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THE ANTI.SMOKING CASIPAIGN: 

ENOUGH IS ENOUGH 

On March 1 I. 1987. Waterford Tounship. Minnesota, b a n d  smoking on public property 

Thmy of W.tterfordls 488 residents voted for a ban and so no-smoking signs were 

erected in tt.e one-picnic-table park alongside city hall, in the six-stall parking 

lot and in tbe roadside park two blocks up the street. 

A t  least twa national television networks arrived to hkn stories on the rural. 

hamlet's nev outdoor smokmg ban. 

"That's when p p l e  started to get fed up aad the supervisors staned to hear from 

people who ctidn't attand the annual meeting," said one news report. "Two doan 

residents tad the supervisor3 that the ban was an unwarranted invasion of privacy." 

The c h h r n  of the t o m ' s  board of mpenisors said, "Most of them didn't want ail 

the publicity and they told us loud and clear they didn't want the ban." As a 

Canadian te!evision camera rolld. the board in May d r l d  the ordinance invdd 

because it was put in placu without a public heamg.  

Jus t  M O ~ :  episoda of small.town demwracy? Perhaps. But the episode also is 

symptomatic of when ths nation has come with e growing national obsession against 

smoking - s pastime that is chosen by onethird of American adults and that prdates 

America itsolf. 

A ban on sn~okmg out of doors? 
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Enough Ia .3nouqhI 

Today the city of San Diep  is split over whether smoking sllould be forbidden 

altogetller i 1 the outdoor Jack Murphy Stadium, although its major tenants .. tile 

baseball Petires and the football Chargers .- already set aside no-smoking sections. 

Kansas and Massachusetts legislatures were asked to consider measures p r o l ~ i b i t i n ~  

smoking th:oughout their states. Wording of a smoking restriction law in Watsonville. 

California, left unclear whether city fathers meant to limit smoking a t  drive-in 

movies. Aod on the indoor front. the Atlanta city council considered a workplace 

measure pelmitting smoking in private offices of government employees only if doors 

remained cl,sed for at least five minutes thereafter. 

Today smol;en are forced to deal with harassment and other excesses from a vocal 

minority. I n  their adamant refusal to accept even reasonable accommodation. 

anti-srnolung extremists are leading society down dangerous paths. 

I 

Smokers and fair-minded nonsmokers alike a .  saying "Enough is enough!" We've reached 

- the limit. 

.According t o  a poll completed in December 1988. a large majority of respondents 

support stnctcr regulation on a number of fronts, including government inspection of 

food proces: iag plants and transportation and disposal of toxic chemicals. 

In contrast. an overwhelming majority of respondents oppose further anti-smoking 

efforts - and are satisfied with the current levels of restrictions on smoking in 

workplaces and in restaurants. 

TIMN 427389 

TIOK 0035546 I 



The randor poll of 1.500 adulc .Americans age 18 and over was conducted by tile 

Washingtor, D.C., polling firm of Hamilton, Frederick & Schneiders for The Tobacco 

Institute. iimong the pail's findings: 

o Almost 8 out of 10 respondents believe the current 

policy of allowing employees and employers to 

determine workplace smokrng policies should 

continue. Even among nonsmokers. better than 

70 percent support the current system. 

o Seventy four percent support current arrangements that 

allow restaurants to offer smoking and nonsmokrng 

sections ta customers. h o a g  nonsmokers. more than 

60 percent support the current system. 

o A majority of Americans 157 percent) say they 

believe cigarette advertising res trictions should 

either remain as they are 134 percent). or be eliminated 

entirely (23 percent). with cigarette advertising being 

treated as any other product advertising. 

o Most Americans do not support an increase in the 

cigarette excise tax. In fact, 53 percent said 

they believe that excise taxes -- amounting to 

about a third of the price of a pack of cigarettes 

-- should stay the same (38 percent) or be significantly 

reduced (1 5 percent 1. 
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l e a n w h i l e .  Larger I3sueg Are Ignored 

The single-rainded focus on smoking has come a t  tile expense of addressing impor tan :  

public issueg, and threatens key Constitutional and other rights. Anti-smokers,  [or 

example. wc uld: 

o Encourage smoking bans that leave unregulatd 

the most important factors contributing t o  dirty 

office air. 

o Ban cigarette advertising despite the impact on 

our Fint Amendment rights. 

o Impose ngnssive, moralistic tar increases on those 

who can least afford to pay. 

o Have employers d a t e r a l l y  adopt smoking 
I 

restrictions, t r a m p 4  workers' legal rights 

to bargain collectively over such conditions 

of employment. 

o Disaiminate against groups of individuals - 
minority and women workers .- society protects in 

other ways. 
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o Cause smokers t o  be fired or lose promotions 

or job opportunities. 

0 . Deny important commissary and exchange benefits to 

traditionally low-paid U.S, service men and 

women. 

o Suggest to smokers and nonsmokers ahke that 

the only solution to the accidental fue problem 

is altering cigarette design. 

o Restrict overseas sales of tobacco and tobacco 

products despite the already enormous 

U.S. trade deficit. 

Is it any wo2der that Professor Albert Hirsch. one of France's leading anti-smoking 

advocates. ~ P S  cautioned hi3 nation to "rqsist the kind of ... witch hunt tha t  can be 

observed in some of the excesses of the anti-tobacco campaign in the Crnited States"? 

Breeding a Nation of Informera 

Most threatening of all in the excesses of the anti-smoking movement is the erosion or 

personal fr tdorns.  

Take. for example, the employer who is allowed to say, "Quit smoking or lose your 

job." Such efforts by employers to control employee behavior off the  job .- extending 

wen into the privacy of the employee's own home .- raise issues chat are both 

fundamental and deeply trniibling. 
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. \ V e  have a sa tch  in our office." one hlanhattan worker told a wre sen ice  reporrer 

et.en before Sew York City's paternalistic workplace smoking l aw  took effect. ' tv l len  

someone lig ~ t s  up in the ladies' room. she tells the boss wlro did it. It's just llke 

high school * 

Or take the New Jersey chemist who now boasts sales of $2 million annually wi th  a 

urine test d:vice that purports t o  tell Big Brother whether an individual smokes. 

Americans d a y  are given more information about smoking than virtually any other 

prduct.  St ill, large numbers choose to smoke. 

"The Amer can people are literally bombarded with health w-s about smok:ng, " a 

comrnunica;ions expert told a Congressional subcommittee in June 1988. "The message 

has hen coasistent, it has come horn numerous credible sources lincluding [the 

warning latels mandated by] the U.S. Congress). and it has been received." 

"If,  notwitk standmg the health warnings, people nonetheless choose to smoke, t h a t  is 

their right :n a free society," wrote Gerald M. Goldhabet, chairman of the 

communications department of the State University of New York at Buffalo. "Even 

absolute legal prvhibition dl not change people's behavior in areas they associate 

with basic personal Iiberties. That was the case with alcohol. and it can be seen 

again todaj in the case of automobile safety belts." 
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Tobacco Xlr~lady Is Highly Raaulated 

Tobacco and tobacco products are among the most higl~ly rebvlared products o t f c i - ~ i  t , 

consumers. Their overseers a t  the federal level r e ~ d  like a bowl of alphabet soup. 

Tobacco leaf is watched over by the C.S. Department of Agriculture (USDAI -- r e p l a c e d  

from seedbec to auction floor and leaving or entering the country. 

Cigarette ingredient l i s b  are required to be submitted annually to the Department of  

Health and Iiuman Services IHHS). Tlie Office on Smoking and Health IOSH) 15  :eq,::rwJ 

to submit to Congress "information pertaining to any such ingredient whicll in the 

judgment of the Secretary poses a health risk." 

HHS is required by law to conduct and support research and to inform the public of anv 

relationship between tobacco products and health and to recommend legislative or 

administrati ve action. 
I 

Cigarette p&:kaging and advertising must by law carry four rotating warning messages: 

broadcast acvertising of ciganttes is forbidden. Cigarette brand advertising is 

monitored mid regulated by the Federal Trade Commission (FTC). wllich is requ~red b:. 

law to repofl annually to Congress on that subject. Tlle FTC llas for many years 

required cigi~ette manufacturers to submit detailed information annually on 

advertising ; a d  promotional expenditures. 
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Law require: an interagency committee IICSH). h e ~ d e d  by the  S u r g ? ~ n  Gecerni n::d 

including HIIS. FTC, and the Departments of Labor IDOL) and Education I D O E I .  to  

re\,ew both 1)ublic ~ n d  private sector actitities on smoking and l~ealtll and to 

recommend iwlicy initiatives. 

A second interagency committee that  included the Consumer Product Safety Co,anlission 

(CPSC), the U.S. Fire Administration (USF.4) and HHS directed the efforts o f  a 

technical s t 1 . d ~  group (TSGI focusing on ways to alter cigarettes and little cigars to 

reduce ignition propensity, The first phase of this federal study effort was 

completed ai, the end of 1987. 

Regulations of the Bureau of Alcohol. Tobacco and Firearxns (BATF) of the Department of 

the T r e a s u q ~  (DOT) require certain do rmat ion  to appear on every tobacco product 

carton or pa:kage. 

The Federal .Aviation Administration (FAA) of the Department of Transportation (DOTI 

oversees the current two-year ban on smoking on short-haul airline flights. 

General Serrices Administration IGSA) regulation has restricted smoking in most 

federal buildings. 

In addition, s tate and local governments have enacted more than 900 laws or ordinances 

in recent ye us restricting gmoking of tobacco products in public places andlor the 

workplace, rnd some have attcmptd to regulatc advertising and promotional acti~~ities. 

Almost every state prohibits the sale and/or possession of tobacco producbs by minors. 
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T h a t  taxacisn 1s a form of reg1lat:or. IS denionstrated by tile declands 11 ?I):, sn:ck.rs 

for lncreasec c u e s  to stifle demand. The 16-cent federal excise tax. exclscls 111lposed 

by 50 states and the District of Columbla. plus those of 392 cltles. touns and 

count:es accounted for almost a thlrd of the average retall price of cigarettes In 

1988. 

Enough is enough? 

Not to smoking control advocates. 

In the 100th Congress, some 145 additional restrictions were offered -- 

Banning cigarette advertising in all media 

Ban- all promotion of cigarettes 

Rquiring additional warning labels on cigarette 

packages and advertising 

Doubling the cigarette excise tar 
I 

Banning the sale of cigarettes in vending machrnes 

Requiring the CPSC or Faad and Drug Administration to 

regulate cigarettes in new but largely unspecified ways 

Eliminating the tax deductions for cigarette 

advertising 

Banning smoking in all public conveyances 
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Reaching the Limits 

",Anti-smokilig advcc~tes see tougher government restrictions as R u-ay of 0strsc:;:ng 

smokers md intimidating them into stopping." economist and social commentator Rcr>crt 

J. Samuelsor has written. "The goal is to breed intolerance and to alter bellavior, ,' 

he says. 

Smokers and fair-minded nonsmokers agree with Samuelson: There are limits to uallat 

government can a- and should -- do to control lawful personal behavior. 

"Anti-smokilg crusaders." he maintains. "are reaching those limits." 

WHERE DCl WE GO FROM HERE? 

THE ISSUES ... AND THE FACTS 

Indoor Air Quality and Smoking Restrictions 

Since the late 1970s the anti-smo- lobby, h s t r a t e d  in its efforts to have smoking 

banned, hes sought to make smoking and smokers socially unacceptable. to exert netv 

pressure by iisturbing the relative equiiibrium between smokers and nonsmokers. T l ~ e v  

have relied Licreasingly upon the claim that the cigarette smoke of others .- 

environmental tobacco smoke IETSI .- poses a health hazard to the nonsmoker. 
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[n pain t ln~ .  the  smoker as a tilrsat :o society .- a:ld tile nons~~~oker  a s  :i:e .;lnoce!!r 

vlccirn .- tl e ETS issue is designed to m a k e  smokers feel p i i c y  about rile nllegpd 

effects of t:leir smoking on family and friends. wllile inciting fear and  l~osrili ty 

among nonsmokers. 

The goal is to make nonsmokers feel they have a right even e moral duty --  t o  

harass smokers. 

Is environraental tobacco smoke a proven health hazard to  nonsmokers? Is ETS the r.lajt, 

contribute. t o  the growing problem of indoor air pollution? And do lepslators. and 

businesses, have an obligation to "protect." a t  any cost,  che public from ETS? 

Fact: Environmental tobacco smoke has not been shown scientifically to be a health 

hazard to rion~mokcm. 

In 1985, the International Agency for Research on Cancer reviewed the quality of the 
! 

evidence ir the published replofts then available on the ETSflmg cancer question. The 

report was critic4 of ETS. but concluded that "each is compatible either with an 

increase or with a.n absence of risk. " In other words. none established risk with any 

certainty. 

U.S. Surpon General C. Everett Kmp acknowledged in December 1986 that  more t!:a:i !I; 

the studit:, used in his 1986 repofi on "involuntary smoking" found no consistent. 

statistically sigillficant rtlationship betwen ETS and lung cancer in nonsmokers. 
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[n  f a c t ,  a m lc:? h~gi le r  percentage c i  r i l e  jtudies t h a t  i1;lx.e been d3r.e f?;!  - o  :.::d ,I 

statisticall! sib~lficant relarlonship between ETS exposnre and lung cnnccr  :n 

nonsmokers wllo are  married t o  smokers. 

A ?iational Academy of Sciences IN:\SI committee charged Kith reviening the Ilterature 

related to E TS reported late in 1986 that  there is nothing in the scientific 

literature tc  prove the  conclusion that casual exposure to en%ironmenral robacco sllloke 

in p b l i c  plz ces -- including the workplace .- constitutes a llealtll risk to 

nonsmokers. 

Groups of eininent scientists have concluded that  ETS has not been shown to cause or 

increase the risk of lung cancer among nonsmokers. 

Refutations of the premise that exposure to ETS causes adverse health effects in 

nonsmokers were also recorded in a February 1986 report in Medical World Yews that  

stated that  '[slolid scientific evidence of passive smoking's health rlsks to 

nonsmokers is as elusive as the smoke itself." 

Yet  another study in the July 1986 edition of the British Journal of Cancer concludes 

that  environmental tobacco smoke carries no significant increase in risk of lung 

cancer. bronchitis or heart disease. 
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Serious weaknesses in ETS investigations cited by the Surgeon General have been noted 

by prominen; independent scientists. The scientific community continues to point up 

the flaws ih interpretation as well as some research metl~odologies applied. Respected 

German bios:atistician K. Uberla. in a 1987 review of the statistical evidence 

published in the International Archives of Occupational and Environmental Health. 

stated: ''Tht! volume of accurndated data is conflicting and inconclusive. The 

obsenfations on nonsmokers that have been made so far are compatible with 

either an inc:eased risk from passive smoking or an absence of risk. Applying the 

criteria prop)sed by IARC (International Agency for Research on Cancer) there is a 

state of inad3quate evidence," 

In a guest uitorial in the June 1987 issue of American Review of Respiratory 

Disease, two noted H a n a r d  Medical School professors, expressing their opinions 

against a c t i ~ e  smoking and in support of the Surgeon General's Report, stated: "The 

health irnpac t of exposure to [ETS] at work, except for its irritation. is largely 

unknown. The report is on its weakest ground scientifically here." 

Calling for more research on the issue, the NAS committee and the Surgeon General aiso 

acknowltdgtd that there is insufficient evidence to prove claims that environmental 

tobacco smo se impairs respiratory function or causes heart disease or allergies in 

adult nonsmokers. 

As a further matter of scientific fact, exposure to ETS in normal, everyday 

envimnments is extremely low. For example. a study using sempiing methods deveiopd 

by the Harv:ud School of Public Health and analysis established by the National 

Institute for Occupational Safety and Health INIOSH), indicate that a nonsmoking 

employee in a typical New York City office would have to work nonstop for almost 24 

days -. more than 550 uninterrupted hours -- to be exposed to the nicotine 

"equivalent" of one cigarette. 
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Fact: L'isible tobacco smoke is a symptom. rather than a rn.i j~,r  cau$c. I , T  indoor , l i t  

quality problems. 

IVllen it iontes to poor indoor air qllality. tobacco smoke appears to be anlong the leas[  

of our worrir s. Reports by federa1 and private experts show that ent~ronmental 

tcbacco smcke is a cause of discomfort by building occupants in just two T O  four 

percent of all cases. And even those cases. findings show, can be solved uitll 

improved veatilation. 

That  means lawmakers and business managers mil1  accomplish little or nothing e\.en 1: 

they succeecl in removing every last wisp of tobacco smoke from the workplace. 

Complaints yf health problems and irritations d l  persist. 

Studie3 by the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH).  and by a 

leading private air quality analysis firm. have determined tha t  just two to four 

percent of air quality complaints were attributable to ETS. On the other Iland, air 

quality problems were traced directly to inadequate ventilation in 52 to  57 percent of  

the cases. 

Under normal conditions with ventilation that is operating according to establislied 

building codes, tobacco smoke very quickly dissipates. This disappearing ac: c o n f i r z s  

that the ventilation system in an indoor area is working properly. In those few c a s e s  

where visibb? ETS persists, the ventilation must be suspect immediately. 
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Problems .rtth cigarette smoke sl~ou!d be i-ietved as  a ' t ;p  oif ' t o  the  nl:~cll i::oi.f ;+:.. :.; 

underly~ng problem of inadequate or improper ventilation. Tlle p o d  ne1q.s is :11nt ?, :c? 

the under1:ing problem of poor air c.irruIation is corrected, so too is r711). i ) ~ - , l l ) l e ~ : ~  

uith En. 

Fact: In an eflort to ban smoking and ~ m o k e r s  from public buildings. prnponcnls  ,,; 
smoking r,!strictions ignore very reel threats  to  workers'  health caused by invisible 

pollutanb that contribute to the growing problem of "sick building syndrome." 

In recent ;'ears. scientists have discovered a great deal about the nature and causes  

of indoor sir pollution. These findings, in research conducted by the federal 

governmerit as well as private firms, exonerate ETS as the cause of the vast majorir:; 

of indoor air quality problems. At the same time, the data reveal a hidden indoor air 

quality problem - often called "sick building syndrome" a- reaching near-crisis 

proportions nationwide, caused by invisible contaminants tha t  pose direct threats to  

the health of millions of American workers. 

I 

Anti-smokers continue to ignore or dismiss the pertinent data. In doing so. they are 

not only p?rpetuating false assumptions about smokers and ETS. but also are turn~ng 

attention itway from the true causes of indoor air pollution and from the solutions 

that will protect the American people. 

Building occupant complaints of eye irritation. headaches. fatigue. sore throats and 

nausea mcy suggest problems in the design. operation or maintenance of a building'; 

ventilatior. or air handling system. 
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.\nd in situa ,ions where ventilation is inadequate, serious health threats may exist 

[ram pollution sources such as office machine and furnishing contaminants, chemicals 

from pl~otoccpiers ~ n d  carbon dioxide from the building's heating system. Furthermore. 

the lack of maintenance of ventilation systems allows microbes, fungi and bacteria to 

accumulate within the systems and to circulate throughout the building. 

A dirty systl?m also can keep indoor air from circulating properly, allowing abnormal 

buildup of g s e s  and fumes, Often the problem is aggravated when the system is 

operated incorrectly, such as when outdoor air vents are closed to save energy. 

forcing building occupants to breathe recycled indoor air. 

Fact: Businasee ere capable of determining on their own appropriate responses 

to the smoking true. Additional government regulation ir unneceurary and mey 

advrrreiy a h t  these burinaaes. 

ht i -smokers  have used the myths about ETS to force stringent smoking restrictions on 
t 

the hospitality industry. However. the effgts of discriminatory smoking policies 

have alreadj been felt directly a t  the cash register. 

In a recent riational survey of smokers' attitudes toward the hospitality industry. 

three out of four smokers who said they had experienced some form of anti-smoker 

discrimination said they would be less likely to revisit the establishment where it 

occuned. 

T t ~ e  business community in Beverly Hills, California. is acutely aware of the perils of 

alienating stnoking clwtorners. In March 1987. the city council imposed a total smoking 

ban in most restaurants and shops. Press reports noted that tension and arguments 

between customers increased substantially. 
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',Vit!lin on( month, res:auranrs .*ere rclport;nr; a drop :n business oI 1.' r s  .;; ; ) f : . ~ ~ T . :  

:r.i:ll some ei.en steeper. ivorkers [\.ere laid off and hours of operation :\.erp rsd~lcnt! 

Tl~ree add one-half months after i t  :vas enacted. the c ~ t y  council repealed ttle 5 ~ : l o k l ; ~ ~  

ban and redaced it n i th  language permitting smoking and nonsmoking areas.  ren,t,l;r;!:~ 

special air filtration systems for smoking areas. 

Finding the filtration requirements unreasonably stringent. the council eventuailv 

replaced ti em with reasonable ventilation standards for restaurants uitl; smoking ;ind 

nonsmokir g areas. 

Neverthelcss, the damage was done. Published estimates of the revenues lost during 

enforcement oi the smoking ban are as high as $3 million. 

Fact: Workpiace rmtrictiow mandated by law or imposed unilaierolly by employers 

trample or! workers' r ighh 

I 

A growing number of smokers are facing e hostile workplace. with smoking bans or 

restrictions implemenkd by management or mandated by Law. Even more ominous are 

policies thiit prohibit hiring people who smoke -- on or off the job. 

Smoking r?strictions on the job often are defended by anti-smokers as part of t!ie!r 

"constitut onal right" to a smoke-free enkironment. However, the courts have soundly 

rejected this notion. 
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Other clairr s fail under common Iatr.. based O I I  tile tlieory r h ? r  ~ n l ? j ~ l : ~ ! . ~  j l J - ,  P ;I ( i l l l , , .  

provide a reasonably safe and Ileaicily ~ ~ r k  elit*lrontnetlt. Lf'ith the e x c e l ~ r i o l l  ni  

lower court in Yew Jersey, tile cQurls 1iat.e refused to expand this collcept t q  e[llI)i.nco 

workplace smoking. 

So, ic is cle;u that  nonsmokers have no "fundamental right" to ban smoking by otllers 

at  work. TO the contrary, the imposition of smoking restrictions frequently tiolntes 

the rights of  others, including labar unions and minorities. 

Under the Iiational Labor Relations Act. employers cannot make unilateral cllanges ; n  

the terms and conditions of employment - including smoking policies .- without 

bargaining Kith the relevant unions. In addition, imposing any rules that are 

unreasonable or discriminatory may violate applicable collective bargaining 

agreements. 

The AFL-CIO has taken a position designed to protect the rights of its smoking 

members. opposing discrimination againit smokers and calling for voluntary smoking 

policies devsed cooperatively between labor and management. 

Similarly, the League of United Latin American Citizens ILULAC), recobmizing that 

smoking poiicies may disproportionately affect clerical and lot\+-level employees, n.110 

tend to be assigned to group rather than private offices. opposes smoking restr:c:ions 

tha t  "creatc! unnecessary divisions ... between employees" or discriminate against 

Hispanic wl~rkers. 
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Fact; Strin ;cnt public and wnrkpiace 5mnking re3trictinns and bans t h r q ~ i ~ n  

~ n d  employees' rights to determine collectively the condikinns or 

employment.; threaten proprietors' ability In mnximizc prnfit by detcrmininn 

indjvidueily the wishes of  their clientele: and expolse all building crccupontp to t l l c  

prcblem of indoor air pollution, the risk from which cannot bc solvcd b y  

banning ern3king. 

Cigarette Advertising and Promotion 

A major goal of the antismoking mo\?ement is to  ban all cigarette advertising and 

promotion, overriding the protections of the First Amendment. In pursuit of tlie goal. 

anti-smoking advocates have proposed a variety of measures. 

Some are p r m i n g  to ban all cigarette advertising and promotion -- forbidding 

cigarette ad nrtising in newspapers or magazines or on billboards, and ending 

sponsorship of cultural or athletic events.' Free distribution of new brands also 

wouid be prr~hibited, and retailers would not even be able to advertise that they sell 

cigarettes, cr the brands and prices available. 

Other anti-smoking advocates are trying to prevent manufacturers from deducting 

cigarette ad-rertising as a business expense for tax purposes. and some even want t o  

make the cigarette companies pay for anti-smoking advertising. There also are 

proposals to abolish the existing system of uniform national regulation of cigarette 

advertising, and to allow state and local authorit.ies to set their own rules .- 
however conilicting or inconsistent. 
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How do tile ~ntismokers attempt to just~fy t he se  nleasures? 

They say that cigarette advertising influences young people to start snloking. nlld t Ilc; 

claim that fvw-er people would smoke if cigarette advertising and pron~ot ion were 

banned. Th?y  also maintain that banning cigarette advertising and promotion would i:g; 

violate the F irst Amendment. 

Here's the r ~ a l  story. 

Fact: The F'irst Amendment protects not only political and ~r t is t ic  expression but  

commercial speech as well. 

Over a decade ago, the Supreme Court held that commercial speech is protected by the 

First Amendment. As long as advertising concerns a legal product and is neither false 

nor mis1ead:ng. it  cannot be banned or restricted unless doing so would directly 

further a suxtantial governmental interest that cannot be pursued in any less 

restrictive way, 
1 

Cigarette ac vertising docs not d u e n c e  nonsmokers to start smoking. and an 

advertising ban therefore would not further the objective of reducing the number of 

people who ~irnoke. Moreover. curtailing cigarette advertising cannot be defended as 

the "least ri!strictive means" of achieving this objective: more speech rather than 

less speech u the constitutiondy preferred approach. 

b y  atkmpt by government to manipulate our behavior by censoring what we see and Ilea: 

would striktt at our most cherished values -- and set a most dangerous precedent. 
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Fact: The purpose and function nf cigarcttc odvcrtising i s  to maintain brand lo! all! 

or promote Ilrand switchine among pmple w h o  already smoke. 

In mature product markets a- where the product category is 1otig.es;ablished arid 

awareness c f  tlie product category is universal -- advertisisg generally does not 

operate to iricrease overall demand. Advertising instead operates to maintain or 

expand the narket share of the various brands uitllin tlle product category -- to 

maintain the loyalty of consumers who already use the brand being advertised. or to 

convert con iumers who use other brands. 

,tIaintaininr< and expanding market share is crucial in any competitive industry. 

Shampoo manufacturers do not spend millions to get consumers to wash their hair more 

often, but ti) assure that consumers will buy their brand of sliampoo and not some other 

brand. Similarly, each cigarette manufacturer strives to assure that smokers u-ill 

smoke its brands -- and not those of a competitor. Keeping consumers loyal to tlle 

brand being: advertised is just as important as winning consumers away from other 

brands. I 

Fact: Banning or restricting cigarette advertising would not reduce smoking among 

young people. 

The cigarette manufacturers neither condone nor encourage smoking by young people. x.:: 

their adver:ising is directed to adults who already smoke. Prominent anti-smoking 

advocates Iiave long acknowledged that cigarette advertising does not influence young 

people to sl art smoking. 
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Former FT 1 Cha i rman  >lichael Pe: . tsci~uk has  r r a t e d  :~llerlrr~\.?cnll. r i ~ n r  :lo TI:. I - ~ 2  I.. 

pretends t h a t  advertising is a major detern~tnant of smoking in t l i ~ s  cgrllltr:. 91- an.; 

otller." .As the director of t h e  In s t i t u t e  of Cl11ld Hea l th  nild Hu~nan Dp\.p!ni,nlellr. : , , i c i  

clngres; i t .  1983. ' t he  most forcelcl determinants of smoking [by yon~lg people1 21,. 

parents, p e w .  and older siblings." 

In many ccuntries where cigarette advertising has been banned, smoking rates among 

young peo~ le  are the same as -- or higher than -. smoking rates where advertising is 

permitted. In Finland, where cigarette advertising has been banned completely since 

1978. a W(1rld Health Organization IWHOl survey found that - 30 percent of 15.year.old 

scl~oolboys smoked weekly: while in Austria and the United Kingdom -- where cigarer.re 

advertishi; is allowed .- the figure was - 17 percent and percent. respectively. In 

Norway, rihere cigarette advertising has been completely banned since 1975. the figure 

was also 2.1 percent - the same as in the U.K. - - - 

These and other statistics led the WHO researchers to conclude in a 1986 repor: tha t  

there are ' no systematic differences" between juvenile smoking habits in ban and 

non-ban c~~untr ies .  A May 1987 report to the Finish National Board of Health by 

Universitj- of Helsinki researchers disclosed that smoking among juveniles in Finland 

-- which h;ld been declining sharply before cigarette advertising =*as banned .- 
increased after the ban was imposed. - 

Fact: Banning or restricting cigarette advertising would not reduce smoking among 

adulb. 
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. ~ n t ~ . s m o k i  ~g adxocates also haXe acknor\,iedged t11i1t ad1ertls:ng bans do  :\or T I !c rn te  

reduce tlle ~iumber of adults w110 smoke. Dr. James L. Hanillton told the .ird \Yorid 

Conference 3n Smoking and Health In 1975 t h a t  ndvertising bans had "not been nn 

effective icy [or reducing smoking," wllile Karl !Yarnberg ad~ised the conference 

that "tliere is no e\idence to support the view. that a ban on cigarette ad\.ertisi~ig 

would have a positive effect on smoking habits." In 1987. t ! ~ e  President's Councll of 

Economic C.dvisers reported that "evidence from ot l~er  countries suggests t l lar  bi-~linl~lc 

advertising has not discouraged consumption. " 

The evidenc t from free-market countries indicates that cigarette consurnptioi~ by adul t s  

is unaffectei by advertising controls. For the most part. the consumption trends 

before contx.01~ were imposed remained unchanged after controls were imposed. In some 

cases. the rate of decline in cigarette consumption slowed or stopped after 

advertising was banned. In the Eastern-bloc countries, where cigarette advertising is 

not dowed average annual per capita consumption steadily increased between 1970 and 

1984, while falling in the U.S. and other countries where cigarette advertising is 

permitted. 

Fact: Meaeures banning or restricting cigarette advertising and promotion would not 

reduce the rlumber of people who emoke. but would gratuitously deprive consumers nT 

information to which they are entitled under the First Amendment and cauJe severe 

economic hirrdship for those who depend on revenues from cigarette advertising and 

promotion. 

24 
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Ciparette E wise Taxes 

Since the L .S. was founded more rllnn twc, cent~~ries n p .  t 1 1 ~  federnl gr?\.Pt.lllllpllt  : i n z  

levied t a k  to pay for needed goods and ser\ices. 

AS the tax :ode has evolved over the years, one o f  the most important principles 

governing that code is the idea that citizens should be taxed based on their actual 

income. that is, their ability Lo pay. The poor and the wealthy should not pay tile 

same rates. 

Another pr:nciple links tax t o  benefit. While it may be fair t o  tax a subgroup of tile 

popdntion ;o pay for a program or service knefitting only that subgroup. it i s  not 

fair to makc one subgroup pay for a program or a senice that benefits the entire 

population. 

Today, anti-smokers advocate increased cigarette excise taxes .- to help reduce the 
I 

deficit, to pay for programs and senices benefiting the public as a whole and to 

discourage xople horn smoking. 

What wouic! be the effects of such an increase? Who would pay the tax? What wouid 

such a departure from tax policy principles mean as a legislative precedent? 

Fact: Ciga~nette excise taxes are regressive, taking proportionately more rnilneg Irorn 

those l e u t  .able to pay. 

Excise taxeg are flat taxts placed on selected products. They take the same amount 

from each purchaser. regardless of income. And tobacco excise taxes are regressive in 

the extremt . 

CONFIDENTIAL: 
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Tobacco excise taxes are paid by smokers. who represent about a third .,I aduic 

.\mericans. nany of them members of low income and minority popuiations. ~ ! l u s .  :.w 

regressi~itg inherent in any  con sum prior^ tax  is exacerbated in tile case of robacco. 

In a I986 study. the Congressional Budget Office CBOI examined the dist r ibut~onal  

effects of in,:reasing selected excise taxes. including taxes on cigarettes. After 

careful analysis, the CBO found that  a $19 billion increase in these taxes. under 

consideration by Congress a t  that time, would fall 27 times more heavily o n  clle poor 

than on the wealthy. 

Specifically the CBO study reported that  "an increase in the excise tax on tobacco 

would be the most regressive of all the increases" studied. 

The CBO sxdy is just one of many studies demonstrating the regressivity of excise 

taxes. For example: 

l 

o Citizens for Tax Justice ICTJ). tlie nation's leading consumer tax 

advocacy group, found that in addition to the burden of federal excise 

taxes, s tate  excise and sales taxes take up to five times more from the 

earnings of familits making less than $8.600 annually than from the earning? 

of the rich. The poorest 20 percent of four-member households paid 3.4 

percent of their income in excise taxes m 1987. 

CONFIDEN'l1AL: 
MINNESOTA TOBACCO LITIGATION 

TIMN 4274 12 

I 

T'IOK 0035569 



0 .I\ study commissioned by Rep. S I e v n  Dymally ID.CX). chairman of  

the congressional Black Caucus. found that "for all poor families. even a 
' 

modest increase in excise taxes will take more than all the tax relief 

afforded them in the 1986 Tax Reform Bill. This will considerably magnit, 

the incidence, prevalence, and the enorrnity of poverty in the United 

S t a m .  " 

o A May 1987 study prepared by the Peat Marwick Economic Policy 

Group shows that "excise taxes are highly regressive and are borne 

disproportionately by low-income taxpayers." 

Fact: Cigarette excise taxes art unfair. 

Traditionally, the purpose of taxation has been to raise revenues in as equitable and 

as painless a way as possible. Taxation should not be the means through which one 

segment of the ppulation regulates purchase decisions for another segment. 

particularly when the net result of such an attempt would be to shift the tax burden 

onto a segn.ent of the population already prying more than its fair share. 

A number c f  organrzations -- from all sides of the political spectrum - have pointed 

to the unfairness of excises. The AFL-CIO, Cititcns for Tar Justice, the League of 

United Lat n American Citizens and the Congressiond Black Caucus, to name a few, all 

we veheme atly opposed to excises. 

The Coalition on Human Needs, a nationwide alliance of civil rights. labor. religious. 

grass roots and advocacy groups, has said. "if there is any tax that is more unfair to 

the poor t h m  the excise tax. we hope Congrtsg never discovers it." 
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. . 
.And t ke  .Air er:can .\b?icuiture >lo\.enlent. all -:r;nnl:;lc:on , ;~r~:~:n:ec i  -'.I ; r t . : : 7 ~ , v  .;;: 

. ~ m e r i c a ' s  I ~nl l lv  farmers. noted. 'Excise tnxes ;rre the most T F ~ T , T T ~ S S ~ I  P fO3l.,ll Q( 

;axation. 1li:tlng hardes t  rliose wire (:an least afford ro  pay rl~em." 

Fact: Highl?r cigarette excise taxes will not significantly reducc consumption. 

Supporters 2f higher cigarette excise taxes argue that increases nil1 discourage 

smoking. piuticularly among America's youth. However. tliere is absoiutely no 

convincing ?vidence to suggest that increasing excise taxes has any lasting effect on 

cigarette consumption. 

According to a 1988 study by the Institute for Social Research a t  tlie L'ni~ersiry of 

Michigan, ' cigarette smoking has not dropped among high school seniors since 1954." 

This is despite a doubling of the federal excise tax the previous year. 

Fact: "Earmarked" cigarette excise taxes are an unreliable source of revenue. 

I 

Sometimes governments target specific products, and the people who buy t lien), for 

taxation. arld "earmark" a set amount of the taxes collected to fund specific 

governmen; services. Often, these senices have little or noelling to do wit11 the 

taxed prodi~ct and benefit the general public, not just the people who pay t l~ose 

particular taxes. 

Cigarette t.utes have been used to finance police and fire departments. llightvays. a.arer 

clean-up aud health programs. 

That's not logical -- i t 's  not fair 
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Earmarking e n c o u r a c s  w a s t e h l  spending. M e n  states earmark taxes, tiley can start 

and expand j~rograms because funds are instantly available -. not necessarily because 

the program i ere really needed. 

1Vhen excise taxes instead go to the general hnd .  new programs must compete with other 

senices for lunding priority. T h s  competition encourages review and streamlining of 

programs 'nfore tax dollars are committed. 

Earmarking is unreliable because it forces the government to rely solely on one group 

of the ppuliLtion to accomplish a broad public goal. Lawmakers may establish 

programs, o lly to fmd that  the projected earmarked revenue did not roll in as 

plaaned. Wlat then? 

Fact: Cigarztte excire taxer are bad tax policy. If cigaretta excire taxes were 

increased, they would hit hardest thow leest able to pay; young people would still 

expedment with smoking; and tens of thousand8 of jobr would be at stake within the 

, tobacco industry and its suppliers. 

LET'S SET THE 

RECORD STRAIGHT ... 

... On "Socirrl Coats* of Smoking 

In recent years. antiasmoking advocates have added a new arrow to their quiver of 

attacks on : moking. The newest weapon is couched in economic terminology knoum as 

"social costs." To justify efforts to regulate and ultimately eliminate smoking. 

anti-smokers use social costs to claim that  individuals who smoke "cost" society 

money. 
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T::e:r cnic-l:ar;ons ' Ila1.e bec9n;e . : ~ e  lotl?d;l:;on lor :~l:lril ;~rn!,~rcd :I!.. .-.:.;:!I:?::- 

r e ~ ~ l a t i o n  ,i :obacco products. inc!~tding large t a x e s  on c ~ g a r ~ r ! e s .  rPcr:-,ctlpllc 

bans on sn,oking in public places and bans on ad\.rrtising. 

Advocates of the "social cost" t!reor]t would have the public believe that sr.rokinr: 

imposes a ~urden on society through lost productiticy and health-related costs 

incurred b:l smokers. 

Tile fact is that those promoting claims about the social costs of smoking have 

distorted ~n otherwise valid economic theory. 

Xnti.smoking actilists have transformed social cost theory from an economic concesr :C 

a political ml -- twisting it to support their goal of a smokefree society. To 

base real-r-orid decisions on this distorted cconornic theory is to create bad public 

policy thal has far-reaching adverse effects on society. 

Anti-smoking activists have sponsored politically motivated and highly questionable 

studies to claim that smokers have higher rates of illness and are less productive 

than nons-nokers. They claim that lost productivity, absenteeism and medical b~lls  

result fronl smoking and impose large costs on society. These studies hare not been 

validated or supported by independent. reputable economic data. 

But even if the studies were credible. the social cost theory has been misapplied. i [  

smokers r ?ally w s  absent more often and less productive than nonsmoking colleagles 

it would b? the individual smoker who would k s r  any resulting costs -- througir lost 

pay, less j >b advancement. etc. 
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Fcr:her. ar.: medical costs that are 1nc1lrred by smokers are costs p n : i  : Q ~ P ~ Q ;  ::a: -::p . . 
smoker .- n~lc "joinc ' or 'soc~etal" ~ ~ 1 s t ~  paid by both smokers and n o r ~ s n l ~ X e r s .  

In past y'ea:s. as noted earlier, anti-srtloking activists Irave stepped up efforts !I! 

restrict srnljking in public places asserting the ''costs'' snloking allegedly il;,pn~es c:) 

nonsmoker*.. 

However, ec:onornic studies have found that there are greater costs resulting from 

blanket anti-smoking policies than any that might be attributable to en\ironn~enral 

tobacco s m ~ k e .  O u ~ e r s  of public facilities such as restaurants and hotels have a n  

economic ir centive to provide the kind of environment that satisfies all customers. 

Legislative bans on smoking thus result in more economic inefficiencies and social 

costs than dlowing the free marketplace to do its job. The marketplace will 

determine what types of policies. if uly, are necessary. Government interference and 

regulation only hinder this process. 
I 

The theory of social costs is being used by anti-smoking activists for political 

rather that economic purposes. Because they are not based on substantive or even 

credible da.;a. social costs should not be used to establish real-world policy. 

In fact, if t l e  anti-smokers' methodology of social costs were applied to other areas 

of everyda~ life, the results of such "studies" could inspire government regularion In 

a variety or other a n a s .  For example. recent studies claim: 

o obesity has a "social cost" of $27 billion per year 

o softball sliding injuries "cost* society 92 billion per year 
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Governmen: lias n o t  taken action t o  l e ~ ~ s i a c e  r i l e  r ~ i l r t  of soltllall or t~ ~ n , \ : . ~ n l  t::P 

diets of tho ie ~ 1 1 0  are overj~eight. 

\Yhcn p l e l  nment is given tile power to "protect" people from tl~eu~relres. illere 1s 11,: 

assurance that it s i l l  stop with smoking. I f  government is allowed to enact puniti1.e 

or costly mtasures that arbitrarily restrict the liberties of smokers. where will the 

coercive mi ;use of power end? 

,.. On Nicotine "Addiction" 

More than 10 million Americans have quit smoking, according to the US. governnlenr. 

These adul;s have made a choice that they no longer wanted to smoke .- so they put out 

their cigarc ttcs. Ninety percent - more than 36 million people- stopped smoking 

without formal programs or help. 

Today, Anericans are being told that cbjarettes are like heroin or cocaine. 

Ironically, the government agency that has deemed cigarettes to be like rllrtc illegal 

drugs is the same agency that tells us that the vast majority of those wllo quit do so 

on their oan. This is also the same federal government that wants to wage an 

extensive v-ar on drugs. The unfortunate message to the public is one t ha t  cr i \ in l ize~  

the serious illegal drug problem a- that using illegal drugs, like crack or heroin. 

has the sunt risk of addiction as smoking. 
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$n:e c l a m  :hat cigarette smoking ?>uses a pllysicnl de~ender~ce. T::;s 15 !:3 -::,,:. 

an unprover attempt to  find some to differentiate sn~oking from ?tiler beilat :,!t: 

In fact ,  the 'ee!ings rllat nla,v c>ccllr !\lien someone bit.es up s~noking are !Ile s a n l e  

feelings t i  be expected by anyone ivllo is  frustrated by refrnining from any de5il.d 

activity. I f  me looks at  the "scientiiic" basis of the  addiction claims. the same 

could apply to other common things caffeine for example. 

The fact is 1 hat there is nothing about smoking, or about the nicotine in cigarettes. 

tha t  would prevent smokers from quitting. Unlike heroin. cocaine or even alcohol. 

cigarettes don't -- impair a smoker's ability to think clearly -- about sn~oking or about 

quitting. If a smoker wants to quit. it may take mill power, but that 's  all it takes. 

... On the F d e r a l  Tobacco Program 

One of the more persistent myths of modern politics is that bile federal govemnlent 

pays a subridy to fanners to grow tobaceb. 

The fact is there is no tobacco subsidy. There never was. With passage of the "Yo 

Net Cost" Tobacco Act in 1982, there should be no quibble about any federal *subsid.:.' 

to tobacco ~armers. 

It all starttd more than a half century ago in response to the depression of the 

1930s. Since then the Federal government has operated programs to stabilize sectors 

of the agricultural economy. including tobacco. 

Here's how the tobacco program works. 
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Basically. ~ t ' s  des iped  to concrol ilroducrion. Encli year, t l ie L.S. L)o;);\l.t:i:p:l: . - L  

. A ~ i c u l t u ~ e  determines just  how much tobi~cco will be purcliascd in tlol~:cstlc nl: , i  0 .:!. , .  

markets during the upcoming crop year. This total becomes tile n n t i n u n l  rj l lorn.  .T!, , :  

productiorr is limiced to that amount. 

The natiollal quota is then allotted to individual growers based on their lotlginle c!.,~!, 

history. ?lo farmer can grow and sell more than his allotment. 

The U.S. Iepartment of Agriculture then establislres official support prices for the 

various grades of tobacco, based on realistic market expectations. IVllen tile crop 15 

sold a t  fecerally~superviscd auctions. tobacco wiiich is not bid on by a comlllercial 

buyer for ~t least a cent a pound above the federal support price is taken in by a 

growersftned cooperative. which pays the grower the federal support price. 

The cooperative borrows money for this purpose from the Department of Agriculture. - 
with tobacco taken in used as collateral to insure payment of the loan. The tobacco 

is processed. stored and eventually sold,on the commercial market. The loan is [!]en 
1 

repaid with interest. 

To insure that no losses are incurred by the government if sales do not cover loan and 

related costs. the law has a "loss reserve". Under t l ~ s  protision. tile Secretary o i  

Agriculture sets an annual "no net cost" assessment which is levied against every 

pound of (obacco sold through the federally S U ~ M S ~ ~  auction system. Half is p a l t i  

by the  grower and half by the commercial buyer who purchases the tobacco. Tlle 

proceeds ip into the co-op's "loss reserve." which is used to cotter any deficiencies. 
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taxpaver doi:ars are expended to  subsidize tobacco produrrion. 

But, it is hor enougt~ to state that tobacco production is no drain on tnxpv.?rs or r ! ; ~  

U.S. economr. In addition. it is est i~~rated t h a t  the tobacco core sectors in the L.S. 

economy generated $40.8 billion of the Gross Yational Product in 1?37 and enlployed 

728,000 persons to produce and deliver tobacco products and associated goods a ~ l d  

services. The tobacco industry's estimated spending-induced impact on Xnler ica 's G:;p 

was $65.3 billion -- far more than expenditures on tobacco products alone. T!iis 

impact was generated by tobacco industry workers' expenditures on goods and services 

of ocher, nor .tobacco. business sectors throughout the U.S. 

Tobacco led and manufactured tobacco are important American exports. Sales abroad 

for the fist 10 months of 1988 have already posted a 82.9 billion trade surplus a- 

surpassing lly 7 per cent the surplus generated for all the previous yew. This 

economic pla~s benefit cannot be taken lightly in view of our huge national trade 

deficit. I 
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THE TOB;iCCO I b D C S T R Y  ... 

.A RESPObSIBLE IYDUSTRY 

On ~ o r k i l , l c c  Smoking ... 

[n an effort to accomodate smokers and nonsmokers alike, in 1985. Tlie Tobacco 

Institute established a program to protide information and assistance to cornpanles 

facing decis ions concerning smoking in the workplace. Since then. The Institute I:as 

conducted cln.site briefings or provided assistance to more tlian 3.500 cot~lpa~lies and 

thousands )f individuals seeking information on the issue. 

... And Public Smoking 

The Tobacc:~ Institute, in conjunction with business and hospitality g~oups.  has 

developed r variety of programs and materials designed to facilitate the accommoda::on 

of both sml)kers and non-smokers in public places, including rest.aurants. The use of 

these materials has demonstrated the ability of businesses to safisfy their custcnlers 

without go ~ernment  regulation, 

On Advert ;sing ... 

The industry's advertising and promotion practices scrupulously conform to a11 

pertinent laws, agreements with government agencies and beyond that to its awn 

voluntary standards. 
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since 1 C . i ~ .  a.l;en [Se indust::; began t o  ~d!.ertlse iqtv ' t a r  :)::ti [::co!::~+ , . : ; . ! [ - r . . - *  , , .  

an effort to meet public demand. tlre industry 113s v r k e d  cooper;ltively u.:tll :Ire 

Federal Trzde Comn~ission IFTCI. 

0 In 1960. when tlie FTC determined chat mentioning "tar" and nicotine 

content could be constmed as a health ciairn. the industry eliminated suci; 

references in its advertising. 

0 When. in 1966, the FTC reversed its position. the industry began again t o  

include "tar" and nicotine information in its advertising. 

The industry has also worked cooperatively with the FTC in connection %it11 display of 

the Surgeon Generd's health warning on alI cigarette packages and advertising 

materials, to increase the size of tlie warning and on the addition of rotating warning 

labels. 

... And Yo ~ t h  Smoking 

Cigarette inanufacturers have always believed that the decision to smoke or not is an 

adult choi~:e. In line with that belief, the industry has taken a number of steps t o  

help reduce the incidence of youth smoking. 

Beginning in 1963, when the industry announced termination of brand advertising ona 

promotion in college publications and campuses, through the late '60s. when it adopted 

advertising and promotion codes to avoid advertising aimed at young people and 

voluntarily offered to remove cigarette ads from television and radio. the industry 

has workrd conscientiously to prevent yolrng p p l e  from smoking. 
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~ I t i i ~ ~ s h  :r,l.lril smokinq x a s  -. nr.-i IS *?n : ! ~ e  ceciine. :i:e ,r,ti:~s:;:- ; = . - ; d p q :  . . .  . . .  . . . : 
t ha t  clorlr could be done. Tlre T o b n c c ~ ~  I:lsr~!llre therefore bccnrl o[fer!llG a fprfi 

parental g .~debook.  "Helping Yorrtll Decifle." propared by t h e  Sat ioi ia l  . i 5 ~ n ~ : - ~ 1 ~ ~ ~ ~  ?: 

State Boa .ds of Education. .Anotlier I ~ o k l e t .  ' Help~ng Y o ~ t t l ~  Say 50:. f ~ i \ ~ ? ~ . p r i ,  ;; 

pro\-ide g~idance on family comlnu~lication to  enable parents to help lo1tllgstel.5 ,.!o, 

the decisicen-making skills needed to deal uisely wit 11 e v e r ~ d a y  ciioices and !r. ,(  11 

lifestyle dlxisions. such as smoking. 

.As an adjiinct to the booklets, Tlie Institute prokldes unrestricted grants to fund 

Communi;y Alliance Programs to provide the impetus for broad community.based e i i o r : ~  

to impmvt? parent-youth interaction. This popuIar program. which began in 1986. 

continues to have the commitment and support oi The Institute. 

On Tax Policies ... 

Tobacco consumers have long paid more than their fair share of taxes in the form of 

federal, state and local excise taxes. In 1987 alone, federal. state and local 

govrnmentr collected more thin $9.6 billion in cigaretu excise taxes. 

These excise taxes, or "sin taxes." as they are sometimes called. seem perfectly fair 

to some. ~~articularly those not affected by them, 

In reality excise taxes are extremely regressive and take a much greater share of 

income fr )m the poor than they do from the rich. 
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~ , : ? I J c c ~  :~.dlls[ry ar.der$tanas r::e zeod ior I f i ~ r a i .  + r a r e  allc! [ Q C J ;  ,r-.~.al-~,::,~::-s , ,  

secure an au?qcate revenue pool. bur ol)jects serenuously to rlle use qf rPkyP5ci: n .),,,! 

discriminatc ry excise taxes  to do the  job. The industry supports gover~~nle~lt  e f f o r : ~  

t o  prosidl) fcr a progressive tax system tha t  places a fair and equal burden on nll  of 

its citizens. 

... And Fire Safety Education 

Accidental fues attributed t.o careless cigarette smoking-have long been a concerri of 

the tobacco industry. The Tobacco Institute's Fire Safety Education Progranl -- otle 

aspect of tho: industry's response to that  concern .- is currently the chief source of 

private sect lr  funding for fire prevention education in the United States. 

The prirnaqr objective of The Institute's Fire Safety Education Program is to assist 

the fue senice and others involved in public safety education in reducing tlre number 

and severit:f of accidental fues. 
I 
i 

Fire depart:nents. fire service organizations and public educators committed to fire 

prevention education in more than 300 communities throughout the United States Iiave 

used Institiite grants to purchase audio-visual equipment, production sen-ices. 

educational materials and other needed resources. The program also distributes fire 

safety education materials developed by the fire senice and funded tllrough the 

program. 
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