“Al'l work in this area should be directed towards

provi di ng consuner reassurance about cigarettes and the
snoki ng habit. This can be provided in different ways,
e.g. by claimng |low deliveries, by the perception of |ow
deliveries and by the perception of ‘mldness’ .” fﬁ(P Short 1977)

Brown and Williamson’s lawyer:

“I'n nmost cases, however, the snoker of a filter cigarette
was getting as nuch or nore nicotine and tar as he woul d
have gotten froma regular cigarette. He had abandoned the
regul ar cigarette, however, on the grounds of reduced risk
to heal t h. " J'(E Pepples 1976)

One tobacco scientist concludes

“the effect of switching to lowtar cigarette nay be to
i ncrease, not decrease, the risks of snoking.” |8(P Lee for BAT,
1979)

A scientist at Liggett asks:

“I's it norally pernmissible to devel op a safe nmethod for
admi ni stering a habit-form ng drug when, in so doing, the
nunber of addicts wll increase?” fg (Liggett, 1978)

5.3.6 Early to Mid 1980s:

Independent

A study in the American Journal of Public Health finds that if smokers block the holes of
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evidence

Lawyer say
can’'t have a
safe cigarette

Surgeon
General
recognises the
task is
impossible

Need to make
low tar
cigarettes more
attractive

Need to
counter-act
claims that low
tar cigarettes
are bogus

And carry on
smoke
manipulation

low-tar cigarettes, this could increase toxic by-products of smoke by up to 300 per centaI
This illustrates smokers’ pronounced control over nicotine administration and their
ability to achieve high doses from ‘low’ cigarettes. (American Journal of Public Health,
1980)

A scientists employed by Philip Morris on the safer cigarette programme, recalls that:

“They | awyers said we couldn’t say it - we couldn’t make a
‘safe cigarette’ because that inplies that the cigarettes
the manufacturers make aren't safe, and that woul d nake the
conmpany liable so the programe was shel ved.” Il (Cited
Dispatches, Channel 4 1996)

The Surgeon General concludes that there is

“no such thing as a safe cigarette.” IZ(J Richmond 1981)

“B&Ww | | undertake activities designed to generate
statenments by public health opinion | eaders which wll

i ndicate tol erance for snoking and inprove the consumer’s
perception of ultra low ‘tar’ cigarettes (5 ng or |ess).
The first step will be the identification of attractive
scientists not previously involved in the | ow delivery
controversy who woul d produce studi es re-enphasising the
| ower delivery, less risk concept.” F (Brown and Williamson 1982)

“Conpensatory snmoking - This is also a particularly tricky
subject. On the one hand it is comercially sensitive. On
the other, it must be in the interest of the industry to
get data and speak out agai nst those who claimthat the | ow
delivery programme is msleading in that snokers conpensate
for the I ow deliveries.”[(BAT, 1983)

“we can disturb the status quo either directly or
indirectly ...addition of nicotine/salts/derivatives to the
bl end, increase/decrease nicotine availability through pH
mani pul ati on. ” ¥ (BAT 1984)

5.3.7 Mid-Late 1980s:

‘Safe cigarettes’
killed off at BAT

Patrick Sheehy, the head of BAT, objects to a proposal for a safe cigarette:

“l cannot support your contention that we should give a
hi gher priority to projects ainmed at devel oping a ‘safe’
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Stop quitters

cigarette (as perceived by those who clai mour current
product is ‘unsafe’) either by elimnating, or at |east
reducing to an acceptable levels, all conponents clainmed by
our critics to be carcinogenic.”

[.]

“I'n attenpting to develop a ‘safe’ cigarette you are, by
i nplication in danger of being interpreted as accepting
that the current product is ‘unsafe’ apd this is not a
position that | think we should take.”™ (BAT, 1986)

“Quitters may be discouraged fromquitting, or at |east

quitting kept in the market |onger, by either of two product
opportunities noted before. Aless irritating cigarette is
one route (lIndeed, the practice of switching to | ower tar
cigarettes and sonetines nenthol in the quitting process
tacitly recognises this). The safe cigarette woul d have
wi de appeal, linmted mainly by the social pressures to
quit.” |7 (Creative Research Group, 1986)
5.3.8 1990s:
Lowtar “lt has been argued for several years that |owtar and
advertisingis ultra-low tar cigarettes are not really what they are
misleading claimed to be ...the argunent can be constructed that ULT
advertising is msleading to the snoker ..Snokers of |ow
yield cigarette adjust their snoking nanoeuvre to obtain
sonme desired level of nicotine and therefore conconmtantly
increase their tar intake.” [P (RIR,c.1990-91)
Carry on RJ Reynold’s stated goal is to
controlling «yayel op a viable process for the total control of nicotine
nicotine

FDA: Evidence
companies
control nicotine

BAT claims it
does not

in product.” The ‘Basis’ behind this is “It is in the best
long terminterest for RIRto be able to control and
effectively utilise every pound of nicotine we purchase.” I’g
(RJR 1991)

US FDA Commissioner, David Kessler says that there is
“mounti ng evi dence”

that tobacco companies control levels of nicotinefo. (P Pringle 1998)

The fact that the tobacco companies are manipulating nicotine brings the greatest threat
of all - that regulatory agencies such as the FDA will start to treat the product like a drug
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manipulate
nicotine

BAT admits its
“Light”
products may
not be any safer

and regulate every aspect of its production and marketing.

BAT denies doctoring cigarettes, stating that

“There is no way we add anyt hing to enhance the nicotine.”
(BAT 1995)

The CEO of RJ Reynolds:

“We do not increase the |evel of nicotine in any of our
products to ‘addict’ snokers.”* (RJR, 1998)

The tactic adopted to market ‘low-tar’ cigarettes was and remains to avoid explicit health
claims, and to rely on the implicit health claims created by the mandatory machine-
measured tar and nicotine yields - even though these are thoroughly misleading as
measurements of health impact.

“We have been taking note of public health concerns by
devel oping “lighter” products, but “we cannot pronote these
products as ‘safer’ cigarettes because we sinply don’t have
sufficient understanding of all the chem cal processes to
do so.”F (BAT,1997)
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6 Second-hand smoke

Al'l allegations that second-hand snoke is injurious to the
heal t h of non-snokers, in respect the social cost of snoking
as well as unreasonabl e demands for no snoking areas in public
pl aces, shoul d be countered strongly.

BAT recognising the threat posed by second-hand smoke, in 1982.

Environmental tobacco smoke (ETS) is the tobacco industry’s term for second-hand smoke.

6.1 Summary

At the beginning of the seventies, people within the tobacco industry recognised second-hand
smoke as an increasing problem.

By the late seventies, the industry started forming smokers’ rights organisations, and setting
up front groups to defeat proposed restrictions on smoking at work or in public places. The
companies have maintained that they are defending the freedom of choice, but these
organisations have really operated as tobacco industry proxies. Where there is a division
between the interests of smokers and the interests of tobacco companies (cessation, nicotine
addiction, warnings etc) these groups have favoured their paymasters.

By the late seventies, industry research showed that there were harmful constituents in smoke
— whilst denying there was any problem in private, they tried to reduce the quantity and
composition of side-stream smoke (the smoke given off at the end of a burning cigarette).
Some low side-stream products entered the market in the late nineties.

Just as the companies have done with the health impact of smoking, the companies have set
out to misled the public about the dangers of second-hand smoke, and to create a controversy
about the health implications of second-hand smoke.

By the beginning of the eighties there was increasing epidemiological evidence that second-
hand smoke posed a serious threat to the health of non-smokers, and increased the risk of lung
cancer.

By the late eighties, Philip Morris and lawyers acting on its behalf set up a covert programme
in Europe to recruit scientists to counter the negative publicity surrounding second-hand
smoke.

In the early nineties, measures included setting up supposed independent foundations looking
at Indoor Air Quality, and the publications of articles, books and research designed to confuse
the issue of second-hand smoke and create a false controversy over the dangers of sick-
building syndrome.

6.2 What is known - key facts about second-hand smoke
» Second-hand smoke is a cause of lung cancer and, in those with long term exposure, the

increased risk is in the order of 20-30%. This means that several hundred lung cancer
deaths per year in the UK can be attributed to second-hand smoke.
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» Non-smokers living in a household with a smoker have an overall 23% increased risk of
heart disease.

e Parental smoking is responsibﬁ for at least 17,000 admissions to hospital each year of
children under the age of five.

*  Mothers who smoke double the risk of sudden infant death syndrome (cot death).E|

« Second-hand smoke has been found to be a risk factor for asthma, middle ear infection,
bronchitis and pneumonia in children. Among adults, in addition to lung cancer and heart
disease, exposure to second-hand smoke has been associated with nasal cancer,
exacerbation of cystic fibrosis, decreased lung function and cervical cancer.

6.3 What the tobacco industry said and what it knew

6.3.1 Early to mid 1970s:

Anti-smoking A Brown and Williamson lawyer senses the threat posed by second-hand smoke:

attack  «he anti - snoki ng | obby is using the issue of the alleged

health effect of snoking on the non-snoker to generate
nmedi a publicity. This trend has been grow ng since 1970
..There is no nedical evidence concerning the health effect
of passive snoking. The real purpose is synbolic to nmake
snoki ng socially unacceptable_and by limting the public
areas where it is permtted.”™ (Brown and Williamson,1973)

6.3.2 Mid-late 1970s:

Respond witha “RJ Reynolds is planning to strike back at the increasing
smokers’ rights nunber of anti-snoking crusades in the nation by |aunching
campaign its own snokers’ rights canpaign.”

The Chairman of the Board of RJR says:

“The publication will deal with the so-called public
snoki ng i ssue, the latest tactic by anti-snoking groups in
their effort to do irreparable damage to the tobacco

i ndustry.” b (Tobacco Reporter 1976)

Research Scientists at BAT replicate an experiment carried out by Carl Becker from Cornell
points to health University showing that glycoproteins [which can induce allergic reactions] were present
problems in in tobacco smoke. A scientist

Smoke  «oyplained that ...Beaker’'s findings in relation to the

presence of glycoproteins n mainstream and si de-stream
snoke had been confirmed.”™ (JEsdterle 1977)

Further BAT research highlightsthat: “ ...t here i s concern over the |evel
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But publicly we
maintain its just
an annoyance

Front
organisations
established...

it could
threaten our
viability — need
medical
evidence to
refute claims

of nitrosam nes in foodstuffs. This explains in part the
sensitivity to the presence of nitrosamnes in tobacco
snoke and, particularly, the levels in side-stream snoke.
The latter is a potential threat to the currently held view
by many authorities that pasai ve snoki ng does not

constitute a direct hazard.”™ (S Green1978)

BAT: “ In our viewthis [second-hand snoke] appears to be
an area of exaggerated concern ..the question is not really

one of a health hazard but perhaps nore of an annoyance.” IO
(BAT 1977)

Brown and Williamson and the other leading US tobacco companies defeat Proposition
5, the California Clean Indoor Air Act of 1978, by forming a front organisation called

“Californians for Common Sense.” Il (E Pepples 1978,1979)

The Roper Organisation conducts a study for the US Tobacco Institute:

“what the snoker does to hinself nmay be his business, but
what the snoker does to the non-snmoker is quite a different
matter ...This we see as the nost dangerous devel opnment yet
to the viability of the tobacco industry that has yet
occurred The strategic and long run antidote to the
passive snoking issue is, as we see it, devel opi ng and

wi dely publicising clear-cut, credible, nedical evidence

t hat passive snoking is not harnful to the non-snoker’s
heal th. "? (1978)

6.3.3 Early-Mid 1980s:

Independent
evidence says
second-hand
smoke a
serious risk

Privately B&W
accepts the
evidence

An article is published in Science, concludes that;

“ETS presents a serious risk to the health of non-snokers.
Since this risk is involuntary, it deserves as much

attention as outdoor air pollution.” |3 (J Repace, A Lowrey 1980)

The BMJ publishes a major epidemiological study by Takeshi Hirayama that concludes
non-smoking women married to smokers were more likely to develop lung cancer than
non-smoking women married to non-smokers.l4

Brown and Williamson’s corporate counsel, writes about the Hirayama study, saying that
both German and British scientists paid by the tobacco industry had reviewed the work
and

“they believe Hrayama is a good scientist and that his
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But we need to
counter
allegations
strongly

Need to reduce
side-stream and
undertake
research

non- snmoki ng wi ves publication is correct.” kel (J Wells 1981)

“Al'l allegations that passive snoking is injurious to the
heal t h of non-snokers, in respect the social cost of
snoki ng as well as unreasonabl e demands for no snoking
areas in public places, should be countered strongly.” |16
(BAT, 1982)

“BAT's strategy is to develop cigarettes with reduced side-
stream em ssions and/or reduced snell and irritation.
Conduct research to anticipate and refute clains about the

health effects of passive snoking.” |7 (W Irvin 1983)

6.3.4 Mid — late 1980s:

Independent
evidence
accumulates:

BAT mounts
defensive
scientific
challenge

And suggests
going on the
pro-smoking

offensive

The covert
Whitecoat
Programme

The US Surgeon General, Dr. Everett Koop, publishes a report stating that

“it is certain that a substantial proportion of the |ung
cancers in non-snokers are due to ETS exposure” I8 (1986)

In the UK, a Government advisory committee maintains that second-hand smoke
increases the non-smokers’ risk of developing lung cancer by 10-30 per cent.lg (1988)

“Anot her inportant issue affecting acceptability [of

snoki ng] is passive snoking. Qur current initiatives are to
chal | enge the whole area of ‘low risk epidemology’'. There
are reputabl e external experts who believe that this is a
hi ghly inprecise science and we are finding neans for them
to express their concerns.” [0 (BAT, 1986)

BAT discusses: “a nore direct public relations/political
campai gn m ght need to be nounted, primarily based on
protecting the rights of snokers.” fl (BAT 1989)

US lawyers working for Philip Morris and the US Tobacco Institute, begin setting up a
“Eur opean Consul t ancy Programe” to counter proposed restriction on
second-hand smoke. The underlying theme is to covertly recruit scientists or

“\Whi t ecoat s” to work on Philip Morris” behalf, who will defend smoking and try
and convince people that second-hand smoke is harmless. Code-named “ Whi t ecoat ”

its“end goal s” are:
Resi st and roll back snoking restrictions
Rest ore snoker confidence.
The “pre-requisites’ are

Reverse scientific and popul ar m sconception that ETS is
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Sick- building
smoke-screen

And the denials

har nf ul
bl

Restore social acceptability of snoking.”™ (JRupp 1988)

BAT strategy review says: “wor k bei ng funded by the Tobacco

i ndustry in the USA on Environnmental Tobacco Snoke (ETS)
was being funded jointly by Philip Mrris and R} Reynol ds
rather than by the Tobacco Institute. BROAN AND W LLI AMSON
had put noney into privately funded projects at the

Uni versity of Kentucky and was active in pronoting work on
“sick-buildings’ to research the degree to which radon and
air conditioning systens were inportant contributors to
envi ronnent al heal th hazards.” |3 (BAT 1988)

“No concl usive proof exists to support the claimthat

continue exposure to environnental tobacco snmoke in public places is
a health risk to non-snokers.” I“ (The Tobacco Institute 1989)
6.3.5 1990s:

Major covert
consultancy
operation

Independent
evidence
accumulates

An internal industry memo summarises the status of the “ Eur opean Consul t ancy
Programe”:

“Qur consultants have created the world’ s only |earned
scientific society [Indoor Air International] addressing

questions of indoor air quality ...Qur EC consultants have
formed a consulting group called ARIA (Associates for
Research in Indoor Air) .. One of our consultants is an

editor of this very influential British medical journal,
and is continuing to publish nunerous reviews, editorials
and comments on ETS and ot her issues ..One consultant is,
for exanple, the advisor to a particularly rel evant
commttee of the House of Comons. ”fs (Covington and Burling 1990)

The US EPA concludes that second-hand smoke is a Class A carcinogen, estimating that
second-hand smoke is responsible for 3000 lung cancers annually among non-smokers,
whilst contributing up to 300,000 cases annually of respiratory illness in infants and
children younger than 18 months.f6 (Tobacco Control 1993)

The Report of the Scientific Committee on Tobacco and Health (SCOTH) is published:

“Passive snoking is a cause of lung cancer and chil dhood
respiratory disease. There is al so evidence that passive
snoking is a cause of ischaem c heart di sease and cot
death, m ddle ear disease and asthmatic attacks in

chil dren.”fF (1998)

67 Second-hand smoke



But its all about
freedom of
choice

And biscuits
and fudge

And foul-play

But the denials
continue

An editorial in Tobacco International states:

“Conmuni smis about the absence of choice, which is why it
failed; snoking is about the freedom of choice, which is
why it survives.” ™ (Tobacco International, 1998)

Philip Morris runs a series of adverts in Europe stating that the dangers from second-
hand smoke are less than those from eating cookies or drinking milk. The Advertising
Standards Authority rules that the Philip Morris campaign

“gave the m sl eadi ng i npression that passive snoking had
been proved to pose |less danger to the health of UK
consuners than the five activities cited by the advert.”
(R Oram 1998)

al

The tobacco industry is accused of “foul play” for misrepresenting the findings of an
unpublished WHO report. Chris Proctor, Head of Research at BAT, claims that the
report:

“confirnms what we and other scientists have |ong believed
that while snoking in public may be annoying to sone non-
snokers, the science does not show that being around a
snoker is a lung-cancer risk.” (the Guardian, 1998)

WHO issues a press release to deny that it is suppressing research and that

“passi ve snoki ng causes |ung cancer.” EI(WHO 1998)

John Carlisle, of the Tobacco Manufacturers Association:

“There is no statistical evidence |inking passive snoking
to lung cancer.” (The Independent, 1998)
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7 “Emerging markets”

“They have to find a way to feed the nonsters they've built.
Just about the onlﬁ way Will be to increase sales to the
devel opi ng worl d.”

Ex tobacco company employee, R Morelli, explaining the importance of the developing
countries to the industry.

7.1 Summary

With smoking rates declining or peaking in the mature markets of the west, the transnational
cigarette companies have looked to expand their international operations, especially in
Eastern Europe and Asia, but also Latin America and Africa.

They have exploited the recent opening up of countries that were once closed for trade
because of political reasons, such as Central and Eastern Europe, and the former Soviet
Union.

The American companies, with the help of their Government, have used economic muscle —
and the threat of sanctions - to open up countries in Asia, such as Taiwan and Japan.

They have set out to exploit low smoking rates by women in many areas.

The companies have been trying to gain entry into China: with some 300 million smokers,
China remains, for the tobacco companies, the prize. Industry executives talk about thinking
about China as the limits of space or of defying the imagination. There is evidence of
companies being involved in smuggling cigarettes into China.

The industry has been accused of employing double standards in advertising - especially in
targeting youth, sex, the glamour of western lifestyles — in the difference of tar/ nicotine
levels between developed and developing countries.

7.2 What is known - key facts about the move into developing
countries

If there are no dramatic changes in cessation rates, no new interventions, and if children start
smoking at expected rates, then the current 1.1 billion smokers in the world are predicted to
rise to 1.64 billion by 2025. The death toll on current trends, shown below, reflects the lag
between increasing smoking levels and onset of disease - effectively developing countries
started later.

Present By 2030

Developed countries | 2 million 3 million
Developing countries | 1 million 7 million
Total | 3 million 10 million
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In developing countries, women will be a particular focus as smoking rates are currently
much lower among women, than among men. Prevalence of smoking among women in
developing countries could rise from the current 8% to 20% by 2025.

7.3 What the tobacco industry said and what it knew

Feeding the
monster

A bright future in
the developing
world

So we should not
get too depressed ..
because this
industry is
consistently
profitable

Even if we do have
to look elsewhere

Like Asia

Using what ever
means necessary

An ex-tobacco employee interviewed by Marketing Week, says:

“They have to find a way to feed the nonsters they' ve
built. Just about the only way will be to increase sales
to the devel opi ng world.”™ (R Morelli 1998)

Tobacco Reporter says:

“Tobacco use in the devel oped nations will trend down
slightly through the end of the century, while in the
devel opi ng countries use could rise by about three
percent annually .. A bright picture indeed! Not a
snoke-free_society, but continued growth for the tobacco
i ndustry.” i (Tobacco Reporter, 1998)

“We shoul d not be depressed sinply because the total
free world markets appears to be declining. Wthin the
total market, there are areas of strong growt h,
particularly in Asia and Africa; there are new markets
openi ng up for our exports, such as |Indo-China and the
Comecom countries; and there are great opportunities to
i ncrease our market share in areas |like Europe ...This
i ndustry is consistently profitable. And there are

oppor t uni hi es to increase that profitability still
further.”™ (BAT, 1990)

Steven Goldstone, RIJR Nabisco Chairman:

“The international tobacco business has becone an
increasingly inportant source of earnings for RIR
Nabi sco and can be the nost significant driver of our
future tobacco earnings growh.”™ (Tobacco Reporter, 1998)

You know what we want”, saysa tobacco executive

“we want Asia.” i (Quoted in Unhealthy Alliance, 1998)

“The US governnment conducted three investigations on
unfair tobacco trading practices of Japan, Taiwan and
Korea .between 1985-1988, the United States’ Trade
Representative (USTR) threatened these nations with
sanctions on goods they exported to the US unless US
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Taiwan and Japan
are opened up..

...teen smoking
rates increased, too

So what if smoking
increases - We can'’t
answer morals —we

just please
shareholders

And health really
isn't an issue

And why shouldn’t
they smoke our
brands

They want to smoke
them

Its lucky that
communism
collapsed

Emerging markets

cigarette conpanies were given free access to their

mar kets. No other US agricultural product received the
same attention_and all three nations capitulated to the
US' s demands. ” = (G Connolly, 1998)

Both Taiwan and Japan yield to American pressure and open up their domestic
markets to international brands, mainly American. A survey finds that in 1984 -
two years before the markets was opened up - in Taiwan’s capital city, Taipei, 26 %
of boys and 15% of girls had tried smoking. By 1990, the figures were 48 % for
boys and 20% for girls. Smoking amongst Tokyo women increases from 10 per
cent in 1986 to 23 per cent in 1991f. (1993)

Rothmans Public Affairs Manager, Rothmans Exports:

“I't would be stupid to ignore a growi ng market. | can't
answer the noral dilemma. We are in the business of

pl easi ng our sharehol ders. W have a very strong feeling
that if no one had heard of cigarettes in Tinbuktu, then
a Rothmans bill board would not nean anything. All we are
doing is responding to a demand. I’ (J Sweeney 1988)

Rothmans representative in Burkina Faso, Chris Burrell:

“The average life expectancy here is about forty years,
infant nortality is high: the health problens which sone
say are caused by cigarettes just won’t figure as a
probl em here.”[° (J Sweeney 1998)

Matthew Winokur, Director of Philip Morris-Asia, talking about overseas markets,

“if people are going to snoke, why shouldn’t they be
able to choose Anerican cigarettes.” Il(Cited by L Heise 1988)

Michael Parsons from Philip Morris

“The demand for Marl boro is phenonenal. Its |ike saying:
‘“What is the potential market for Levi jeans? Probably
every second adult in Russia .” I2 ( The Observer, 1992)

“Until recently, perhaps forty per cent of the world’ s
snokers were | ocked behind ideological walls. W' ve been
itching to get at them ... That’'s where our growh wll
come from” |3 (The Observer, 1992)
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And the wall came
down

Its trench warfare
out there

Lets not lose sight
of the goal

And with over 300
million smokers,
there is one prize
left

The limits of space

May: Andreas Gembler, President of Philip Morris Europe:

“When the wall cane down in 1989, there were tens of
mllions of consumers opening up to Philip Mrris. If we
hadn't reacted the way we did, by nowthe train would
have gone. W& woul d have seen its end lights.”

(Institutional Investor, 1996)

November: “ Thomas Marsh, RJ Reynold’s Regional President, says of Eastern
Europe:

“I'ts trench warfare. Hand to hand conmbat. W talk with
each other on certain issues of nmutual interest, such as
snoki ng and heal th issues, advertising restrictions,
things |ike that. W have industry associ ati ons where we
sit down and act like perfect gentlenmen — and then we

| eave t meeting and go out and battle in the streets
agai n. ” = (The Observer, 1992)

Sir Patrick Sheehy says that BAT is

“striving for greater global reach ...These are the nost
exciting tinmes that | have seen in the tobacco industry

in the last forty years.” ™ (Tobacco Reporter, 1991)

Rene Scull, Vice President, Philip Morris Asia:

“No di scussion of the tobacco industry in the year 2000
woul d be conpl ete w thout addressing what may be the
nmost inportant feature on the | andscape, the China
market. In every respect, China confounds the

i magi nation.”

Robert Fletcher, Rothmans Regional Public Affairs Manager:

“Thi nki ng about Chi nese snoking statistics is |ike
trying to think about the linmts of space. gn (Window
magazine, 1992)
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