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ABSTRACT

DECISION AND AFTERMATH
A TWO PART INVESTIGATION OF THE DEVELOPMENT AND IMPORTANT

CONSEQUENCES OF NINE U.S. TOBACCO MANUFACTURERS' DECISION
TO ESTABLISH THE CIGARETTE ADVERTISING CODE,

by Larry Lee Pontius

Decision and Aftermath is a two part study of the Cigarette
Advertising Code of 1964. Beginning with the "Great Smoking Scare'" of
1953, part one chronologically traces the actions and counteractions
taken by tobacco's foes and friends which lead to the establishment
of the Code. Part two investigates the consequences of the Code's

establishment.

The study was based on information gained from published material
in books, periodical news media, and Government documents, a thorough
investigation of the cigarette advertising used by U.S. tobacco man-
ufacturers from 1950 through 1965, and the author's own experience in

the advertising business.

The major findings of this study of the Cigarette Advertising
Code are as follows: 1) the tobacco manufacturers' adoption of short-
term goals and striving for quick profits made the Cigarette Advertising
Code an inevitable eventuality, and 2) the Cigarette Advertising Code
has failed to effectively change the main thrust of cigarette adver-

tising.



copyright by
Larry Lee Pontius

1966



DECISION AND AFTERMATH

A TWO PART INVESTIGATION OF THE DEVELOPMENT AND IMPORTANT
CONSEQUENCES OF NINE U.S., TOBACCO MANUFACTURERS' DECISION
TO ESTABLISH THE CIGARETTE ADVERTISING CODE.

By

Larry Lee Pontius

A THESIS

Submitted to
Michigan State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of
Master of Arts

Department of Advertising

1966



II

III

Iv

Vi

VIl

VIII

XI

XII

XII1

X1V

XVI

XVII

XVIII

TABLE OF CONTENTS

PART ONE -- DECISION

Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . ..
Beginnings -- The Great Smoking Scare
Contradictions -- The Great Smoking Scare
The End of a Scare -- New Trends . . . .
Continuations -- Controversy and Comeback
History Repeats Itself

The Tar Derby -- Race Toward Regulation
Return to Flavor -- Calm Before the Storm
A New Offensive -- The Youth Question
College Exodus . . . . . . . . . .
Continuations -- Controversy and Conciliation
The Final Scare . . . . . . . « « « « « .

Decision . . . . . . . . . . ¢ o . . ..

PART TWO =-- AFTERMATH

Reaction . . . . . . . .

Days of Anticipation . .

Day of Reckoning . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Too Little, Too Late . . . . . . . .

TOMOYTOW . & & ¢ & o ¢ & ¢ ¢ o o o o o o«
AFTERWORD

ii

.17
.41
.55
.64

.82

. 108
. 122
. 141
. 155
. 165

. 188

. 198

. 214

231

268

. 280



APPENDIX

I Cigarette Advertising Code . . . . . . . . . . . . . 293

iii



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

This is the story of a single battle in a war which has lasted
nearly four hundred years. It has been a war unlike any other in
history. There have been no national boundaries. The combatants have
included kings, popes, medical experts, sportsmen, business giants and
private citizens. The weapons used have not been guns and bombs, but

threats, decrees, taxes and speeches.

The first salvo was fired by a reigning monarch of England:
"What humor or policie can move us to imitate the
barbarous and beastly manners of the wilde, godless
and slavish Indians, especially in so vile and
stinking a custome?"l

Thus, in the year 1604, England's James I signaled the beginning of

the "Tobacco War'"; the war between tobacco's adherents and condemners.

The overriding issue in this essentially moral war has always
been health. King James himself set the pattern of attack. 'Smoking,"
he said, '"is a custome loathsome to the eye, hateful to the nose,

harmful to the braine, and dangerous to the lungs."2 His remarks were

lTobacco and Americans, Robert K. Heimann (New York: McGraw-
Hill Book Company, 1960), p. 250.

21b4d.



moderate compared to some later attacks. Since its discovery by white
men tobacco has been accused of causing a desire for strong drinks,
increases in crime, nervous paralysis, blindness, loss of intellectual
capacity, female sterility, effeminacy in men, moustaches on ladies'

lips, tuberculosis, and finally, in 1953, respiratory cancer.

This, however, has not been a war of accusation only. 1In the
early years the accusers took action, sometimes violent, against the
pungent smelling leaf from the strange new world. James, the first
leader in the fight against '"the lively image and pattern of hell,"
levied exorbitant import taxes on tobacco.l Louis XIII of France
decreed the death penalty for smokers. Czar Michael I issued a ukase
punishing smokers with castration. Pope Urban VIII threatened tobacco

users with excommunication.?2

As people flocked to the Americas, home of the tobacco habit,
the "Tobacco War" continued. And as various forms of tobacco consump-
tion gained popularity; as the chaw, the pipe, the cigar and finally
the cigarette took the people's fancy, so the condemners shifted their

aim.

Although a distinctive American cigarette was not to emerge until

1"Tobacco, the controversial princess," Time, April 11, 1960,
p. 104.

21bid.
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1903, as early as 1884 the New York Times ventured into the field of

battle. 1In that year the Times editorialized:
"The decadence of Spain began when the Spaniards
adopted cigarettes and if this pernicious prac-

tice obtains among adult Americans the ruin of
the Republic is close at hand."l

As the twentieth century opened, Lucy Gaston (a tobacco tintype
of Carrie Nation) organized a full scale campaign against the white
roll, which by then had come into its own as the main target in the
war. Her crusade ended in the prohibition of cigarette sales in twelve

states.?2

There was also controversy over cigarettes in the sporting world
during the early 1900's. Boxing's Battle of the Century was, in a way,
an exchange in the "Tobacco War.'" For Corbett smoked and was proud of
it, while Sullivan scorned the habit and was not reluctant to be quoted

on the subject.3

Finally, even the business world had occasion to take antagonis-
tic aim at tobacco. Henry Ford, Sr., and Thomas Edison both stated

publicly during their careers that they would not knowingly hire anyone

lTobacco and Americans, Robert K. Heimann (New York: McGraw-
Hill Book Company, 1960), p. 214.

27pid.

31bid., p. 215.



4
who smoked.l And so, tobacco's condemners have kept up an almost con-
stant barrage against the brown colored leaves Captain Christopher
Columbus received as a gift from the natives on the shores of San

Salvador.

But what of the other force in this drama? What of tobacco's
adherents; the people who used tobacco, sold tobacco, or for one
reason or another approved of it? History records little about them,

except that they smoked. And smoked. And smoked!

Throughout this war, despite the accusations, the taxes, the
decrees and legal bans, people continued to smoke. The habit has grown
steadily through the years until, in 1960, in the United States alone,
over 15,000 cigarettes were purchased every second of every day. Today
Americans spend more on cigarettes than the nation of Canada spends on

its entire national budget.2

Does this mean the war is essentially over? Have tobacco's
foes lost the battle and given up? No. Today we are witnessing yet
another skirmish in the protracted conflict. And this might well be
the most lively of the entire war. The anti-tobacco forces have a new
accusation which, unlike the often undocumented and usually incredible
claims of the past, must be seriously considered. Cigarette smoking

has now been accused of causing today's most feared diseases; cancer,

1"Tobacco, the controversial princess," Time, April 11, 1960,
p. 104.

21bid.



heart ailment, and emphysema. This accusation has, or at least appears
to have, the backing of one of the most respected elements on the

modern American scene, science.

In addition, and most importantly here, a new development has
taken place which makes the current exchanges between these old foes
truly unique. A controversy has arisen over cigarette advertising
practices. For the first time, the promotion of cigarettes has become

an important part of the "Tobacco War."

Robert K. Heimann, a recognized and respected tobacco historian

has stated, in his book Tobacco and Americans, that the practice of

smoking is a natural human habit which, once introduced to civilized
man, needed no promotion to attain popularity. The growth of the habit
over the years when there was little or no promotion of it seems to

bear him out.

On the other hand, after tobacco advertising and other forms of
promotion were introduced the growth of smoking increased phenomenally.
Since cigarette smoking in the United States has kept pace with the
increasing din of cigarette advertising, many people on both sides of

the "Tobacco War" feel there is a direct relationship between the two.

Consequently the introduction of cigarette advertising as a
ma jor consideration in the war has given new hope to those who wish to
see an end to smoking, and caused increased concern among those who

are fighting for its continued existence. Both parties in the current



fight feel they are engaged in a death struggle.

In May of 1964, nine U.S. tobacco manufacturers announced they
had established a Cigarette Advertising Code. Thus a unique maneuver
in the "Tobacco War" was unveiled. And thus an important climax in the

struggle over cigarette advertising was reached.

The decision to establigh such a code came more than four hundred
years after the introduction of tobacco to the civilized world. It was
over a hundred years after the first cigarette advertisement appeared
in this country. The Cigarette Advertising Code was one of the few
cooperative actions ever taken by the American tobacco companies and
their first major effort to self-police their advertising. As such it
constituted a major change in the companies' traditional stance and

past practices concerning cigarette advertising.

The events which occurred in the months preceding and following
this climax have left an indelible mark on cigarette advertising. The
conclusions and predictions which can be drawn from the development
and after-effect of the Cigarette Advertising Code may leave their

mark on all advertising.



PART ONE -- DECISION



CHAPTER II

BEGINNINGS -- THE GREAT SMOKING SCARE

The establishment of the Cigarette Advertising Code was an un-
precedented action for American tobacco manufacturers. How did the
tobaccomen come to such a radical decision? What pressures from within
or outside the industry lead them to voluntarily place restrictions on

the promotion of their own products?

The immediate inclination is to ascribe the Code's establishment
to the 1964 Surgeon General's Report on Smoking and Health. And there
are facts which give some merit to that theory. First, chronologically,
the Report's issuance and the Code's establishment followed each other
by a mere three months. Secondly, many of the provisions of the Ciga-
rette Advertising Code appear to stem directly from the criticism and
proposed actions irate citizens, businessmen and legislators made

immediately following the Government report.

However, the answer to why the code was established is not that
uncomplicated. The Surgeon General's report of 1964 can more correctly
be called the proverbial straw that broke the camel's back. For as
advertising entered into and increased in importance in the fight over
the larger question of cigarette smoking, a series of influential
actions and reactions were taken by tobacco's friends and foes. It was
not a single event, but a whole chain of events which prompted the manu-

facturers' decision to establish their advertising code. To arrive at

8



9
a true profile of that decision, each link in this chain of events must

be considered.

The logical tracing of events begins in 1953 with the first "Great
Smoking Scare.'" For it was the scare and the happenings surrounding it

which brought advertising irrevokably into the war. .

Events of this magnitude seldom take place spontaneously. The
first smoking scare was no exception. Almost all ef the elements
which combined to produce the smoking scare of 1953 had been on the
scene for some years. Health considerations concerning smoking cer-
tainly did not begin in 1953. As has already been pointed out, smoking
and health had been a subject for discussion since 1604. Nor was the
supposed cancer/smoking link a totally new idea. Twenty-six years
earlier, Dr. James Ewing, one of the leaders in organizing the Ameri-
can Cancer Society, had pleaded for a public information drive about
the dangers of cancer, including its suspected relationship to smoking.
He is reported to have said, '"Cancer propaganda should emphasize the
danger signs that go with it," pointing at the tobacco habit as one

such sign.1

Smokers did not suddenly, in 1953, become aware and overly con-
cerned about possible harmful effects from smoking. 1In 1949, when

Gallup researchers conducted a poll, more than half of the smokers

lucancer by the Carton", Reader's Digest, December, 1952, p. 7-8.
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questioned said they thought cigarette smoking was harmful and had at

one time or another tried to give it up.1

The health claims in cigarette advertising which appeared shortly
after the first reports connecting smoking and cancer, and helping to
publicize the smoking/health issue were not a novelty, either. Adver-
tising had actually become a part of the Tobacco War twenty years

earlier. According to Business Week, "Ry a logical and empirical pro-

cess the companies...hit upon the theme that sold the most cigarettes.
From the early 1930's on, tﬁis meant almost solely one thing -- sell
health."? Where the health claim trend began is a moot point now, but
by 1933 it was well under way as an established theme with, "Chester-
fields are milder," Lucky Strike's '"Nature in the raw is seldom mild,"
and the 0ld Gold claim that there was, '"Not a cough in a carload."
Health had remained the overriding theme in cigarette advertising dur-
ing the twenty years preceding the first smoking scare. Tobaccomen
had been quoted as saying every time we '"...switch from health -- sales

go to pot."3

If all of this is true, why did the scare take place? And why
did it make advertising such an important part of the Tobacco War? The
answer to the first question can be summarized in three words; timing,

source, weight.

1"Cigarettes", Consumer Reports, February, 1953, p. 58-74.

2"Cigarette Scare: What will the trade do?", Business Week,
December 5, 1953, p. 58.

31bid.
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The time was ripe for a public explosion concerning smoking.
Since Doctor Ewing's first accusations against smoking in connection
with cancer a generation had grown to maturity. Many in this generation
had acquired the smoking habit and had lived not only with his accusa-
tion, but with the constant bombardment of advertising claims connecting
smoking with health. They had good reason to be concerned and a pre-

disposition to accept an anti-smoking claim which sounded well founded.

In the almost thirty years since a cancer/smoking link was first
theorized the medical profession had had ample time to consider the
theory, conduct research, and begin to obtain findings. There had also
been time for the conflicting and often fallacious sounding advertising
claims to become suspect, not only by the public but also by the Govern-
ment. In 1942 the Federal Trade Commission began a campaign to clean
up the health aspects of cigarette advertising. By 1950 the FTC had
proceeded against all of the five largest tobacco companies except
Liggett and Meyers.1 These actions put an end to claims such as the
onetime statement that Camels were helpful for athletes who had to
keep fit, and the assertion that smoking Kools would give extra pro=-
tection against colds. However, the FTC action did not seriously
inhibit the health claims of companies not directly involved. While
one company was under investigation, the others continued to seek new
and better ways to imply health benefits to their brands. Neverthe-
less, these proceedings, especially carried over so long a time, did
help to keep the health issue in the news and suggest that the Govern-

ment did not approve.

1"Cigarettes", Consumer Reports, February, 1953, p. 58-74.
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The source of the cancer link accusation against smoking also
played an important part in the scare. It had been years since Sin-
clair Lewis' Arrowsmith, and the public's attitude toward science in
general and the medical profession specifically no longer encompassed
the distrust and disrespect it had at one time, In 1953, medicine had
become one of the most respected and trusted professions in America.
An accusation from this source was not likely to be taken lightly.
Since the accusation concerned cancer, one of the major diseases

medical science had not yet conquered, this was even more true.

Finally, weight must be considered. Had the accusation that
cigarette smoking caused cancer come from a single source or been
reported by one or two news media, the end result might have been
totally different. However, the time element allowing for smoking/
cancer research on a grand scale, had played its part. Over a com-
paratively short period of time research reports linking smoking and
cancer rolled in from numerous sources, not just in the United States
but also in foreign countries. The news media seemed to sense the pub-
lic's inherent interest in this subject and took full advantage of it.

Reader's Digest, a major element of the anti-tobacco forces then and

today, ran a number of influential articles on the subject beginning in
1950. As the various researchers made their reports more and more news

media carried them. Time, The Economists, Science Digest, Science,

Science Newsletter, Business Week, Newsweek, Consumer Reports, Prin-

ter's Ink, and many more had articles concerning the question before
the scare was really under way. When the inflow of medical informa-

tion reached its peak it was headline material for newspapers and radio
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stations across the country. Smokers could not help but be reached by

this tremendous outpouring of information.

A combination of timing, source and weight produced the "Great
Smoking Scare'. The scare in turn resulted in advertising's entry into
the ""Tobacco War'" as a major consideration. To understand why and how,

we must investigate some details of the scare's development.

In January, 1950, Reader's Digest published an article titled:

"How harmful are cigarettes?" This article signaled the real beginning
of advertising's entrance into the war as a major factor. It provided
Viceroy, one of the first filter cigarettes, with a health claim that
packed more competitive punch than any used in the twenty odd years in
which health had been a standby. Shortly after the magazine hit the
stands Viceroy ads were headlined: '"January Reader's Digest tells why

Filtered cigarette smoke is better for your health."l This kind of

harshly competitive, health-oriented advertising combined with the
Digest article and the growing number of other slaps at cigarette smo-
king appeared to panic tobaccomen. They opened the flood gates. The
major cigarette manufacturers threw the earlier FTC experience to the
wind and began a no-holds-barred health fight. Had the Viceroy adver-
tising gone in any other direction, the manufacturers might have seen
the approaching storm and backed away from the health issue. But with

one company striking out, hitting its competition in a vital weak spot,

Inthe times have changed -- or have they?", Printer's Ink,
August 2, 1957, p. 52,
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the others reacted defensively, as is usually the case with old, multi-
product markets. By the time the storm broke and the scare spread
across the nation, cigarette advertising was so entangled with the

health issue that it had become an inseparable part of it.

In the opinion of many observers cigarette advertising also
helped to create the scare. For as the studies connecting cancer and
smoking began to pour in, the pitch of the advertising health fight

grew higher and higher.1 As articles such as Reader's Digest's

"Cancer by the Carton", "Newsweek's "Cigarettes and Cancer," and Time's
"Smoking and Cancer" were published, the pitch increased. This adver-
tising, pushing old filter brands, introducing new filter-tips and king-
size brands, giving new emphasis to regular brands, and always stres-
sing health publicized the issue to millions upon millions of people.
The fact that this publicity was of a positive nature, emphasizing that
one cigarette or another was not harmful made little difference. It
was still literally pushing the health question down the public's col-

lective throat.

Late in 1953, when the scare had barely become an established
fact (with the revelation that cigarette consumption had sustained a
drop of approximately 3%, the first decrease in 20 years) knowledge-
able people were already agreeing that there was no question but that
the tobacco companies themselves had, "...scared some smokers out of

the cigarette habit by claiming that each brand does not contain the

lucancer by the Carton', Reader's Digest, December 1952, p. 7-8.
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'harmful ingredients' that others do."!

The president of a tobacco
warehouse assotiation was quoted as saying, '"The public is being
frightened from tobacco by outlandish medical claims...Much of this
advertising is plain silly.”2 Market specialists Phil Hedrick of the
North Carolina agriculture department was reportedly sure that, "It's
defensive advertising that's doing it."3 Still another source said,

"Instead of scaring customers away from competing brands they're scar-

ing them away from tobacco althgether."4

The cigarette manufacturers themselves apparently discounted or
were unaware of this rising tide of concern. A November 22, 1952

Business Week article stated:

"While many business men have qualms about what

might happen to their profits in 1953, cigarette

manufacturers are blowing silver-lined smoke rings."5
Nowhere in the article was the health issue or its possible complica-
tions even mentioned. Total domestic sales of cigarettes were reaching
a new high at the end of an unbroken twenty year stretch of annual in-

creases and the developing 394.9 billion units sales figure overshadowed

all other issues.6

lvyhat has hit tobacco stocks?", Business Week, November 21, 1953,
p. 140.

2"Cigarette Hangover", Time, November 9, 1952, p. 100.
31bid.
41bid.

5"Cigarette Makers See Good Times Ahead", Business Week, November
22, 1952, p. 138.

6"Cigarettes: is this a turning point?", Business Week, January
2, 1954, p. 74.
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However, less than six months later, to the manufacturers' cha-
grin, a new light began to dawn. The indicated cigarette consumption
for April, 1953 took an unexpected and unprecedented dip, down 1.647%
from the like month in 1952. This dip soon developed into a trend
with the situation growing worse in each succeeding month. May saw a
slide down 4.25% from the 1952 level, June an unheard of 8.34%, and

July an alarming 11.19%.1 The scare was on.

l'yhat has hit tobacco stocks?", Business Week, November 21,
1953, p. 140+.




CHAPTER III

CONTRADICTIONS - THE GREAT SMOKING SCARE

Much of what happened during the Great Smoking Scare remains a
conundrum today. When the cigarette/cancer story became important
news, raising a public furor and affecting the sudden and unexpected
decline in cigarette consumption, the tobacco manufacturers were caught
with their advertising showing. Almost all of the major brands were
emphasizing health. The logical reaction for the manufacturers would
seem to be to back away from the issue. It was becoming more obvious
every month that the smokers were scared. Millions of dollars of health
oriented advertising could only add impetus to the public's nervousness.
But, possibly because of the first shock of the loss, and because of the
industry's strong competitive history, no one company was willing to be
the first. Instead, the opposite happened. As the smokers appeared to
get more and more nervous, the tobaccomen rushed stronger and stronger
claims into the market pushing advertising further and further into the

war.

Near the end of 1953 Business Week magazine said, "The widespread

fear that cigarettes may induce lung cancer is making the cigarette

makers turn some strange somersaults."1

lupear and Jitters," Business Week, November 14, 1953, p. 54.

17
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Indeed, in view of the situation, claims such as the cigarette
that "takes the FEAR out of smoking," and '"No other cigarette is less
irritating or easier on the throat or contains less nicotine'" do seem
strange. But through 1953 and 1954 they were rampant. In advertising,
Camel became the cigarette that '"agrees with more people than any other
cigarette." Lucky, the number one brand at that time, said, "Luckies
taste better -- cleaner, fresher, smoother. Be happy -- Go Lucky."
Pall Mall, the important entry in king-size cigarettes from American
Tobacco, was said to, 'guard against throat scratch'" and people were
entreated to try them to, "Let your throat enjoy smooth smoking."
Smokers were told, "You're so smart to smoke Parliament' and "Viceroy

gives you double-barreled health protection." Kent advertising said,

"Get the health protection you definitely need...and the smoking plea-
sure you want.'" IL&M headlined, "This is it! Just what the doctor

ordered."1

If the claims alone were not enough to scare smokers, there were
other developments to help. The greatest selling point for king-size
cigarettes had always been their greater length and resultant filter-
ing. Using that theme, tobaccomen had quintupled the king-size market
share in the six years between 1948 and 1953 from 5.5% to 28%.2 With
the scare on, and total sales falling, the cigarette makers put more
emphasis on the benefits of king-size cigarettes and more dollars be-

hind their promotion. This extra advertising weight helped to imply

lThese claims quoted from 1953 and 1954 issues of Time Magazine.

2"Uproar in cigarettes," Fortune, December, 1953, p. 130.
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there was something special about king-size cigarettes, but it also

suggested there was something wrong with all cigarettes.

In addition, over a short period of time, there was a tremendous
proliferation of filter-tip brands. Before 1950, Viceroy and Parlia-
ment were about the only brands available. But after Viceroy's 1950
competitive pinch, and the huge sales gains that both Parliament and
Viceroy reaped during 1951 and 1952 other filtered brands flooded the
market, receiving strong promotion. Again, emphasis served to put a
special aura around a kind of cigarette, while demeaning cigarettes in

general.

These two types of so=called '"more healthful" cigarettes were
also combined, producing hybrids such as Liggett & Meyers' king-size,
filter-tip Fatima, king=size, filter-tip Dunhill from Philip Morris,
and king-size, filter-tip Viceroy from Brown & Wwilliamson.l These

hybrids helped to heighten the effect.

Finally, in at least one case, the positioning of the relatively
blatant health claims added an extra twist. Investigation reveals that
for more than five straight weeks during late 1953, the Viceroy ads
touting its Health Guard filter were placed within the medical section

of Time magazine. 1It's highly unlikely that this positioning was a

1"Cigarette Competition Gets Hotter, Companies Plan New Appeal,"
Printer's Ink, March 6, 1953, p. 29.
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matter of chance. The implication, then, can only be that Brown &
Williamson requested it in the hopes of gaining more effectiveness for

their claims.

These reactions on the part of tobaccomen did more than just put
smokers' nerves on edge. As the cigarette makers moved more and more
to king-size and filter-tip cigarettes and ever stronger health claims,
they also moved further down a collision course with the anti-tobacco

forces.

In 1953 events which might bring these two forces into a direct
confrontation began to pile up. While tobaccomen were pushing their
filter brands on the basis of less tar and nicotine and king-size
brands for their extra filtering length, a massive article in Consumer
Reports declared that "...a smoker actually gets more nicotine and no
less tar from filter-tip and king-size cigarettes than he does from the
regular brands."l 1In addition, it pointed out that, contrary to the
highly competitive claims being made, "...among the leading popular
brands there (are) no significant differences in the amount of nico-
time and tar in their smoke." Pointing a finger at a single brand,

the Consumer Reports article noted that when the FIC stopped 0ld Gold

claims of less nicotine or less irritation than other brands, the claim
was simply turned around to read: '"No other leading cigarette is less
irritating or easier on the throat or contains less nicotine than 0ld

Gold."2

1"Cigarettes," Consumer Reports, February, 1953, p. 58.

2n1bid., p. 60.
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Commenting on the extent of cigarette advertising, the same
article took yet another implied swipe at tobaccomen. "A secondary
effect of the great volume of advertising,'" the magazine suggested,
nl

"is to protect cigarette manufacturers from unfavorable press comment.

Continuing, the article explained that only Reader's Digest, 'probably

the only mass-circulation publication in the country that doesn't have
to worry about losing cigarette advertising, carries on war against
smoking."2 These statements, especially in such an authoritative and
respected publication, presented contradictions which must certainly
have raised eyebrows, not only among readers, but among the cigarette

makers, too.

Other sources also panned cigarette. ad claims, serving to antag-
onize the manufacturers and bring a collision closer. For example,

Goodman Ace, in his Saturday Review column, devoted an entire issue to

satirizing what he called the "confusing and conflicting health claim."
In conclusion, he said:

"Before we all begin biting our nails down to our

nicotine-stained fingers it would be a healthy

thing if all cigarette manufacturers got together

for a friendly talk on their contentious claims

and statistics and smoked the pipe of peace."3
Jack Gould, TV editor of the New York Times, said, "If the viewer

really took to heart all the urgent admonitions of the cigarette

1"Cigarettes," Consumer Reports, February, 1953, p. 74.

21bid., p. 74.

3ngmoke gets in your ears,'" Saturday Review, February 28, 1953,
p. 41,
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manufacturers, he would be in a constant state of worry over his

health."l

And, of course, the constant reporting of research reports link-
ing cancer and smoking continued. In many of these the doctors did not
restrict themselves to scientific comments. "If the tobacco people
are smart -- as I am sure they are, because they have been enormously
successful -- they will support research to find this (cancer causing)
factor and remove it," said one medical man.2 Another declared:

"The cigarette companies are trying to induce more
cigarette smoking particularly among the young...
many of whom will become cancer victims 20 years
from now. It is certainly the moral obligation
and common sense on the part of the manufacturers
to support research."3
The tobaccomen were aware of these disparaging remarks concern-

ing their advertising and other practices, and not happily so.

Printer's Ink said, "In the recent outcry against medical claims in

cigarette copy, some tobacco companies took an injured air, rather

than dealing forthrightly with the complaint:s."4

All was not talk, however. Piled on top of the verbal criti-.

cisms were actions taken against cigarettes and their advertising.

1uAMA Ban Puts Spotlight on Misuses of Medical Data in Adver-
tising," Printer's Ink, November 20, 1953, p. 48.

2"Beyond Any Doubt'", Time,November 30, 1953, p. 60.
31bid.

4vAMA Ban Puts Spotlight on Misuses of Medical Data in Adver-
tising,'" Printer's Ink, November 20, 1953, p. 48.
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The North Dakota state senate, for example, passed a bill to '"dis-
courage juvenile smoking."l And the American Medical Association"...
put a harsh spotlight on medical claims in cigarette copy," by ousting
tobacco ads from its publications.2 The Better Business Bureau issued
a list of standards to ''cure the abuses in cigarette advertising" and
to "stop advertising that cigarette smoking cannot or will not cause

harmful effects."3

Toward the end of 1953 it began to appear that cigarette con-
sumption was not the only facet of the tobacco industry being adversely

affected. A Business Week article revealed a sudden change in the

standing of tobacco stocks. 'Not long ago," said the article, '"tobacco
stocks headed the group known as 'defensive' shares -- those looked
upon as potential pillars of strength in declining as well as rising
markets. They were considered 'depression proof'. But suddenly

things have changed.'® After noting that Standard and Poor's 50 indus-

trials index rose 8.8% from September to December while tobacco shares

1'North Dakota Senate Passes Bill to Discourage Juvenile Smoking,"
New York Times, February 15, 1953, p. 5.

21AMA Ban Puts Spotlight on Misuses of Medical Data in Adver-
tising," Printer's Ink, November 20, 1953, p. 48.

3iMore Trouble for Cigarettes," Business Week, December 19, 1953,
p. 55.

4'What Has Hit Tobacco Stocks?", Business Week, November 21,
1953, p. 140.
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dropped 6.87%, one securities analyst said:
",...there have been attacks on cigarette smoking for
years, but they have always stressed the moral as-
pects. The moral evils have never been strong
enough to cause many to give up the habit. Pros-
pects of death from an incurable disease might,
however, be sufficiently persuasive to bust the
cigarette industry."
Generally, the Wall Streeters agreed that the reason behind the sudden
stock decline was the much publicized American Cancer Society report
linking smoking and lung cancer.2 And they put themselves on record
as believing that health claims in cigarette advertising had scared
some smokers out of the cigarette habit and that the big push on
"filter mouthpiece cigarettes...has not only turned many smokers from
conventional cigarettes, but, in addition, scared some from cigarettes

entirely.3

The verbal attacks and actions against cigarette advertising,
combined with the reports linking smoking with cancer and the finan-
cial setbacks for the manufacturers, finally produced the direct
confrontation which had been in the offing. In the words of one
source, ""The slow fuse that (had) been burning under the cigarette

industry for several years reached the powder."4 The explosion that

1"What Has Hit Tobacco Stocks?", Business Week, November 21,
1953, p. 141,

21bid., p. 140.
31bid., p. 141.

4"Cigarette Scare: What Will the Trade Do?", Business Week,
December 5, 1953, p. 58.
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followed helped to forge another link in the chain of events which

eventually lead to the establishment of the Cigarette Advertising Code.

In early December, the fast-paced events of the past year
"loosened up, for the first time, official tongues of the tobacco
indust:ry."1 Until then, the tobaccomen as a group had remained silent
on the lung cancer issue. Now, they spoke out in defense of cigarettes.
The first to speak was Paul M, Hahn, then president of the giant
American Tobacco Company. In a tempered statement of reassurance to
the public he said: "No one has yet proven that lung cancer in any
human being is directly traceable to tobacco or to its products in
any form."2 He was also reported as scoring, "much loose talk on the
subject as reported in the press during recent months."3 Continuing on
the general subject of charges against tobacco he said:

"At one time or another within the past 350 years
practically every known disease of the human body
has been ascribed to the use of tobacco. One by
one these charges have been abandoned for lack of
evidence."4

And more specifically about the current cancer claim:

""We are confident that long-range impartial inves-

tigation...will confirm the view that neither

tobacco nor its products contributes to the inci-
dence of lung cancer,"?

l1bid.
2nyote for Acquittal," Time, December 7, 1953, p. 54.

3"Cigarette Scare: What Will the Trade Do?", Business Week,
December 5, 1953, p. 58

41bid,, p. 60,

SMyote For Acquittal," Time, December 7, 1953, p. 54,
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With the largest company on record, other tobaccomen stepped
forward, for the most part, in parrot fashion. E. A. Darr, R. J.
Reynolds president, stated much the same case as American's Hahn.

Then he added this testy statement about cancer research: 'One of the
best ways of getting publicity is for a doctor to make some startling
claim relative to people's health, regardless of whether such state-
ment is based on fact or theory."l Philip Morris, too, subscribed
officially to the sentiments of Paul Hahn. And within a relatively

short period of time P. Lorillard also made an echoing statement .2

According to Business Week, '"Many observers thought the actions

of the cigarette companies had the air of haste and improvisation."
The significant point, however, the magazine stated was that, "...the
cigarette industry has recognized that a problem exists."3 The ques-
tion now was, ''can the industry go on this way after admitting that

there is fear about lung cancer?"4 Business Week editors said:

"Ignoring the thing doesn't make sense, now that
the cat is out of the bag. Neither does pound-
ing harder on health which could drive away even
more smokers than critics have."?

1"Cigarette Scare: What Will the Trade Do?", Business Week,
December 5, 1953, p. 58.

2imMore Trouble for Cigarettes,'" Business Week, December 19,
1953, p. 55.

3"Cigarette Scare: What Will the Trade Do?", Business Week,
December 5, 1953, p. 59.

41bid., p. 60.

3Ibid., p. 60.
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The cigarette makers apparently did not see things in the same
light., Deep in a competitive fight as to who had the least harmful
or most healthful cigarette, they were unwilling to turn aside. At the
same time, now that official refuting statements had been made they
would not retract nor ignore the official defense of cigarettes. 1In
fact, even though most of the manufacturers were somewhat leery of
joint efforts, remembering the trust busters who broke up the great
tobacco giants in the famous 1941 Lexington case, they began to organ-
ize a defense under the aegis of the National Association of Tobacco
Distributors. These efforts would soon bear fruit in the Tobacco
Industry Research Committee, a group of doctors and scientists paid
collectively by the tobaccomen to do independent research on the
smoking/cancer link and report their findings to the public. The
unfortunate result of this two-pronged approach to the problem was
that the cigarette makers had placed themselves in the embarrassing
and damaging situation of publicly contradicting themselves. While
insisting there was no proven connection between cigarette smoking and
cancer, the companies were advertising as if there definitely was.
Such a contradiction, if allowed to continue, could not help but in-
vite attacks on the industry's advertising practices and further under-
mine smoker's confidence in the cigarette companies and their adver-

tising.

However, it was immediately clear that some of the tobaccomen
saw no harm whatever in this contradiction. Brown & Williamson, for
example, ran a full page Viceroy advertisement in Time magazine

directly opposite the article which quoted the industry's first
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official defensive statements. What's more, the ad was as competitive
on the health issue as any they had previously placed. It featured,
"A Report on the Double Filtering Action of King Size, Filter-Tip
Viceroy,'" which according to a display line at the top of the ad was,
"A Report to Doctors =-- Published in Leading Medical Journals."l The
"Report'" stated that "double filtering action" means that '"Viceroy

gives smokers less nicotine and tars than any other leading cigarette."

As 1953 ended and a new year began, the first effects of the can-
cer scare became historical fact. The total domestic sales in billions
of cigarettes were permanently recorded: 387, down 7.9 billion from the
year earlier high of 394.9. Out of the turmoil it became clear that
smokers were turning away from regular size cigarettes. Most of the
drop came in that category. King size cigarettes, which were backed
throughout the year with health oriented advertising, sold over a 100
billion units. This was nearly a thirty per cent share of the market
and a new high in king size consum.ption.2 The changes in filter=tip
sales, the cigarettes using the most blatant health claims, showed
startling increases for every brand. Viceroy, the number one filter,
sold 2,2 times more than it had in 1952, Parliament sales increased
57.9%. Kent, which had only been on the market during the last nine
months of 1952, multiplied sales by 4007%. Liggett & Meyers' L&M fil-

ter, beginning in October of 1953, pulled down sales of almost one-

Inyote for Acquittal," Time, December 7, 1953, p. 55.

2"Cigarette S8ales: The Real Story," U.S. News & World Report,
August 6, 1954, p. 85.
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third of a billion units.l The entire filter category had increased
from its next to nonexistent 1950 market share of 0.06% to an esti-
mated 3%. '"Filters are here to stay," said the experts, "and may some

day take as much as one-third of the market "2

These unalterable figures gave reinforcement to the manufacturer's
emphasis on health in advertising and to the proliferation of king
size, filter tips, and king size filter-tip cigarettes. Or at least

it would appear so. For they continued in 1954,

On January 4, 1954 it also became obvious that the contradiction
in which the manufacturers found themselves would continue. That day
the readers of 448 newspapers throughout the United States were
greeted in their daily papers with a large advertisement headed, "A
Frank Statement to Cigarette Smokers.'" It was signed by the newly

created Tobacco Industry Research Committee,3

Consumer Reports said the ad was:

", ..the tobacco companies' reply to the rumors and
the reports which have been hitting at their sales
in recent months -- rumors and reports that cigar-
ettes are responsible for the shocking increase in
the incidence of cancer of the lung over the past
twenty years.“4

1"Cigarettes: is this a turning point?", Business Week, January
2, 1954, p. 74.

21bid., p. 75.

3"Cigarette Smoking and Lung Cancer," Consumer Reports,
February 1954, p. 54,

41bid,
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The magazine went on to give the tobaccomen a certain amount of praise,
saying, "And a good reply it was, too, at least as a starter. For
leaders of the tobacco industry, the ad announced, have banded together
to carry out...research,..into all phases of tobacco use and health."l
But this was only a scholarly kind of investigation of the ad, for in
the same article the magazine announced that, "(the evidence against
tobacco)...now appears to be so strong that consumers would be well
advised to decide (to smoke or not to smoke)...on the assumption that

cigarette smoking does increase the possibility of lung cancer."?

Kenneth B. Wilson, then president of the National Better Business
Bureau, was also willing to dole out praise for the industry. He said,
"I was...delighted to note that the industry has joined together..."3
But he, too, had reservations. "I hope,'" Wilson said, '"that having
thus joined forces the industry also will give its just consideration
to the elimination of questionable advertising claims, particularly

those dealing with health aspects of smoking. "4

These statements, combined with the Wilson reminder that, "...

much corrective work remains to be done if cigarette advertising is to

1"Cigarette Smoking and Lung Cancer,'" Consumer Reports, February,
1954, p. 54.

21bid.

3"Dept. of Justice to Investigate New Tobacco Group,'" Printer's
Ink, January 8, 1954, p. 10.

41bid.
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enjoy public confidence,'" should have thrown light upon the tobacco-
men's deepening contradictory position, but did little to change

l:hings.1

As 1954 developed attacks against tobacco continued. If the
formation of the Tobacco Industry Research Committee was designed to
placate tobacco's foes while it reassured smokers, there was soon evi-
dence that it had not., Within a month from the publication of the
"Frank Statement'" advertisement, two major reports unfavorable to smo-
king reached the news media. Britain's Health Minister, Mr. Iain
Mac Leod, reporting on investigations of the Standing Advisory Com-
mittee on Cancer and Radiotherapy which was set up in 1953, told the
English Parliament that, "It must be regarded as established that
there is a relationship between smoking and cancer of the lungs."2
Then he recommended that, "It is desirable that young people should be
warned of the risk apparent."3 At almost the same time U.S. News &

World Report published a lengthy article on the smoking/cancer issue

including a detailed interview with Dr, E. Cuyler Hammond of the
American Cancer Society. In short, it was the doctor's opinion that

smoking and cancer were definitely related.

1"Dept. of Justice to Investigate New Tobacco Group," Printer's
Ink, January 8, 1954, p. 10.

2ighat Britons Are Told About Smoking," U.S. News & World Report,
February 26, 1954, p. 71 »

3"Cigarettes and Cancer," Time, February 22, 1954, p. 66.

4"Is There Proof That Smoking Causes Cancer,'" U.S. News & World
Report, February 26, 1954, p. 62-71,
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While these attacks went on unabated so did the health claims
in cigarette advertising, Camels remained the cigarettes that "agree
with more people than any other cigarette." L&M was still "Just what
the doctor ordered." People were still "So smart to smoke Parliament,"
only now it was king size, Viceroy not only had "Double the filtering
action," but now "20,000 tiny filter traps," too.l As might be expec-
ted, especially in view of the contradictions, the claims drew fire.
One magazine flatly called the filter claims 'false and misleading"
saying they gave the reader no information on what a filter does. In
that critic's opinion, they were '"Just playing on their (smokers')

fear of cancer."2

In March the fire grew momentarily white hot as a factory worker
made medico-legal history by suing four cigarette manufacturers for
breach of warranty in connection with health claims. 1Ira C. Lowe, 39,
from Festus, Missouri, filed suit in St. Louis, blaming the tobaccomen
for a cancer which caused him to lose a lung. The suit stated that the
manufacturers were responsible because Lowe had "accepted the defen-
dants' public assurances that their cigarettes were free from harmful

n3

substances. The courts did not convict the cigarette makers, but

the case must certainly have given them some second thoughts.

1These claims taken from 1954 issues of Time and New Yorker,
2"Filtering the Cigarette Ads," America, March 20, 1954, p. 643.

3"Cigarette Case," Time, March 22, 1954, p. 59.
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A survey taken by the advertising and sales weekly magazine,
Tide, gave the tobaccomen yet another reason for taking a second look
at their health claims. The magazine polled 2,200 advertising execu-
tives, seeking their opinions of television commercials and of the 100
commercials listed the ad men picked cigarette spots as the seven most
objectionable. Their reasons: exaggerated claims, gross wording,

unconvincing, and unbelievable.1

While the attacks against tobacco and the defensive advertising
for tobacco products continued, so, too, did the outflow of official
contradictory information. In April of 1954 the Tobacco Industry
Research Committee took the cigarette makers one step further into the
contradiction. Until then, the critics of tobacco and the implications
of the manufacturers' own advertising had been refuted through rather
ambiguous statements of company representatives., But now the TIRC
fired back its own brand of scientific information. In an 18 page
booklet, packed with statements by distinguished cancer researchers,
physicians and medical school professors the committee '"tartly chal-

lenged those who link cigarettes and cancer,"?

1"Easy on the Drawback," Time, May 31, 1954, p. 70.

2ucase for Tobacco,'" Newsweek, April 19, 1954, p. 94.
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In the booklet Dr. Clarence Cook Little of the Roscoe B. Jackson
Memorial Laboratory in Bar Harbor, Maine and scientific director of
the TIRC said:

"From a laboratory point of view, I do not feel that a
definite cause-and-effect relationship between cigar-
ette smoking and human lung cancer has been estab-
lished,"!

Also quoted was Dr, Walter B. Martin, president elect of the American
Medical Association:

"I do not think the evidence is convincing enough to
establish as a positive fact that cigarette smoking
is necessarily the cause of cancer of the lung."2

Dr. Max Cutler, a cancer surgeon working in Chicago, was represented
as making an even tougher statement:

"...the blanket statements and conclusions...in the
press that there is a direct and causative relation
between...cigarettes and...cancer of the lungs are
absolutely unwarranted. Simply because one finds

bullfrogs after a rain does not mean that it rained
bullfrogs."3

This time it was tobacco's foes who fired back a statement in
defense of their position. Dr, Charles S. Cameron, who as medical
director of the American Cancer Society was readying another damaging

report against tobacco, said:

Lucase for Tobacco," Newsweek, April 19, 1954, p. 94.

21p44.

31bid., p. 95.
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"Evidence to date justifies the suspicion that
cigarette smoking does to a degree not yet deter-
mined increase the_likelihood of developing can-
cer of the lungs."

A few short months later the ACS medical director made his new
and damaging report for the Society, and doctors Little and Cameron
reversed their positions as attacker and defender. And so the tobacco
manufacturers' contradiction continued. Speaking before a San Fran-
cisco convention of the American Medical Association, Dr. E. Cuyler
Hammond, researcher for the American Cancer Society, summarized the
latest ACS investigations in these words:

"It is our opinion that regular cigarette smoking
causes an increase in death rates from (heart
disease and cancer). We now advance this as a
positive theory."2

The American Cancer Society statistics hit page one across the nation

and in their wake common stocks of the big five tobacco manufacturers

temporarily fell as much as four points.3

Even closer in their wake came comments from Dr. Little of
the TIRC. First, he suggested that ''discussion and comment on their

(Doctor Hammond and co-worker Doctor Horn) data would be more useful

l1bid., p. 94.
2"Smoking and Cancer -- ACS Report," Time, July 5, 1954, p. 37.

31bid.
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when all of the work has been completed and fully analyzed and set
forth."l Then, disregarding his own suggestion, he noted that after
reviewing the information available Dr., Charles Cameron, medical and
scientific director of the ACS issued a statement to the effect that
he is "...not convinced the cause and effect relationship is as yet
entirely proven."2 One publisher, when printing the Little comments,
was quick to point out that Dr, Cameron's quoted statement referred
not to cancer of the lung, but to other kinds of cancer. Finally, the
Tobacco Industry Research Committee scientific director advanced a
theory of his own to refute the ACS report., Heavy smoking, Dr, Little
suggested, and the tendency to cancer are both expressions of a more

fundamental cause of a constitutional or hormonal nature.3

By this time the cigarette makers were thoroughly entrenched in
their contradiction, Health oriented advertising claims which implied
that smoking was harmful were established as the basic selling propo-
sition for almost all cigarettes. Practically daily the claims became
stronger and stronger as individual brands sought some competitive edge.
Meanwhile, first company representatives, and then hired doctors, sur-

geons and professors proclaimed their disagreement with any suggestion

1"Tobacco Industry Gives Its View," U.S. News & World Report,
July 2, 1954, p. 67.

21bid.

31bid.



37

that cigarettes caused cancer. And these refuting statements had gone
from disorganized general comments to a highly organized united front

including national advertisements, and informational brochures.

It is highly likely that this continuing and ever deepening con-
‘tradiction helped to bring about the next link in the chain of events

preceding the writing of the Cigarette Advertising Code.

In September of 1954 sporadic reports of a new move by the
Federal Trade Commission against cigarette advertising began to appear.

In its "Business Briefs'" section Business Week said that the "FTC has

demanded voluntary compliance with a new and strict set of rules banning
claims that cigarettes are not harmful or irritating."l It was also
reported that the Government agency had invited the tobacco industry to
state its side before the rules were put into effect. Here, a full ten
years before the manufacturers' Advertising Code took shape, was a fore-
shortened version of the same thing. The FTIC had issued a nine point
list of do's and don'ts regarding cigarette advertising and sent them

to twenty-four members of the industry, In the list the Commission

was asking the tobaccomen to "eliminate all claims and implications

that recent scientific research makes questionable," pointing specifi-

cally at the not harmful or not irritating themes so widely in use.2

1"Business Briefs," Business Week, September 18, 1954, p. 34,

2uprc Trying to Get Voluntary Industry Compliance,'" Business
Week, September 25, 1954, p. 124,
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In addition, the cigarette makers were asked to '"stop referring in ads
to parts of the body such as the throat, larynx and lungs and to such
terms as digestion, energy, nerves and doctors."l It is interesting
to note that these points were 'based mainly on decisions already

reached in FTC cases against the cigarette companies."2

The Commission also asked for a ban on the cigarette makers'
practice of claiming that by reason of ingredients, length, or filter
the smoke of any brand contained less nicotine, tar or resins unless
the advertiser can produce "impartial scientific test data...which con-

clusively prove the claimed differences to a significant degree..."3

These rules, if agreed to, would go further than the Federal
Trade Commission could normally in restricting the tobaccomen's adver-
tising. For without voluntary compliance from the manufacturers the
Commission would have to prove a claim false before it could be
stopped. If that continued to be the case -- if the manufacturers re-
fused to comply -- the FTC would remain in the almost hopeless position
it had maintained during its twenty-five year battle to police the
cigarette makers' claims. Litigation against the tobaccomen had always

been so slow that before claims could be stopped they had been changed.

luprc Trying to Get Voluntary Industry Compliance,'" Business
Week, September 25, 1954, p. 124.

21bid.

3Ibid.
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To some observers it appeared that the Commission, in making
this new move and trying to bypass the ineffective restrictive methods
available to it, was "evidently relying on the industry's worry over

the cancer scare to get compliance to the code,"!

However, the tobaccomen's "worry'" over the scare was apparently
not as strong as the Commission hoped. No one rushed to comply to the
rules. After receiving the FTC list their only comment was '"No com-
ment . "2 Hearing that people wagged their heads saying, "It still
looks like a code can only be effective if there's pressure from the

industry or from the public against violators,"3

As the year came to an end the matter of whether or not the
cigarette makers would bow to the FTC's wishes was still unsettled.
The Commission had not established its nine rules as official FTC policy
and neither had the industry agreed to voluntary compliance. If the
manufacturers did agree and conscientiously abided by the rules, it
could mean an end to their self-imposed contradictions. Would they?
No one was sure, At the year's end the contradiction was still a part
of standard practice. The claims continued. Tobacco Industry Research
Committee representatives were still disclaiming smoking/cancer relation-

ships. 1In December Dr, William F. Rienhoff, a lung cancer specialist

lbid.

21bid.

31bid.
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of Johns Hopkins Hospital and a member of TIRC's Scientific Advisory
Board spoke before the Baltimore Rotary Club., In his speech he said,
"Go ahead and smoke all you want," calling the findings that connected

smoking with lung cancer "silly and irreSponsible."1

1"Smoke?", Newsweek, December 13, 1954, p. 56.



CHAPTER IV

THE END OF A SCARE -- NEW TRENDS

At the end of 1954, total domestic cigarette sales were down an
estimated 8% from the 1952 peak.1 Reports accusing smoking of causing
cancer and other ills were still being made., The manufacturers were
still denying the validity of these reports while, at the same time,
using defensive advertising which seemed to contradict their official
statements. And more and more sources were taking an antagonistic view
of this practice. The new year promised little hope of much variance

in the pattern.

It was not surprising then that in 1955 the smoking/cancer contro-
versy remained up in the air. Doctor Ernest Wynder, one of the most
respected and reported cancer researchers continued to make news with
his side of the issue. In April he reported to an American Association
for Cancer Research meeting that '"'several groups of scientists had in-
duced cancer in animals with cigarette tar from which all nicotine was

ll2

removed. Thus, he felt it was established that nicotine was not the

villain in cigarette smoke. But he was still certain that "Smoking...

lopobacco's Troubles Pile Up," Business Week, April 9, 1955, p.
182,

24 The Answers: No," Business Week, April 23, 1955, p. 108.

u1
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plays a role in the causation of lung cancer."l To prove his point he

wrote a book on the subject entitled The Biological Effects of Tobacco.

Doctors Hammond and Horn of the American Cancer Society whose
1953 report on the smoking habits of 188,000 men warned that smokers
were prone to cancer, and had helped immensely in bringing the issue
before the public, now made a second highly publicized report, Before
the American Medical Association, Dr. Hammond once again revealed find-

ings connecting smoking with cancer.?

On the other side of the issue Ehner Hess, the then in-coming
president of the American Medical Association, spoke out against the
"hard won information on the subject of smoking and cancer."3 1In a
speech before the Association he called much of it "Lies, damned lies

and statistics."4

There was at least one occasion when the two opposing views came
face to face in a head-on clash before millions of people. Edward R.
Murrow's popular "See It Now'" television program presented a two-part
probe of the smoking/cancer relationship in which proponents of both

sides took part., The result was a stand-off. In fact, some members

1"Smoking and Other Diseases," Time, June 13, 1955, p. 68.

2"Smoking-Cancer Dispute Gets Hotter,'" Printer's Ink, June 10,
1955, p. 86.

3"Smoking and Cancer," Time, June 13, 1955, p. 67.

41bid., p. 68.
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of the same research organizations contradicted each other. For exam-
ple, Dr. John Heller, director of the National Cancer Institute,
reported that there were strong indications that cancer and smoking
were related. During the same program Dr, W, C. Hueper, also of the

NCI, maintained that smoking wasn't a major cause of cancer.1

While this fight was continuing other things were happening
which, contrary to expectations, did not fit the pattern. Before the
first six months of 1955 were past it became clear that it would be a
year of changes. It would be a year of new trends. The cancer scare
which had been building and causing cigarette sales to experience one
reverse after another suddenly gave indications that it was coming to
an end. Domestic sales for the first six months of 1955 turned upward.
The trend which had seen six months sales fall from 211 billion units
in 1953 to 201 billion in 1954 was broken with a 1955 rise to an esti-

mated 207 billion.?2

Today, it is next to impossible to determine exactly why the fal-
ling sales trend was broken, Obviously, smokers had lost some of
their fear of the cigarette habit, But there are such a myriad of
factors involved that no one stands out as a single answer. Time cer-

tainly played a part. Smokers had had two years to consider the issue.

1"Sm.oking-Cancer Dispute Gets Hotter," Printer's Ink, June 10,
1955, p. 86.

2"Smoking on the Rise Again," U.S. News & World Report,
October 14, 1955, p. 30.




4y

Much can be forgotten in two years., Two years was time enough for
many to get used to and learn to live with a proposition which, at
first, might have shocked them out of smoking. Time was also impor-

tant in the development of many of the other influencing factors.

In two years time the cigarette companies had introduced an
amazing proliferation of filter-tip and king size brands. These new
brands such as Kent, L&, filter-tip Fatima and Dunhill, as well as
regular cigarettes, had been promoted for two years with strongly
health-oriented advertising. Although this proliferation and this
type of advertising cast a shadow of doubt on all cigarettes, it also
gave smokers who were unwilling to quit the habit a way to reduce any
guilt feelings they might have had about destroying themselves., And
that, apparently, was having its effect. In 1955, according to one
source, approximately 1.5 million Americans had quit smoking since the
scare started.l But 38 million continued to smoke and many of them

were continuing only after switching to a different brand of cigarettes.,

Harry M. Wootten, an authoritative cigarette sales estimator,
said that in 1953 one out of thirty packages of cigarettes sold were
filter-tipped. In 1954, he estimated that figure at one out of ten.

His estimate for 1955 was then one out of five.? Wootten also pointed

libid.

21p4d,
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out that in three years the sales of king size brands had doubled.
It was his opinion that before the end of 1955 filter and king size
cigarettes would be used by half of the cigarette smokers in the

country.1
The following chart shows that Mr., Wootten was certainly on the
right track.

PER CENT OF DOMESTIC MARKET
BY CIGARETTE TYPES*

Iype 1954 1955
Regular Size 61.0% 52.7%
King Size 28.9 27.6
Filter-Tip 10.1 19.7

*Data from December 30, 1955 Printer's Ink

Together filter-tips and king size cigarettes accounted for nearly
half of the domestic market, capturing more than forty-seven per cent
of sales, Filters, however, were the only type that showed a per cent
of market increase in 1955, King size, as well as regular size per-

centages were down,

Sales data from the end of 1955 helps to substantiate the theory
that smokers who had quit or cut down were returning to the habit be-
cause of the availability and promotion of the so-called healthful

brands. Of the top ten brands in 1955, two were kings and three were

libia.
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filter-tips.1 Filter-tip sales had doubled during the year. Marlboro,
Winston, L&, Viceroy, and Kent were all up. Meanwhile, regular cigar-
ette sales were down, excluded from the overall 3.17% increase the indus-
try had experienced.2 The leader, Camel, had lost eight per cent.

Lucky Strike, now in second place, was down one per cent. Pall Mall
King had strengthened its hold on third place, and the one-time third,

Chesterfield, was off sixteen and a half per cent.3

Finally, in the two years since the scare began there had also
been time for, not only the industry with its Tobacco Industry Research
Committee, but other completely independent researchers to publish
information which seemed to refute the early confident claims of to-
bacco's foes, Witness the AMA's Ehner Hess and Dr., Hueper of the
National Cancer Institute who as early as August of 1954 had said:

"The data on hand make it unlikely that cigarette
smoking represents a major factor in the produc-
tion of lung cancer and its recent phenomenal
rise in frequency."
None of these factors can be pinpointed as the one reason for

the upward trend in cigarette sales which became apparent in the early

months of 1955, And, in fact, if a solution to the puzzle must be

1"Cigarette Sales Turn Up Again in 1955", Printer's Ink,
December 30, 1955, p. 12,

21bid., p. 11,
31bid., p. 13,

4"Cigarette Sales: The Real Story," U.S. News & World Report,
August 6, 1954, p. 83,
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presented a combination would seem to be the only alternative. A com-
bination whose result lead many to agree with Agriculture Department
officials who said simply that they 'believe...the main impact on

cigarette smoking of the cigarette vs. health reports now (was) past."1

At the same time the new trend in cigarette sales was being
established a new and dramatic change was taking place in cigarette
advertising techniques, Later, one source said of the change, "The
saga of cigarette advertising for 1955 filters down to this; good

taste took over."?

Beginning early in 1955, almost all cigarette advertising turned
to flavor. L&M, which had been "Just what the doctor ordered", went
first to "L&M stands out from all the rest. Much more flavor -- and
light and mild." They kept the filter story with copy saying, "effec-
tive filtration -- low nicotine" and still had a special name for
their filter, "pure white Miracle tip."3 But the emphasis was now on
flavor. Before the end of the year, L&M had another new campaign:
"Your big Red Letter day. The day you change to L&M." Again, they
retained the filter-effectiveness pitch, stating that L&M had a "super-

ior filter" but they followed it up with a claim for "superior taste,"4

1"Smoking On The Rise Again'", U.S. News & World Report, October
- 14, 1955, p. 30.

2"Ad Trend in Cigarettes', Printer's Ink, December 30, 1955,
p. 15,

3From advertising in 1955 issue of Saturday Evening Post,

41pd Trends in Cigarettes", Printer's Ink, December 30, 1955,
p. l6.
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Marlboro, in 1955, was promoted with advertising that said, '"You get
a lot to like with a Marlboro -- filter, flavor, flip top box." Win-

ston said, "Winston tastes good -- like a cigarette should."!

King size and regular cigarettes were also promoted with adver-
tising emphasizing flavor, Pall Mall advertising asked smokers to
"Reward yourself with the pleasure of smooth smoking. Smoke long and
finer and milder Pall Mall." Camel advertising switched to a theme
asking, "How's your disposition today?" and telling smokers, 'For
more pure pleasure -- have a Camel." Lucky Strike, too, had a new
flavor oriented theme: '"Light up a Lucky. It's light up time. Luckies
taste better."?2 01d Gold became the cigarette that's "Always smooth...
never harsh or bitter," with a flavor claim that said, "0ld Gold
treats your taste right all day long." Philip Morris was "Gentle,
more delicate in flavor...for those with keen young tastes." The
brand's advertising entreated smokers to '""Do as young America does;
enjoy Philip Morris." Chesterfield was the cigarette to smoke to
"Put a smile in your smoking," the one with '"smoothness, mildness,

refreshing taste."

Only Viceroy, the first really successful filter-tip cigarette,

continued with its health oriented ads, 'Facts about cigarette

l1piq.
21bid., p. 17.

3various issues of 1955 Saturday Evening Post.
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smoking' read their headlines, The copy, instead of emphasizing fla-
vor, came down hard on Viceroy's 20,000 tiny filter traps and what

they could do for smokers.1

Why did this change take place? Again, as in the case of the new
trend in sales, the answer is not clear cut, It could have been as
simple as the industry finally taking some of its own advice. Whole-
salers had been decrying the defensive advertising claims ever since
cigarette sales began to dip in 1953, Even Paul Hahn, president of
the largest member of the industry had some time before, at an Ameri-
can Tobacco Company stockholder's meeting, commented on the '"short-

sightedness" of medical claim advertising employed by some companies.2

However, it was undoubtedly more complicated than that. Other-
wise the advice would not have been taken so belatedly. Another influ-
encing factor might have been that while the cigarette makers ignored
the advice from their wholesalers and some of their own industry mem-
bers and continued to sell health, their sales continued to fall. On
the surface, the defensive advertising appeared to be making very
little impact. For as the health claims became more and more blatant
domestic consumption of cigarettes dropped lower and lower. The only
encouraging note for the manufacturers was that their new filter-

tipped and king-size brands were taking a bigger and bigger slice of

1Various issues of 1955 Saturday Evening Post,

2"Department of Justice to Investigate New Tobacco Group'", ©
Printer's Ink, January 8, 1954, p. 10.
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the total market. But even that was false encouragement since the

total market was declining alarmingly.

Another factor which may have had some sway over the manufac-
turer's decision to turn to taste in their advertising was the growing
evidence that "health'" was not the only formula to success. Winston,
R. J. Reynolds' major entry into the filter-tip field, was from the
beginning sold primarily on the basis of taste. It entered the market
after others had spent a good deal of time and money establishing the
desirability of filter cigarettes in the minds of smokers. Reynolds
was, therefore, able to play on the past and current advertising which
touted filters for "health" sake and, in effect, say here's another
that tastes good. Using this technique the company had not only estab-
lished the brand, but was now beginning to make substantial inroads
into the filter market. Marlboro, another later entry into the field,
was using essentially the same technique and also producing respectable
sales gains, The other tobaccomen were aware of the apparent accept-
ance of these brands by smokers, and this combined with the intra and
extra-industry disparagement of the '"health" approach may have changed

their minds.

Still another, and probably the most important factor influencing
the sudden trend away from health and to flavor was the Federal Trade
Commission's suggested advertising guidelines which reached the cigar-
ette makers in late 1954, True, the tobaccomen's only comment on the

guides thus far had been the noncommittal "No comment," This would
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indicate that the manufacturers were not deeply concerned with the pro-
posed restrictions., On the other hand, it must be remembered that

these were two old and well-acquainted foes. The FTC had been nipping
at the heels of the cigarette makers for years. And the major manu-
facturers had, after the disastrous anti-trust case in the early 1940's,
developed a pattern of literally beating the Commission to the punch

in the fight over advertising claims; changing campaigns before the

FTIC could obtain any action against them. The FTC's preliminary con-
tact with the tobaccomen, asking for comments on the proposed guides,

gave the manufacturers a perfect chance to repeat the pattern.

In addition, it should be pointed out that no matter how uncon-
cerned the cigarette makers appeared, it is unlikely that they would
simply sit by and wait for the guidelines to take effect, leaving
their claims unchanged. To do so would be to invite FIC action. By
changing their campaigns before the guidelines became Commission policy
they could not only sidestep the chance of litigation, but bypass the
adverse publicity which invariably resulted from legal action regard-

less of its success or failure.

Finally, by moving to change their advertising approach when
they did, the tobaccomen could gain all the obvious benefits of appear-
ing to voluntarily restrict their advertising without actually agreeing
to a pact with the FTC, Thus they gave themselves an out should they,
at a later date, feel a need to reverse the trend to flavor and return

to health claims, Therefore, although there is no published informa-

tion to specifically support it, it is not illogical to suggest that
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the pending guidelines did play a more than minor role in the 1955

advertising trend to flavor claims,

In October, when the Commission finally did lay down its guides,
the manufacturers certainly did nothing to refute the theory. The

headline of a Business Week article on the subject aptly describes

their reaction: '"Cigarette Trade Yawns at FTC Ad Rules." The indus-
try tended to just shrug its shoulders. 'Most members have pretty

much soft-pedaled their claims, anyway,' they said,!

At any rate, the new trend to flavor in 1955 was set, It becomes
another link in the chain of events which eventually lead to the 1964
Cigarette Advertising Code., For, with the change to flavor, a great
deal of the heat was taken off the industry. Tobacco was still accused
by its most vehement detractors, but for the moment, cigarette adver-

tising had ceased to be a major issue in the larger fight.

The cigarette makers no longer presented a two-faced image, con-
tradicting themselves with their advertising claims and official
statements. Those who had represented the industry as playing on smo-
kers fears had lost their point of argument, Smokers who had quit the
habit or cut down because of the increased publicity the industry had
given the cancer/smoking issue with their massive spending against

health claims had much less reason to hold cigarettes in suspicion.

1"Cigarette Trade Yawns At FTC Ad Rules'", Business Week,
October 1, 1955, p, 56.




53

According to one source, '"The cigarette industry, in the eyes of
the public, (had) undergone a subtle but distinct change for the better

during the...year."1

This change could be '"largely attributed to refor-
mation in advertising."? Tobacco's enemies, the news media and the
public in general no longer had the concrete, daily reasons to criti-
cize the industry's advertising. Because, "In marked contrast to the
bellicose copy of yesteryear that often engendered violent criticism,
the larger manufacturers (had) now swung into line with advertising

themes patently in good taste -- literally and figuratively."3

With the horizon turning rosy, with sales again on the increase
and criticism of advertising dwindling, there seemed to be little doubt
that this new trend in ad themes would become a permanent part of the
picture. As one publication said:

"It is doubtful that any major cigarette again will be
stampeded into a campaign like 'Take the fear out
of smoking' or even 'Just what the doctor ordered!'"
"The 1955 comeback in sales with gentler ads should
have taken care of that. Chances are the advertisers
will stock to the flavor stories."#
Tobacco wholesalers and other members of the industry who had

been against the health claims from the beginning must have breathed a

sigh of relief and crossed their fingers in hopes that it was a trend

1"Cigarette Sales Turn Up Again in 1955," Printer's Ink, December
30, 1955, p. 1l4.

21bid,
31b1d,

4mpd Trend in Cigarettes,'" Printer's Ink, December 30, 1955,
p. 15.
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with permanency. And the Federal Trade Commission, which had now

established its guides as permanent policy, would concur. When the
rules were announced the commission said, "Conformity with these

guides is completely voluntary and the FTC hopes to keep it that way."

However, despite the hopes of many and the confident predictions

of others, the trend to flavor was not to be long-lived. The develop-
ment and effect of its reversal will outline yet another link in our

lengthening chain of important events.

1

"FTC Has a Busy Week -- New Ad Rules For Cigarettes," Printer's
Ink, September 30, 1955, p. 73.

1



CHAPTER V

CONTINUATIONS - CONTROVERSY AND COMEBACK

1956 was a year of continuation; of the controversy surrounding
cigarettes, of the trend to flavor in cigarette advertising, and of the

comeback in cigarette sales,

In the first month of the new year Dr. Charles S. Cameron,
Medical and Scientific Director of the American Cancer Society made it
clear that there would be no letup in the reports and statements derog-
atory to the smoking habit. In what could be considered a lengthy arti-

cle in the Atlantic Monthly, he discussed "What we really know'" about

the association between cigarettes and lung cancer.l After admitting
that there was still some confusion, he said, "...most scientists who
have given thought or study to the subject agree that an association

between cigarette smoking and lung cancer does exist."2

Then, delineating the official position of the society, he made

it clear that the body of workers intended to do everything in its

1"Lung Cancer and Smoking," Atlantic Monthly, January, 1956,
p. 71.

21p14.
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power to keep the issue alive and before the public:

"The American Cancer Society has resolved to support...
research efforts to identify whatever cancer-inciting
substances may be in tobacco...and to find the means
of eliminating them, In the meantime, it is committed
to setting the facts, as they stand today and as they
accumulate, before the people - all the people - of
this country."

Dr, Ernest Wynder, by now a long-time foe of the smoking habit,
followed close behind Dr. Cameron, helping keep the issue alive. In
April, Wynder reported that he and Dr. George Wright, working for the
Sloan-Kettering Institute, had isolated the active cancer-causing
fraction in tar from smoking. The next step he said was to "identify
the compounds, find out where they come from and try to eliminate them

from cigarettes."2

Less than a month later the English, who were also in an argument
over cigarettes, made a major move. After British Minister of Health
Turton told Parliament that "...20 times more smokers than nonsmokers
die of lung cancer," the connection between cigarette smoking and can-
cer was officially accepted by the British Government as '"statistically
incontrovertible."3 British investors, in contrast to what might have
been expected from their American counterparts in the same situation,

were unalarmed. Tobacco shares went up after the announcement .4

l1bid., p. 75 -

2"Cancer-Causing Faction," Time, April 23, 1956, p. 70.

3"Br1tish Cabinet Links Lung Cancer to Smoking," Business Week,
May 12, 1956, p. 36.

4
Ibid.
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Back in this country the fires continued under the tobacco manu-
facturers. In June Life magazine said, "...a new report makes the
case against cigarettes more convincing than ever.'" Dr. Oscar Auerbach
of the East Orange, New Jersey hospital had analyzed lung tissue taken
from cadavers. According to the doctor the results showed that, '"The
degree of lung damage corresponds with the number of cigarettes smoked
daily."1 On hearing this Charles Cameron of the ACS stepped back into
the news long enough to point out that the Auerbach findings provided

", ..the very evidence skeptics demanded,"?

While this smoking/cancer fight continued to smolder, another
controversy began to take shape. This one was not only between tobac-
co's friends and foes, but also between the tobaccomen themselves, It
revolved around a new process for making the tobacco core of cigarettes,

especially filter cigarettes,

For eight to ten years the companies had been experimenting with
a process variously called homogenized or synthetic tobacco. Essen-
tially, it amounted to grinding up stems and heretofore unusable
tobacco leaves and reconstituting them for use in filter cigarettes.
This process would save the companies a great deal of money by making

available parts of the tobacco plant which were normally discarded,3

Ligew Cigarette-Cancer Link," Life, June 11, 1956, p. 126.

21b1d.

3''New Trend in Cigarettes," Business Week, May 26, 1956, p. 198.
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However, it would also do two other things. First, according to some
observers, it would mean that cigarettes produced in this manner would
contain much lower quality tobaccos and therefore higher nicotine and
tar. Even more importantly at the time, it would mean a substantial

loss in sales to tobacco growers and warehousers.

Through the first months of 1956 rumors spread that the cigarette
makers were thinking of using this process in a big way. In May, under
pressure from growers and warehouse associations the controversy came
out into the open. The manufacturers were called before an investi-
gating Senate-House Agriculture subcommittee,. Subcommittee and asso-
clation members tried to pry information out of the manufacturers, but
met with little success.1 The cigarette makers simply would not di-
vulge thelr plans concerning the process, That would be giving away

"trade secrets," they said,?

Some sources gave different reasons for the tobaccomen's silence.
It was suggested that the real reason behind their hesitancy in giving
information was the unknown public reaction to the process. Competi-
tion's unpredictable reaction was also suggested as a reason, If it
became known that some companies were using homogenized or synthetic
tobacco in their cigarettes, others could possibly take advantage of

the fact with a '"100% tobacco" claim.3

l1pia.

21pid.

31bid.
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The growers and warehouse men registered a strong dissent regard-
ing any use of the process, Politicians from the tobacco growing states
spoke out against it, too. Even among the cigarette makers themselves
there was divided opinion. Mighty American Tobacco insisted that "...
reconstituted tobacco does not make as good a smoke..,"! Nevertheless,
by September it was reported that most in the industry were using re-
constituted leaf and stem in their cigarettes.2 This move served to
undermine the relationship between the tobacco companies and their
suppliers. In addition, it forced the manufacturers to stand before
a Government agency and answer for yet another practice to which many
objected. And to those who would seek it, it presented another ques-
tion about the companies' advertising policies. One might ask, "If
they are, or are planning to use lower grade tobaccos in filter cigar-
ettes, why would they claim they contain less tar and nicotine?" It
was a question that would not be forgotten. But for the present it

remained unasked and unanswered.

Probably the major reason this question was left in limbo was
the continuation of the trend to flavor in cigarette advertising. As
long as low tar and nicotine claims were not being made there was
little relevancy in attacking the kind of tobacco being used. And it
was now definite; flavor stories had replaced health claims as the

main approach in cigarette advertising.

1"Brighter Glow-Filter Tips Sparking Comeback in Cigarettes,"
Barron's, September 3, 1956, p. 3.

21p14.
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Printer's Ink said, "After taking a long, satisfying pull on

taste and flavor in 1955, cigarette ads in 1956 wisely puffed along in
the pleasure groove.”1 Another advertising trade source said that the
tobacco companies now have "...a generally observed agreement to avoid

negative copy approaches in cigarette advertising."2

While it was true that most of the manufacturers were tipping
the scales strongly in favor of flavor, there were indications that
some of them remained jittery over the health question. Viceroy, for
example, after slightly underplaying its '20,000 filter traps'" refrain
at the end of 1955 was now back pushing it strongly. L&M remained
with the "Live Modern Smoke L&M'" theme, but to a greater extent the

brand's '"Miracle Tip" was played up.3

Future events would soon reveal that all of the companies had a
case of nerves, Despite the seeming entrenchment in the flavor trend
it would not take much to start another stampede to health. . A fresh
fire under the smoking-health controversy or a fresh decline in sales

could do it., But, in 1956, neither of these setbacks appeared eminent,

lipresh Appeals, Bigger Pictures, Crisp Copy - That's Cigarette
Ad Outlook," Printer's Ink, December 28, 1956, p. 15.

21The Great Cigarette Opera," Ad Agency Magazine, December 7,
1956, p. 22,

3upresh Appeals, Bigger Pictures, Crisp Copy - That's Cigarette
Ad Outlook," Printer's Ink, December 28, 1956, p. 16.
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In fact, Harry Wootten, the tobacco industry's sales consultant
said, "The Smoking health controversy may be collapsing for lack of
nourishment." He pointed out that "For the second straight year the
British Empire Cancer Campaign reported failure to induce cancer in ex-
perimental animals using cigarette derivatives."! Many concluded with
him that the current "anti-cigarette allegations...seem to be taking
their place in the long history of accusations that do not stand up

under examination."2

The sales picture, too, looked brighter than it had in years. 1In
the first six months of the year consumption moved up 2.6 per cent. As
early as September there were predictions that the 1956 level would
total a record 395 billion smokes, 3.4 per cent above 1955.3 At the
end of the year people were repeating these same figures. Thirteen
billion more cigarettes had been sold in 1956 than in the preceding

year.4

Much of the increase was due to filter-tip sales. 1956 had seen
the introduction of still more brands. Even American Tobacco, which
had held back most in the filter race, now had a major entry, Hit
Parade. And during the year there was another super-refinement in the

filter fight--a cigarette not only big sized and filter tipped, but

1"Cigarette Output Up," Printer's Ink, December 28, 1956, p. l4.

21bid.

3"Brighter Glow - Filter Tips Sparking Comeback in Cigarettes,"
Barron's, September 3, 1956, p. 3.

4ngmoke RingsRise," Newsweek, December 31, 1956, p. 52.
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also mentholated, Early in the year, R. J. Reynolds introduced Salem.
Philip Morris was represented by the modernized Spud, Brown & William-

son by Kool, and Liggett & Meyers by the new Oasis.1

When market shares were totalled at the end of the year, the
expected increase for filter brands was there., Filter-tip sales
grabbed an estimated 30 per cent of the total market. Regular size
cigarettes were down to only 45 per cent. King size cigarettes were

also down, attaining only 25 per cent.?

Other areas looked promising for the manufacturers, too., After
six months almost all of the major companies had reported respectable
gains in net earnings. American Tobacco earned $3.55 per share, up
from its 1955 $3.33 per share. Liggett & Meyers was up from $2.73 to
$2.93 a share. Philip Morris rose from $1.52 in 1955 to a 1956 level

of $1,83., R. J. Reynolds jumped from $2.37 to $2.81 in 1956.3

Toward the end of the year sales estimator Wootten predicted
that American Tobacco and R. J. Reynolds would enjoy the best earnings
in their history. Liggett & Meyers, he said, should have its best year
since 1950, and Philip Morris its best since 1952.4 In short, as one

magazine said, "after a two year slump, the growth trend (was)

lnin the Hit Parade," Newsweek, October 1, 1956, p. 66.

2"Brighter Glow - Filter Tips Sparking Comeback in Cigarettes,"
Barron's, September 3, 1956, p. 3.

31bid.

4"Smoke Rings Rise,'" Newsweek, December 31, 1956, p. 52.
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reappearing in cigarettes."1

However, at the same time, another factor was beginning to make
itself felt which would have an effect on all future trends in cigar-
ettes. The so-called '"War babies" were coming of age. This was a
bracket of the population which, according to some observers, "...
cigarette economists (were) awaiting eagerly."2 A look at the 1956
advertising of the cigarette companies makes it easy to agree with
those who then said, "The industry is making a conscious effort to key
advertising to the younger age groups."3 Although it would be years
developing, this was the beginning of another link in the chain of
events which helped to produce the Cigarette Advertising Code. While

it was developing there was time for other links to be forged.

1"Brighter Glow - Filter Tips Sparking Comeback in Cigarettes,"
Barron's, September 3, 1956, p. 3.

21bid,

31bid.



CHAPTER VI

HISTORY REPEATS ITSELF

Four years had passed since headlines across the nation pro-
claimed '"Smoking Causes Cancer." By 1957 many of the changes which

had taken place following those headlines were coming full circle.

Smokers who had turned away from the smoking habit in 1953 had
now returned in even greater numbers, yielding to the persuasive pro-
motion of a multitude of "healthful" cigarettes. The cigarette makers,
after experiencing drastic declines in sales, were selling more cigar-
ettes and more kinds of cigarettes than ever before. In fact, an April,
1957 issue of Time magazine pronounced the tobacco industry '"completely

1
recovered,"

"The Agriculture Department," the magazine said, "esti-
mates Americans are smoking 97 more than a year ago and predicted 1957
sales will top last year's 392 billion (171 packs for every American

aged 15 or over) and...probably exceed the 1952 level,"?

In their advertising the tobacco manufacturers had gone from the
comparatively mild health claims used in the years preceding the 'Great

Smoking Scare'" to the sweeping and blatant health claims of 1953 and

1"Tobacco--Complete Recovery, Time, April 22, 1957, p. 97.

21bi4.
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1954, They had combined these claims with the defensive press releases
of an especially created organization =-- the Tobacco Industry Research
Committee, Then, finding there was a limit to which these practices
could be carried, they did an about face, With a growing tide of antag-
onism against health claims and with the FTC breathing down their necks
the cigarette makers turned to flavor claims in their advertising. For
two years they had remained with flavor stories and the official and
unofficial attitudes toward cigarette advertising had warmed consider-

ably.

The anti-tobacco forces, in the meantime, had changed very little.
Neither time, nor advertising, nor press releases had altered their sta-
tistics. If anything, the tobacco manufacturers' practices and the
smokers' return to the habit had made them more vehement than ever in

their fight against cigarettes,

This, then, was the stage as set for 1957. The events of the
past four years were now recorded history. They were permanent, avail-
able facts from which all of the parties in this drama could draw les-

sons should the need arise. That need would soon make itself felt.

Although 1957 started with the calm which had pervaded much of
1955 and 1956, it was destined to become a year of violent storms., Be-
fore the year was out history would repeat itself. Smokers, the cigar-
ette manufacturers and the anti-tobacco forces would come face to face

with the same kind of turmoil which created the "Great Smoking Scare"
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of 1953. Their combined and specific reactions to this second coming
outline one of the largest and most important links in the chain of
events which were leading inevitably to a major decision on the part

of the tobacco manufacturers,

As has been pointed out, the happenings of 1953 were actually the
culmination of events which began years earlier., The same is true of
the important occurrences of 1957. When the demand for filter-tip
cigarettes exploded onto the scene in 1952 and 1953 the cigarette makers
quickly learned that although smokers now desired "health protection,"
they also continued to demand taste in a cigarette., To solve the prob-
lem the tobacco industry began to make filter cigarettes loaded with
stronger tobacco. Later they also began to use '"homogenized" tobacco.
Naturally, the stronger and homogenized tobaccos released more tar and

nicotine into the mainstream smoke of the new brands.

For some time this change in tobacco content was known only among
cigarette makers and tobacco growers and sellers, Then, as wholesalers
and growers became alarmed at the decreasing amounts and different
kinds of tobacco being purchased, others were made aware. Evidence
the 1956 House-Senate hearings on the tobacco industry which featured

prominently in the preceding chapter.

In 1957 the spread of this information continued. A Time maga-

zine article, for example, covered the subject:
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"The filter boom is doubly gratifying to manufacturers.
Filter cigarettes sell far more but cost less to pro-
duce. Chief reason: They use a low-grade, high nico- 1

tine, heavy bodied tobacco to get the taste through..."

And more specifically:

"...filtered smoke usually carries more nicotine than the
average regular, and just about the same amount of tar."2

The matter of "homogenized" tobacco was also touched upon by Time.
The magazine stated that the cigarette makers were also saving by sal-

vaging the "stems and scraps once thrown away."3

Pointing to the re-
sults which were causing tobacco growers to decry the introduction of
this new technique the article said tobaccomen bought "...35 million

pounds less tobacco last year as in 1955."4

While Time editors were merely presenting the information others
were condemning it. A North Carolina state senator said, "What is
happening to the cigarette is a shame. It is scrap tobacco at one end,

cellulose at the other and tissue paper all around."?

Articles such as the one in Time and complaints from tobacco
wholesalers and growers and tobacco state legislators undoubtedly helped
build the storm which was brewing. But, just as in earlier turmoil, the

first real bolt of lightning came from Reader's Digest. In the first

months of 1957 the magazine had sponsored laboratory tests to determine

the tar and nicotine content of leading cigarettes. 1In the July issue

11bid.

21bid.
31bid.

41bid.

51bid.
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Digest editors published the findings along with a blistering condemna-
tion of the brands which had been '"...the salvation of the tobacco

industry."1

The article attacked the industry and its filter-tips from sev-
eral directions. First, the latest information on the cigarette con-
troversy was quoted. In March, at the request of the American Cancer
Institute and the National Heart Institute, the Study Group on Smoking
and Health had been formed. According to the article this panel of
medical experts, organized to settle the cigarette controversy, had
found:

"The sum total of scientific evidence establishes
beyond a reasonable doubt that cigarette smoking
is the cause of the increasing incidence of lung
cancer."

The magazine was also quick to include the unscientific, defen-
sive sounding rebuttal to the Study Group from tobaccomen. The chief

executive of the National Association of Tobacco Distributors was

quoted as saying, '"This will blow over like other blasts."3

Next, the article delved into a Sloan-Kettering Institute survey

which stated that more than 70% of the smokers who had switched from

InThe Facts Behind Filter-Tips," Reader's Digest, July 1957,
p. 33.

21pid.

31bid.



69

plain end to filter-tip cigarettes said they did so for "health pro-

tection."1

And finally, with the scene set, the figures comparing the tar
and nicotine in the mainstream smoke of most of the popular cigarettes
were revealed. The results must have been shocking for smokers who had
switched to filters. According to Digest figures the most popular fil-
ter brands such as Winston, L&, Marlboro, and Hit Parade contained more
tar and nicotine than regular cigaretteé. Of course, there were more
effective filter brands, They included Kent, Kool, Viceroy and Tarey-
ton. But the magazine tore into these, too, stating that "medical
authorities say that these tar reductions are too small to be really

significant in terms of health protection."2

This was only the beginning. Unsatisfied with merely putting
the so-called facts on record, the article began to ask questions and
serve up its own answers. The more questions and answers touched upon,

the more embarrassing it became for the tobacco industry.

Why, the magazine asked, were these cigarettes which people had
been lead to believe were more healthful, actually higher in tar and
nicotine? To find the answer the Digest sent investigators to talk to

tobacco growers, warehousemen, auctioneers, cigarette manufacturers

l1pig,

21bid., p. 37.
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and government officials. This was the story according to the inves-

tigators:

"Back in 1953, when filter-tip cigarettes were in their
infancy, & newcomer called Kent claimed very-high
filtration...

"At that very moment, however, Kent was having trouble
selling at the tobacco counters, The filter tip was
too good. It not only filtered out a lot of tar, but
most of the tobacco taste as well!

"Rent quickly modified its tip to give the smoker more
'taste satisfaction' -- and, of course, more tar and
nicotine.

"Other cigarette makers...profited from the Kent exper-
ience. They went all out to give smokers 'satisfac-
tion' at any cost. Not only did they adopt filters
which, in most cases, are little more than mouth
pleces; they also began loading the blends with heav-
ier tobacco,"!

Now the questions raised earlier during the House-Senate subcom-
mittee investigations had been brought to the surface on a national
level. The Digest called on the records of those investigations to
hammer home its point. Quoting the statements made before the Congres-
sional subcommittee by Fred Royster, president of the Bright-Belt
Warehouse Association, the article told of marked changes in tobacco
buying patterns which began in 1953, Royster, it was said, accused
the tobacco companies of buying inferior grade tobaccos for their fil-
ter cigarettes, He sighted the "tremendous price increases in the in-
ferior grades,'" specifically pointing out that the harsh top leaves of

Burley tobacco had gone from twenty cents per pound to sixty-two cents

per pound, as proof of his claim.2 This warehouse association president,

l1bid., p. 37.

21bid., p. 37.
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an authority on tobacco, was also quoted as stating that '"...on the
average this heavier tobacco yields 16% more tar and 40% more nico-

tine."1

Although it was not stated specifically, the Digest was making a
strong case against the tobaccomen as taking advantage of smokers by using
cheap, inferior tobacco in filter cigarettes while calling them "more
healthful," The implied result was that smokers now got less health-
ful cigarettes while the tobacco companies got more money. According
to the magazine, some of the tobaccomen themselves saw the current fil-
ter cigarettes as a black eye for the entire industry. John Berry,
vice president of the Burley Tobacco Growers Cooperative Association
was quoted as telling the House-Senate subcommittee that '"Such prac-
tices ultimately will bring into bad repute the manufactured cigarette

and the people who manufacture it."?2

This Reader's Digest article was a repeat of history, very simi-
P

lar to the Digest attack which preceded the 1953 "Great Smoking Scare."
The subject may have been slightly different, but the aim was the same;
tell the public, smoking is bad. In many ways, the results, too, were
the same. The July issue of the Digest which carried the damaging arti-
cle hit the newsstands near the end of June. By July the cigarette con-

troversy was in a stir from one end of the nation to the other.

1Ibid., p. 37.

2
Ibid., p. 37.
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In July, in Washington, Surgeon General Leroy E. Burney made this
statement:
"There is an increasing and consistent body of
evidence that excessive cigarette smoking is one of
the causative factors in lung cancer."
As in the past the tobaccomen came forward to meet anti-smoking claims,
Dr. Clarance Cook Little of the Tobacco Industry Research Committee
immediately answered the Burney statement, saying it ",..adds nothing
to what had been known about the causes of lung cancer."? Doctor Little
said as far as he was concerned:
"It reflects the opinions of some statisticians and
relatively few experienced scientists who have
actively charged that cigarette smoking is the cause
of lung cancer."

Whether or not Doctor Little was right this much was true: Now, at

least one agency of the U.S. Government had taken a stand in the fight.

The development of the cigarette controversy in other countries
was also suddenly in the news again. The British Government was moving
ahead in its anti-smoking campaign with an educational drive and its
leaflets and posters were quoted in the American news media:

"There are now the strongest reasons to believe that
smokers, particularly of cigarettes, run a greater
risk of lung cancer than nonsmokers.'

Back in the United States the official Government interest in the

tobacco industry reached a new high as a Congressional investigation of

1"Cigarette Controversy Smokes up Here and Abroad,'" Newsweek,
July 22, 1957, p. 58.

21bid.

31bid., p. 59.
4Ibid., p. 59.
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filter cigarettes opened before the House Government Operations Sub-
committee, At the outset, subcommittee chairman John A. Blatnik said:
"We want to find out if the public is receiving the
protection it is paying for and which the manufac-
turers have_assured it (in advertising) it is
receiving."
The first few days of these hearings were devoted to harsh arguments
over the question of whether or not smokers needed protection from tars
and nicotine. Each time the anti-tobacco forces paraded their statis-

tics supposedly answering the question, one or more of tobacco's

friends challenged them.

Then, Doctor Ernest Wynder attacked the cigarette makers for
taking advantage of "...the public's desire for filtered cigarettes
and its equal wish for good tobacco flavor by marketing increasingly
ineffective filters."2 To this claim the tobaccomen offered no refu-
tation., In fact, when congressmen pressed for an answer from the
Tobacco Industry Research Committee's Clarence Co-k Little, they won
the surprising admission that he knew nothing about filters one way or
the other. He had, he confessed, never received any reports on fil-
ters from the industry which paid his salary. Nor had he ever been

shown filter experiments on trips to the cigarette companies.3

Doctor Wynder appeared much less in the dark about filters and

1"House Probes Filter Tips," Printer's Ink, July 26, 1957, p. 60.

2"Filtered for Safety," Time, July 29, 1957, p. 28.

31bid.
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their effectiveness. He expressed the belief that filters could be

made and tobacco blends used which together would provide adequate pro-
tection for smokers.l He told the committee that a filter that could
stop 40% or more of the tar from a regular cigarette made of good tobac-
co "...will be a partial answer."2? But the doctor was quick to note

that during the five year boom in filters no such tip had been made.

As a solution to the problem Doctor Wynder stepped into the con-
gressmen's area, suggesting legislation. Regulations should be passed,
he felt, that established criteria for the amount of tar which might
pass through a given filter and required manufacturers to state the
effectiveness of filters.3 1In doing so, the doctor became the first
of many who would recommend lawmaking action against the tobaccomen

during the year.

The happenings in Congress and at the Surgeon General's office
and the increased news coverage of the cigarette controversy may or
may not have been direct results of the Digest article on filter cigar-
ettes. But, the article at least played a part in focusing public

attention on them.

Another major event was most certainly triggered by the article.

And in this event history closely paralleled itself. The Reader's

1"House Probes Filter Tips," Printer's Ink, July 26, 1957, p. 60.

2upiltered for Safety," Time, July 29, 1957, p. 28.

31b1d.
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Digest article in the early fifties which helped to set off the '"Great
Smoking Scare'" also helped to establish Viceroy filter cigarettes as a
major force in the tobacco market. After the article's publication
Viceroy ads proclaimed, "Filtered cigarette smoke is better for your

health,'" using the Digest as a convincing authority on the subject,

The happy results for Brown & Williamson were:that plant facil-
ities had to bé enlarged to meet consumer demand for Viceroy. However,
the eventual result for the industry was a far less than happy one.
For, as has here been recorded, the Viceroy claim was the beginning of
an advertising fight which brought the cigarette makers into an unnerv-

ingly close brush with their enemies and FTC legal action,

Now an almost identical situation had developed. The July issue

of Reader's Digest pointed to P, Lorillard Company's Kent as the cigar-

ette with the most effective filter and therefore the most "healthful."

The Digest was aware that its earlier articles condemning cigar-
ettes had unwittingly created powerful advertising themes for certain
manufacturers. This time special precautions were taken against indi-
rectly helping the tobaccomen, Before publication of the article all
of the cigarette companies signed an agreement with the magazine to

refrain from using the Digest findings in advertising.1

lvgeader's Digest Asks New Regulations for Cigarette Ads and
Labels," Printer's Ink, July 26, 1957, p. 76.
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However, the precautionary measures taken by the magazine were
of no avail. In complete disregard of the agreement and despite the
lessons which might have been learned from the "Great Smoking Scare'
the cigarette makers opened a new health claim fight, based on Digest

findings.

A sales rush on Kent cigarettes had started almost the day the

July issue of Reader's Digest hit the newsstands. Lorillard obviously

meant to keep the rush going. In the middle of July, with boxcar type
and an avalanche of ads the company revealed their big secret:
unbeknownst to the public, Kent had been equipped since May with a new
filter that "significantly reduces tar and nicotine."l Before the end
of the month full page newspaper ads were playing up filtration with
the claim that "Kent Filters Best'" and a tar and nicotine chart compar-
ing Kent favorably with seven unnamed brands.? The other cigarette
manufacturers hesitated only briefly. But it was long enough for them
to be exposed to a strong reminder of what had happened in the past and

a preview of what might occur in the near future.

While the tobaccomen were tooling up new health oriented cam-

paigns, Reader's Digest published a second article on filter cigarettes.

This new article included four suggestions on legislation which the

magazine believed should be passed by Congress to regulate cigarette

1"Telling a Secret," Newsweek, July 22, 1957, p. 68,

Zugeader's Digest Asks New Regulations for Cigarette Ads and
Labels," Printer's Ink, July 26, 1957, p. 74.
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manufacturers, To deal realistically with the problem of filter tips,
Digest editors said, legislation should: (1) require label statements
on packages of nicotine and tar content, (2) require manufacturers to
correct information on labels when changes are made to the blend or
filter construction, (3) require manufacturers to confine advertising
claims to statements they can support with scientific proof, and (4)
enable the Federal Trade Commission to stop false or misleading ad

claims.l

There were other statements and suggestions which also might
have given the cigarette makers second thoughts about a new health

fight. For example, the same Reader's Digest article stated:

"Lately there have been signs that the cigarette
advertisers are growing restless, The FTC may
soon be facing a rash of new claims that it is
powerless to deal with--except by prolonged liti-
gation."

At the same time the House-Senate hearings on cigarette adver-
tising were coming to a close with disturbing statements from a key
witness, Federal Trade Commissioner Robert T. Secrest. He commended
the manufacturers for living up to the FTC guides set in 1955. But
then he revealed that the commission would make a survey of consumer
attitudes for a basis on which to bring complaints and also a necessity

for evidence offered in court against the tobaccomen.3

11bid., p. 76.

2"Wanted Available, Filter-Tips That Really Filter," Reader's
Digest, August, 1957, p. 44,

3vFTC Plans Filter Cigarette Study,'" Printer's Ink, August 2,
1957, p. 24,
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Secrest also suggested that the Wheeler-Lea Act which allowed the
FTC to obtain injunctions to halt suspect food and drug advertising be

amended to include tobacco.1

Throughout the House-Senate hearings filter-tip ad claims had
been cited as "hoax," '"fake,'" and '"phony." Immediately after the
hearings ended subcommittee chairman John A. Blatnik leveled this blast
at the cigarette makers:

"This filter-tip phony should never have been allowed
to occur and if either the law or its administration

is found to be defective we will make appropriate
recommendations to Congress,"

In August, according to Printer's Ink, the air was full of cries

for cigarette package labeling and ad statements regarding nicotine

and tar content and filter effectiveness. It was thought that to es-
cape FDA Act type of control, the tobacco industry would have to '"volun-
tarily agree to standards as was done in the case of the FTC adverti-

sing guides."3

Consumer Reports carried the issue a step further, asking these

questions: "Is nice cigarette advertising good enough for a product
which almost certainly causes cancer? Should all packages and adver-

tising be required to notify consumers to that effect?"4

lipid.

21p44,

31b1d.

4"Cigarettes on Trial," Consumer Reports, September, 1957, p.
407,
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In the face of these reminders of pastunpleasantness and portents
of possible future problems, it would seem that the tobacco industry
would want to give a wide berth to health claims. As one source said:

"Today with the Surgeon General's action, with new
and persuasive medical reports, with a crusading
editorial campaign from Reader's Digest directed
at its enormous audience and the Congressional
hearinis, the controversy has reached its peak to
date."

Another health fight within the industry could only make matters

worse,

However, the lessons of the past and the likely dark expectations
for the future were not enough to discourage the tobaccomen in the
present. Lorillard's Kent had spurted ahead sensationally since the
Digest gave the word. Production was being increased to meet consumer
demand.2 The Kent splurge, in the minds of many, was credited to the
Digest article and the new Kent advertising. That, apparently, was the
only thing the manufacturers could see. One by one they began to join

what was soon to be called "The Tar Derby."

In December, tobacco sales estimator Harry Wootten revealed that
cigarette consumption had set a new record, finally surpassing the 1952
level of 394,1 billion units, He estimated domestic consumption at
410,5 billion, a gain of 18.9 billion units or 4.9 per cent over 1956,

According to Wootten, filter cigarettes had jumped to roughly 40 per

lmbid., p. 409.

ZuThe Times Have Changed--Or Have They?'", Printer's Ink,
August 2, 1957, p. 52,
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cent of the total domestic market. Regular and king size cigarettes

were down to 39.1 per cent and 20.9 per cent respectively.1

Speaking specifically, he said it was '"most fortuitous" for
Lorillard that a national magazine published a private survey which
showed that Kent tested out lower in respect to tar and nicotine content
than other brands. Lorillard's third quarter sales, Wootten estimated,
had jumped $34.3 million or 66.3 per cent over the same period a year

earlier.2

On the subject of maximum filtration in cigarettes, Mr. Wootten
had this to say:

"Under the stimulus of fear, a small but obviously
increasing percentage of smokers show interest in
maximum filtration."

"While competition may dictate added effort along these
lines on the part of manufacturers, it is difficult

to envision any substantial enduring consumption for

a product that efficiently removes the pleasure smo-
kers derive from tobacco."

Finally, summing up, he said:

"If the intangible - psychological - as well as the
tangible problems faced by cigarette manufacturers
throughout the current year could be fully evaluated
and placed in their proper perspective, 1957 would
likely go down in history as the year the industry
met its greatest challenge."4

I"Filters Push Cigarette Sales up 4.9%," Printer's Ink,
December 27, 1957, p. 22.

21bid., p. 23.

3Ibid., p. 26.

41bid., p. 22.
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It is true that the events of 1957 presented the tobacco indus-
try with one of its greatest challenges. However, contrary to Mr.
Wootten's prediction, it has not gone down in history as the year great
challenges were met. Rather, 1957 was the second time the tobacco in-
dustry walked away from its greatest challenge and, thus, one step

closer to May, 1964,



CHAPTER VII

THE TAR DERBY -- RACE TOWARD REGULATION

The challenges which tobacco estimator Wootten said the industry
had faced in 1957 continued to present themselves during the next two
years., And throughout those years the tobaccomen continued to react
in the same manner by turning their backs. With advertising claims
centered around health and hinged upon tar and nicotine content, they

mounted a competitive fight which is now known as the '"Tar Derby."

At the time, the cigarette makers apparently thought they were
galloping toward success. Today, however, it is clear that they were
racing toward regulation. The "Tar Derby" itself forms one of the
largest and most important links in the chain of events which lead to
the Cigarette Advertising Code. In addition, this advertising battle
helped to forge a number of smaller links. To see how this major link
fits into the lengthening chain of events and how it caused other minor
links to be formed, we must investigate the development and course of

the "Tar Derby."

As pointed out in the preceding chapter, the "Derby" actually be-

gan in July of 1957 with the publishing of the Reader's Digest article,

"The Facts Behind Filter Tips.'" The findings in that article helped
P, Lorillard Company make a competitive health claim for Kent cigarettes.

82
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This competitive claim, combined with the impact of the article itself,
provided Kent with impressive sales gains. These sales gains, in turn,
began to lure other manufacturers to health-oriented advertising. At
first, the race gained momentum slowly. Then, as additional Digest
articles were published, each one caused a further flurry and increased

the pace.

In January of 1958 the magazine published, '"Nicotine - The Smoker's
Enigma.'" Inherent in this article, as in preceding ones, were broad
challenges to the tobacco companies concerning the ill effects of cigar-
ette smoking., Specifically, the attack was against nicotine, which was

ointed out as a '"violent oison."1
P P

Digest editors said they had re-
ceived substantial amounts of mail from their readers asking about the
subject, '"Is it harmful?" the readers asked. '"Can it be taken out of
cigarettes?" According to the article, these kinds of questions prompted
new tests to determine the nicotine content of leading cigarettes. A
major portion of the article was devoted to presenting the results of

these tests. And, as in the past, cigarettes found to be lower in the

supposed harmful substances were pointed up as being '"worthy of mention. "2

What was the tobaccomen's reaction to this new attack and the
questions it raised? The Digest suggested that smokers' questions were
getting to the industry; that, although they looked placid, the cigar-

ette makers were really worried. One tobacco distributor was quoted

luNicotine - The Smoker's Enigma,'" Reader's Digest, January, 1958,
p. 26.

21bid., p. 27.
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as saying:

"Sure smokers are shifting brands. But it's worse than
that. People are now asking questions., And you can't
answer these questions with singing commercials,"l

A more visible and tangible reaction from the tobaccomen was not
long in coming. The new charges and comparisons published in Reader's
Digest were followed by a *vicious fight between Kent and Parliament

as to who had less tar and nicotine."?

P. Lorillard's Kent, which had fared well in the July, 1957
Digest article, and now again in January, 1958, was still claiming
"Rent filters best." On January 14, 1958, Parliament tried to counter
the Kent claim. New Parliament ads challenged Kent's '"best" position

with findings published in Consumer Reports. However, this was done

without the consent of Consumers Union, publisher of the magazine, and
within a week Parliament was forced to issue an apology.3 In the mean-
time, Kent blasted back with a new claim: '"Today, more than ever, Kent
filters best of all leading filter cigarettes at any price."4 With its
first attack frustrated, Parliament turned to another claim: "First

filter cigarette in the world that meets the standards of the United

liNicotine - The Smoker's Enigma," Reader's Digest, January, 1958,
p. 25.

2ngival Cigarette Claims Provoke Big As War," Printer's Ink,
January 17, 1958, p. 2.

3"Parliament, Kent Still Tilting Over Claims For Filters,"
Printer's Ink, January 24, 1958, p. 4.

41bid.
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States Testing Company."1 This claim was one which Parliament could
and would continue to use. It was true, too. But it was also true
that Parliament was the only cigarette ever tested by the United States

Testing Company.2

This kind of highly competitive infighting lead some tobaccomen
to foresee the inevitable result. One company official stated pri-
vately that:

"...Lorillard and Philip Morris are doing their utmost to
drag the industry's advertising back into a health claim
trend. It's all pretty ridiculous...all they'll do is
get the FTC down on us again."

There was soon evidence to support that prediction., While Parlia-
ment and Kent battled and other manufacturers groomed their entries

into the '"Derby,"

charges of '"deceit" were being leveled by a Govern-
ment agency. In February, the House Government Operations Subcommittee
(which began investigating cigarette advertising in 1957) issued its
concluding report, stating that the public had been "brainwashed" and
"deceived" by cigarette advertising., Subcommittee chairman, John A.

Blatnik, also slapped the FTC for being ''weak'" and '"tardy" in policing

filter claims.4

1"Tobaccomen Find Claims in Test Tubes - How Far Can They Go?",
Printer's Ink, February 14, 1958, p. 65.

2"Making Cigarette Ads Tell the Truth," Harper's, August, 1958,
p. 46.

3uTobaccomen Find Claims in Test Tubes - How Far Can They Go?",
Printer's Ink, February 14, 1958, p. 67.

4"Filters and a Flare-up," Newsweek, March 3, 1958, p. 71.
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The reactions to this new attack against the industry were wide-
spread and swift. Prodded by the Blatnik charges, the FTC called the
cigarette companies to Washington to confer on setting uniform standards
of testing cigarette smoke.1 When news of the report hit Wall Street,
the bottom momentarily fell out of tobacco stocks, Philip Morris
dropped almost three points, American nearly two, and R. J. Reynolds
and Lorillard were both off more than two points.2 Tobacco industry
officials were quick to react, commenting harshly on the report.

Bowman Gray, president of R. J. Reynolds, said that the subcommittee
had used figures which were a year out of date and added:

"We attach no significance to the measurable quantities
of solids and nicotine reported to have been found in
smoke of cigarettes,"3

Lorillard's president, Louis Gruber, said:

"Our advertising has been and is scrupulously honest
and truthful. Our claim has been a simple statement
of fact - Kent filters best of all leading brands."%

These overt reactions to the subcommittee's report are all worth
mentioning., But the most important reaction was a covert one; the pace
of the fight over tar and nicotine content continued,to increase, Des-

pite the attack from the subcommittee, the call from the FTC for con-

ferences, and the drop in stock quotations, the major manufacturers

lugrc Faces Fight With Filter Smokes in Setting Uniform Testing
Methods," Printer's Ink, February 28, 1958, p. 8.

2"Filters and a Flare-up,'" Newsweek, March 3, 1958, p. 71.

3uFTC Faces Fight With Filter Smokes in Setting Uniform Testing
Methods," Printer's Ink, February 28, 1958, p. 8.

41bid.
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charged ahead with health claim advertising. Kent continued to play
heavily on its "filters best'" claim, Parliament not only continued to
use the "seal of the United States Testing Company,'" but also began
boasting that its tip had "more than 30,000 filter traps.'" Another
Philip Morris brand, Marlboro, pushed its Selectrate filter as '"the
modern effective filter for cigarettes." L&M, the major entry from
Liggett & Meyers, put new emphasis on its ''Patented Miracle Tip." And,
in the face of Parliament claims, Brown & Williamson upped Viceroy's

filter trap count from 20,000 to 22,000,1

All of this was part of the "Tar Derby'" link in our chain of
events., But, in addition, it can also be considered a minor link of
its own. For this was a turning point. The '"Derby" had begun and
almost immediately the manufacturers had received negative reaction to
it. It was clear that unless changes were made, restriction was not far
down the road. Now it was up to the cigarette makers to decide whether
or not to continue the race. Their decision in the affirmative was a
decision to disregard the possibility of future restrictions in favor

of immediate sales gains,

While the '"Derby'" was developing into an all-out race, another
link in the chain of events was being formed. It centered around an
issue which is still important today; cigarette advertising's appeal

to youth. This subject had been touched upon in a 1956 Barron's

1"Tobaccomen Find Claims in Test Tubes - How Far Can They Go?",
Printer's Ink, February 14, 1958, p. 66.
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article. Then, youth was mentioned only as an age group toward which
the tobacco industry was making a conscious effort to key its adver-
tising.1 As more and more medical evidence piled up against cigarette
smoking, people became disturbed over this approach to youth., In May
of 1958, after witnessing the cigarette makers break with FTC adver-
tising guides, Senator Richard Neuberger finally took action. Stating
that he believed "...there is no possibility that anything will be done
to curb this advertising (appealing to youth)," he proposed federal

payments to states which conduct anti-cigarette educational programs.2

According to Neuberger, children were subject to a constant bar-
rage of advertising which promoted smoking and drinking. In a lengthy
speech before the Senate he said:

"As some of my colleagues know, I have been disturbed for
some years over the torrent of skillful advertising
which seeks to persuade young people to embark upon the
cigarette and liquor habits.

"Particularly with regard to cigarettes, this advertising
seeks to make the habit attractive to young people.
Television films actually feature the use of cigarettes
by famous male athletes or by the glamorous girls of
the stage or screen.

"It means that young Americans are constantly beseeched
by radio, TV, signboards and printed advertisements to
commence upon a habit which the U.S. Public Health Ser-
vice believes may lead eventually to the most dreadful
disease which can befall large numbers of people in our
modern state of medical knowledge,'3

1"Brighter glow - filter tips sparking comeback in cigarettes,"
Barron's, September 3, 1956, p. 3.

2ngen, Neuberger asks U.S. subsidy to counteract liquor, cigar-
ette ads," Advertising Age, May 26, 1958, p. 1.

31bid.
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Hurling a direct attack at the cigarette manufacturers and the Federal
Trade Commission, the senator added:

", ..thus far efforts to bring about the policing of

that advertising have been glaringly unsuccessful

as far as previnting its deliberate appeal at youth

is concerned."
Senator Neuberger's proposal and attack had little immediate effect.
But, still, his presentation of the youth issue forms a link in the
chain of events leading to the Cigarette Advertising Code. For, once
introduced, youth remained a constant part of the controversy over
cigarette advertising. Richard Neuberger goaded the industry with the
issue until his demise at the hands of the very disease he was fighting.

And in subsequent chapters we will see how his wife, Maurine Neuberger,

then stepped into his Senate seat and continued to carry the fight.

For the moment, however, youth was still a background issue. The
industry itself made little comment on the Neuberger attack or propo-
sals. One big reason why was that the industry was too busy reacting

to yet another Reader's Digest report. In fact, the tobaccomen had

been nervously awaiting the next Digest article on cigarettes. Specu-
lation was that the stock market and some ad plans might be affected.
Trade sources also said, '"Judging from reactions to past Digest arti-
cles, readers are certain to ponder the new score card."? The July
issue of the magazine had scarcely hit the newsstands before there were

other things to ponder. too. As one news weekly said, the cigarette

1"Sen. Neuberger asks U.S. subsidy to counteract Liquor,
cigarette ads," Advertising Age, May 26, 1958, p. 1.

2nporillard scores in Digest smoking report,'" Printer's Ink,
June 20, 1958, p. 10.
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makers.'",.. rolled out the big guns to join a new and furious battle in

the war for smokers favor."l

All but one of the top six tobacco manufacturers entered the
parade of stronger and ever more confusing health claims., Only R. J.
Reynolds, with its Camel, Winston, and Salem brands continued to stress
flavor., Lorillard, the first runner in the race toward regulation,
tried to hold on to its front-running position with full page newspaper
ads stating, "Don't be mislead by confusing claims...Kent filters best."
Ads for American Tobacco's Hit Parade said, '"The score on filter cigar-
ettes has changed. Now Hit Parade has America's best filter." Liggett
& Meyers touted its L&M brand with an "improved filter" story. Brown
& Williamson said, "Viceroy gives you more of what you change to a fil-

n

ter for. Parliament, made by Philip Morris, ran advertising claiming

its "recessed filter is best."?

As the weeks passed the confusion deepened. Not only were most
of the major filter brands claiming essentially the same things, but
specific claims changed almost daily. Fencing for some competitive
edge, American changed the overline in Hit Parade ads from 'The score
on filter cigarettes has changed,'" to '"Latest method of testing -- the
most accurate and uniform ever developed -- proves it!" Trying to keep

in step, Lorillard changed Kent's claim to, "Today, as before, you get

Ivpilter fury," Newsweek, June 23, 1958, p. 85.

21bid.
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less tar and nicotine in Kent than in any other leading filter cigar-
ette in America.'" Then, Hit Parade ads were changed again. Now the
story was "400,000 filter traps'" and "filters best of all leading cig-

arettes."1 Printer's Ink said:

"The filter-tip derby is reaching its highest speeds

ever, but also rounding more dangerous corners than

ever before. The question is -- who's going to get

hurt: the racers, the public in the stands, or the

umpires -- those 'outstanding independent consulting

laboratories. "2
The cigarette makers obviously thought it would not be them. The United
States Tobacco Company, makers of King Sano which had shown up best in
nicotine content in the most recent Digest report, entered the race
with a "least nicotine" claim.> At the same time, Lorillard opened up
with a new campaign for 0ld Gold straights, another brand high on the
Digest list of low tar and nicotine cigarettes. In 150 newspapers and
83 radio and television markets this regular cigarette was proclaimed

as "An all tobacco cigarette dramatically reduced in tar and nicotine."4

Advertising Age said specifically that this advertising was "...geared

to take advantage of the article in the July issue of Reader's Digest

which reported that O0ld Gold straights, Kent, Sano and King Sano are

1"Filters keep on fencing for some competitive edge," Printer's
Ink, June 27, 1958, p. 10.

2"Umpiring the cigarettes' ad claims," Printer's Ink, July 4,
1958, p. 56.

3"New filter-a-day policy keeps the doldrums away in cigarette
ads," Printer's Ink, July 11, 1958, p. 12.

4101d Gold readies ad drive based on new Digest report,"
Advertising Age, July 7, 1958, p. 2.
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the safest smokes available."l From American, came a whole new idea
in filter cigarettes. On Herbert Tareyton, the company offered "some-
thing novel called a dual-filter."? And Hit Parade advertising once
again got a revamping. Now the claim was, '"Only one cigarette can
filter best." A Philip Morris brand, Marlboro, too, was revamped with

a "mew improved filter.'>

In July, while this filter flurry was going on, things began to
happen which should have had some effect on the race. According to
trade sources, it was rumored that the U.S. Public Health Service
might use its latest lung cancer study as a springboard for an inten-
sive educational campaign against cigarettes. When pressed, a spokes-
man for the service said discussion of smoking problems is a matter
for state or local health departments.4 And so, the rumor went up in
smoke. Nevertheless, it was an indication of growing unrest among

anti-smoking groups.

Later in the month, the "Tar Derby" and its predicted end came
up as a subject of discussion before an agency of the Government, The
FTIC's call for conferences with tobaccomen to establish uniform methods
of testing cigarette smoke had been unproductive. Now the commission's

effectiveness in regulating advertising of cigarettes, weight reducers

l1bid,

Z1New filter-a-day policy keeps the doldrums away in cigarette
ads," Printer's Ink, July 11, 1958, p. 12.

31bid.

4"anti-Smoking Drive up to states, says U.S. Health Service,"
Advertising Age, July 14, 1958, p. 38.
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and dentifrices was being investigated by a House subcommittee. At
those hearings, an FTC official said its advertising code for cigar-
ettes operated effectively for two years but "...a major breakdown
occurred after Lorillard launched a campaign...claiming Kent has less
tar and nicotine than other brands."1 Commissioner Gwynne of the FTC
said the breakdown occurred because there were no standards for enforc-
ing the provision which outlawed less tar and nicotine claims without
competent scientific proof. Gwynne also stated that there was hope
that the FTIC would soon have a standard test to make it possible to
move against misleading brands. However, his personal opinion was that
Congress should pass a law requiring tobacco companies to print tar and

nicotine content on packages.2

Both the Health Service rumor and the House subcommittee inves-
tigations should have slowed down the '"Derby.'" For, both events gave
clear hints of future expectations. But, on the contrary, instead of
slackening, the pace picked up., On the very day when FIC commissioner

Gwynne's remarks were being reported, Advertising Age also commented

that:

"P, Lorillard Co., setting a furious pace in the
tobacco world, this week announced still another
new development -- a spin filter for 0ld Gold."3

lvgtandard test may end Tar Derby," Advertising Age, July 21,
1958, p. 1.

21pid.

3uprint ads herald bow of 0ld Gold's new spin filter," Adver-
tising Age, July 21, 1958, p. 2.
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The ads for the new Old Gold filter proclaimed, "You get less tars and
nicotine than before -- yet the true tobacco taste comes through, cool
and mild."1 In the same magazine there was an article covering the
introduction of American's king size dual-filter Tareyton. It would
be introduced with ads reading, '"No leading filter king made by any
other company delivers less smoke solids."? 1In addition to these new
developments, the claims for Kent, Viceroy, Hit Parade, Parliament,

L&, Marlboro and King Sano continued.

Again, in August, events occurred which logically should have
lead to changes in the tobacco industry's approach to advertising. In
Harper's magazine, John Blatnik, chairman of the House Operations Sub-
committee which investigated cigarette advertising, wrote a scathing
condemnation of the industry. 'Much of the current cigarette adver-
tising," he said, "is misleading the public into thinking that it is

getting a protection which really isn't there."3

Getting more speci-
fic, he said:
"In June 1958, six different cigarettes simultaneously
were being advertised as having the lowest tar content
of any on the market. This must be stopped."”
To do just that, Blatnik said he would introduce a series of bills in

Congress. One bill would include tobacco under the injunctive powers

of the FTC. Another would regulate the use of the word "filter";

libid.

2"Biggest ad push for Tareytons will introduce new king size
dual-filter," Advertising Age, July 21, 1958, p. 8.

3"Making cigarette ads tell the truth," Harper's, August, 1958,
p. 45.

41bid., p. 49.
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prohibiting it urless the tar and nicotine in a cigarette were reduced
to 11 milligrams., Still another bill would call for labeling and ad-
vertising to state tar and nicotine content. In addition, he cited

"a great deal of cigarette advertising'" as being '"slanted at young
people" and said he would recommend that a program to educate school
children on the cigarette health problem be conducted by the U.S.
Public Health Service. Ana finally, in no uncertain terms, Blatnik
warned the tobacco companies that if they didn't set up their own

standards the U.S. Bureau of Standards or the FTC soon would.1

The manufacturers had reacted with silence to the July hints

that they were heading toward regulation. Individually, their reac-
tion was the same to this Blatnik article. However, the newly estab-
lished public relations organ of the industry, the Tobacco Institute,
was quick to answer, James P, Richards, president and executive direc-
tor of the Institute, said the Blatnik proposals were 'based on assump-
tions that are not supported by the facts, even as they were presented
last summer before Mr. Blatnik's own committee." Demeaning the bill
proposals, as well as Blatnik personally, Richards said:

"Apparently he (Blatnik) is willing to present legis-

lation on the basis of statistical reports that are

admittedly not backed up by clinical and laboratory
research,"?2

l1bid., p. 49.

2nTobacco Institute raps Blatnik plan," Advertising Age, Auvgust
4, 1958, p. 3.
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The tobaccomen's answer to the Harper's article left little hope that
there would be any immediate change in the '"Derby." But the simple
fact that an answer had been made indicates that Mr. Blatnik's charges
and proposals had struck their mark. The cigarette makers were begin-
ning to feel the pinch of the antagonism created by their own health-

oriented advertising.

Coinciding with the Blatnik attack in Harper's magazine, another
event occurred which drew even more heated comment from the industry.
To the surprise of almost everyone, Patrick O'Neill-Dunne, world tech-
nical director of Rothman's Ltd. (a British cigarette maker) conceded
a link between smoking and cancer. "It is now felt," he said, "that a
link between smoking and lung cancer has been proven beyond all reason-
able doubt."l The reaction in the United States was immediate. One
U.S. tobacco company spokesman said the O'Neill-Dunne statement 'was
an obvious and ugly piece of sales promotion."2 This time the official
spokesman for the industry was the Tobacco Industry Research Committee.
Timothy V. Harnett, chairman of the TIRC, in an attempt to disassociate
the American industry from the Rothman statement, said:

"The position of this country's cigarette industry
is unchanged because the facts have not changed.
Scientific evidence simply does not support the

theory that there is anything in cigarette smoke
known to cause human lung cancer."3

lugritish Cigarette Maker Concedes Link of Smoking, Cancer,"
Advertising Age, August 4, 1954, p. 74.

21bid.

3myo smoking-cancer link TIRC head replies to Briton,'" Adver-
tising Age, August 4, 1958, p. 73.
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Now the world wide industry's united front had broken down. Cigarette
makers were in a fight among themselves over the smoking/cancer contro-
versy. In October, the American tobacco companies' united front began
to wither. 1In that month a new to*acco company, North American Cigar-
ette Manufacturers, sought to ''gain an edge on big brands by discussing

the health controversy boldly."1

In advertising for its new Diplomat
cigarettes, the company said, "Authorities agree there is a health
question relating to smoking...if you must smoke cigarettes...here's a
frank message of importance from a cigarette manufacturer."2 The copy
in these ads bypassed the familiar emphasis on tar and nicotine con-
tent. Instead, an "exclusive process' was cited. This process suppos-
edly minimized '"the toxic effects of nicotine and tar without effecting
the cigarette taste most people desire." In large type across the
prominently displayed package, Diplomat was proclaimed as '"The safer

cigarette."3

However, the Diplomat advertising ran into trouble even before

it was exposed. The ads were scheduled to break in the New York Times'

October 2nd edition. But they were held up by the newspaper. The
Times questioned a section of the copy dealing with the findings of a
medical report and refused to run the ads until it was changed. So
North American representatives met with the newspaper to try to find

an alternative. Meanwhile, more serious trouble developed. At their

1"Is public ready for frank approach to health and smoking?",
Printer's Ink, October 3, 1958, p. 13,

21hid.

31bid.
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annual meeting, the National Association of Tobacco Distributors issued

a resolution which stated in part:
"...the scheme of introducing a new brand of cigarettes
or other tobacco product as a panacea rather than a
pleasure, by launching a marketing drive founded upon
spurious health claims, is hereby condemned as mis-
leading to the public, prejudiced to the economic wel-
fare of the industry and repugnant to the accepted 1
moral and ethical standards of American competition.”
In regards to this resolution at least one trade source said, "...there

can be little doubt that much of it was prompted by the impending

appearance of Diplomat,"?2

Dr. Eugene O. Kronisch, general manager of the North American
company made a strong retort to the resolution, calling the NATD stand
a head-in-the-sand attitude. '"We do not," he said, 'accept or reject
the conclusions published to date on health and smoking. We do not
believe, however, that the public interest is served ty acting and
talking as if they did not exist."3 It was a good try on the part of
Dr. Kronisch, but next to useless., With the issuance of the NATD reso-
lution, Diplomat, for all practical purposes, was a dead brand. Approv-

al was eventually secured from the New York Times., This was done by

changing a section of the copy from:

"The medical report states that Diplomat cigarettes
do not cause the same medically undesirable effects
caused by the smoking of other cigarettes tested."

1"Diplomat ads await Times' perusal,'" Printer's Ink, October 17,
1958, p. 10.

21pid.

3"Diplomat ads edge into print," Printer's Ink, October 31, 1958,
p. 14,
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to:

"The medical report states that Diplomat cigarettes do

not cause medically undesirable effects of nicotine

and tars."
In the early part of November the Liplomat ads did make it into print.
And later in November, Robert Marks of Robert M. Marks, the agency for

Diplomat, stirred the issue with a speech before the Association of

Advertising Men and Women in New York. He said:

"We think the cigarette industry should take a lesson
from the liquor industry -- deal honestly with the

public, control the product, properly label the

product, and don't deny that it can have harmful

effects."2
But the hard fact was that North American and its agency had failed to
learn a lesson. They had crossed over the line that American tobacco-
men had unofficially drawn for their advertising claims. They had, in
the eyes of other cigarette manufacturers, endangered the industry.
And consequently, they received the full measure of the industry's
enmity, including the powerful tobacco distributors who held deep in-

fluence over sales, Diplomat ads continued to appear sporadically

until September of 1959 and then the brand disappeared completely.

The Diplomat affair can be considered another link in the chain

of events leading to the Cigarette Advertising Code for two reasons,

1"Diplomat ads edge into print," Printer's Ink, October 31, 1958,
p. l4.

2"Marks more frank on Piplomat ads," Printer's Ink, November 21,
1958, p. 13.
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First, it caused a momentary split in the ranks of cigarette manufac-
turers, Up until then, every cigarette company had professed complete
disbelief in any relationship between smoking and health. Such a split,
no matter how short lived, must have weakened the tobaccomen's position
and encouraged the anti-tobacco forces, Secondly, and more important-
ly, in trying to subdue Diplomat the NATD had actually condemned not
only Diplomat, but almost all cigarette advertising then currently
being used. This could not help but make the entire industry more vul-

nerable to future attacks,

What is strange today is that this obviously never occurred to
the association. In fact, toward the end of 1958, the NATD managing
director, Joseph Kolodny, contradicted the association's earlier reso-
lution by heaping lavish praise on the industry, its products and its
advertising. 1In his year-end appraisal statement, Kolodny said:

"Confronted by its gravest challenge, and assailed

by unconscionable villification of its products
(grossly unsubstantiated), the industry's reaction

has been truly remarkable, The cigarette industry

has introduced and vigorously promoted new packaging,
new sizes, new filters and new blends...the flexi-
bility and resiliency of the industry is barely short
of miraculous."!

Part of what Mr, Kolodny said was provable fact. The industry had

introduced and promoted a striking number of new product variations.

There were now over forty brands on the market, most of them being

lopuff for cigarette," Printer's Ink, December 26, 1958, p.
21,




101

promoted vigorously with health-oriented advertising. The industry had
proved itself resilient, too. Cigarette sales in 1958 had made the

"biggest peace-time advance in twenty years."1

However, it is hard to conceive the cigarette manufacturers' reac-
tions in 1958 as '"truly remarkable.," During the year the industry had
deepened the contradictions into which it had placed itself, almost
asking for attack, More than one manufacturer had openly stated that
there was a connection between smoking and health. The industry's
official position was exactly the opposite. Individual advertising cam-
paigns walked the fence, somewhere in between these two views. And
those individual campaigns, along with the ones which stated a connec-
tion, were condemned by one of the strongest elements within the indus-
try. In addition, when sales estimator Harry M. Wootten made his pre-
dictions in December, he added yet another contradiction. According to
Wootten, the filter cigarette gain for the year was 35.8 billion units,
This meant filter cigarette sales were up 21.9% over 1957 and now con-
trolled 45.97 of the total domestic market., Regular size nonfilter
brands were down 8.5% or 13.6 billion units., King size regulars had
shown a small gain of about 3.3 per cent.? 1In the face of this infor-
mation and all of the other events of 1958, Mr. Wootten declared that

the "so-called health scare appears to be reduced to ineffectiveness."3

l"Cigarette. sales 1958," Printer's Ink, December 26, 1958, p.
21,

21bid., p. 23.

31bid., p. 26.
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This, however, would hardly seem to be the case. For, how else, but
through a continuing scare could filter cigarette sales increase so
sharply? 1f the scare was now inoperative, why had health-oriented
advertising been such an effective tool in increasing individual brand
shares during the year? The only "truly remarkable" thing about 1958
was the fact that so few people within the industry saw where the road

they were taking would end.

1959 might be considered "remarkable'" for the same reason. The
runners in the "Tar Derby" continued to race headlong toward regula-
tion, even though there were more and more road signs pointing in that

direction. 1In February, like clockwork, Reader's Digest lashed out

again at the industry. This new article quoted Dr. Alton Ochsner as
saying:
"...without exception, every heavy smoker is certain
to get lung cancer, unless heart disease or some-
thing else kills him first."l

Then, in painful, gory detail, the magazine described a lung cancer

operation.

The results were predictable. On the Monday following the arti-
cle's release tobacco stocks fell sharply. R. J. Reynolds dropped
three points, American Tobacco, Philip Morris, and P, Lorillard each

were off two or more points.2 Tobaccomen, in the now expected fashion,

ligeader's Digest Links Cancer smoking in dramatic and arresting
report," Printer's Ink, February 13, 1959, p. 9.

2uTobaccomen retort to cancer smoking report," Printer's Ink,
February 20, 1959, p. 1ll1.
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answered the Digest report, James P. Richards, president of the
Tobacco Institute, attacked the magazine for having failed to include

a disclaimer carried with the original article in Today's Health which

pointed out that:

"The House of Delegates of the AMA has taken no defin-

itive action on the possible connection between can-

cer and smoking. There is still considerable differ-

ence of opinion among medical authorities on this

controversial subject,"
Some tobaccomen took the normal reaction a step further by trying to
stop the advertising of the Digest article. Transportation Displays
Incorporated, the firm handling this advertising in New York commuter
systems reported that they were asked by cigarette manufacturers to
remove posters promoting ''The Growing Horror of Lung Cancer'" in the
Digest. Meanwhile, New York Subway Advertising Company began posting
cards in the New York commuter systems carrying the disclaimer the

Digest had left out of its article.2

A number of other '"road sign' events occurred in 1959 which
received less overt attention from the industry. There was another
rumor that the U.S. Public Health Service was planning an anti-cigarette
educational campaign, The American Cancer Society actually did begin
an anti-cigarette campaign in selected high schools. In an extreme
move, the North Dakota legislature nearly passed a bill that would re-

quire the skull and cross bones on each package of cigarettes sold in

lipid.

Zupre cigarette advertisers edgy again over the health issue,"
Printer's Ink, March 20, 1959, p. 12.
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the state.l During the year U.S. Surgeon General Burney pointed to

cigarettes as "'the principal cause" of the rise in lung cancer.?

There were articles, too, which acted as sign posts, giving the
direction in which the tobacco industry was racing. A Nation article,
for example, came down hard on the youth issue as it related to health.
"Can anything be done until it (the cancer problem) is solved?" the
magazine asked. ''Well, we can at least keep carcinogens away from

people; and the primary one here is cigarette smoke,'" was the answer .3

Continuing, the article said:

", ..the tobacco'industry is proud to report an increase in
youthful smokers, so that total U.S. consumption of
cigarettes is up 20 per cent in 5 years, though many
adults have quit smoking. In view of what has been given
here, this tactless brag is equivalent to announcing a
war that will kill off more American men than World War
II did, and on the average more painfully, "4

Finally, after describing in detail the kind of advertising cigarette
companies were doing in college newspapers, the article said:

"In a matter that concerns the preservation of the race,
such a narrowly aimed advertising campaign, for all its
genial jokes and exclamation points, can easily be re-
garded as a frivolously treasonable conspiracy.”

Late in the year, the remarks of an individual deeply involved in

cigarette advertising pointed directly to what was in the offing for

1"Reader's Digest Links cancer smoking in a dramatic and arrest-
ing report," Printer's Ink, February 13, 1959, p. 9.

2"Smoking: Dr. Rurney's Alarm," Newsweek, December 7, 1959,
p. 66.

3"Cigarettes, cancer and the campus,'" Nation, August 15, 1959,
p. 69.

41bid., p. 70.
51bid., p. 71.
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tobaccomen and their advertising. Ted Bates Company, the advertising
agency for Life cigarettes, had been cited in a suit by the FTC, along
with the Life manufacturer Brown & Williamson. Rosser Reeves, presi-
dent of the agency, defended the Life ads as being "truthful" and "not
misleading." But, in answer to questions from the Federal Trade Com-
mission he also stated that he did not believe self rule would work in
the advertising business. It was Mr. Reeves opinion that "Some com-
panies always will need government supervision."1 Although it was not
specifically noted, the implication that this included tobacco com-

panies was certainly there.

So, these were the sign posts in 1959, They were plentiful and
clearly marked., Yet, the industry failed to see them. Throughout the
year cigarette advertising continued in its health claim trend. For
the most part, the only brands that were not advertised in terms of
tar and nicotine were those which were high in these elements and,
thus, could not be presented favorably. Winston, near the top of the
list in tar and nicotine content, pushed its "filter-blend." Salem,
another brand at the top end of the list, promoted '"high porosity paper."2
Many of the regular cigarettes steered clear of health, too. But, the
others raced harder and harder with ever more confusing and damaging
health claims., For example, Duke cigarettes, made by Liggett & Meyers,

were advertised as, "lowest in tars of all leading low tar cigarettes.”

liguild up FIC; self rule won't work; defends Life ads," Adver-
tising Age, December 21, 1959, p. 1.

2npd Strategies behind the '59 sales high," Printer's Ink,
December 25, 1959, p. 25.
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Ads for Parliament said that it was, '"at the lowest level of tars and
nicotine among all leading cigarettes.'" Kent claims stated that Kent,
"has reduced tars and nicotine to the lowest level among all leading
brands." And the P. Lorillard produced Spring cigarettes, a new entry
in the menthol field, was advertised as '"lowest in tars, lowest in

nicotine, lightest in menthol of all menthol cigarettes."l

The sales results of this kind of advertising must have convinced
the cigarette manufacturers they were doing the right thing. During
the year, filter cigarettes leaped ahead to garner 507 of the market.
And while regulars were down to 30% and king size brands remained at
20%, total cigarette sales were pushed to a new high, 4.5% above the

1958 record,?

Earlier in the year a Reader's Digest article had shown that there

were now at least a dozen low-tar, low-nicotine brands from which smokers
could choose. This led trade sources to believe that new claims would

be needed to give a competitive edge. They suggested grade of tobacco,
flavor over filtration, and the observable qualities of cigarettes such
as shape, filter, and length as possibilities.3 However, the manufac-
turers had thus far proven the trade sources wrong., In his annual re-

port, Harry Wootten predicted that they would continue to be wrong.

lupg Strategies behind the '59 sales high," Printer's Ink,
December 25, 1959, p. 26.

21bid.,

3"Why new smoke scare will alter ads, sales,'" Printer's Ink,
October 16, 1959, p. 85.
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Regarding the expectations for the coming year he said:
"In 1960 cigarette advertising will continue under
the ultra-competitive head of steam it picked up
in 1959, Health will remain a big advertising
issue."
Only as an after thought did he make the most relevant statement of
the year:
", ..but the FIC may have more to say on just how
competitive it becomes."?2
The FTC soon would have something to say. Whether the tobacco
industry knew it or not, the '"Tar Derby" was fast coming to the finish
wire., With the end of 1959 came the end of a two year era in cigarette

advertising and the final closing of one of the largest links in a long

chain of events,

lupg strategies behind the '59 sales high," Printer's Ink,
December 25, 1959, p. 26.

21bid.



CHAPTER VIII

RETURN TO FLAVOR -- CALM BEFORE THE STORM

Early in 1960 events in the "Tobacco War'" came full circle once
again. The highly competitive claims in cigarette advertising which
were inspired by the Great Smoking Scare of 1953 had been stopped after
two years by actions of the Federal Trade Commission. Now, after a
similar period of time, the same Government agency moved to stop the

Tar Derby.

In December of 1959 the FTC sent letters to each of the major
tobacco manufacturers asking them to voluntarily agree to 1) end tar
and nicotine advertising claims, 2) end comparative claims about fil-
ter effectiveness, and 3) end, in effect, all health claims, even im-
plied ones.l The FIC said the then current claims violated provisions
of the commission's tobacco advertising guides which held that tar and
nicotine claims should not be used unless they could be proven and un-
less the differences claimed were significant. The stated purpose of
the letters was to persuade the tobacco firms to "...muffle the com-

petitive din of high filtration claims rather than invite FTC complaints

1"New FTC cigarette ad policy seen as one of containment on

health basis,'" Advertising Age, February 15, 1960, p. 1.
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later on."1

This move on the part of the Federal Trade Commission was similar
to the one preceding the manufacturer's trend to flavor claims of 1955,
It also produced similar reactions in that the tobaccomen heeded the
FTIC's unsought advice. Cigarette advertising claims moved swiftly away
from tar and nicotine and began to emphasize flavor. However, in

another respect, the reactions were quite different,

In 1955, the cigarette manufacturers, although changing to flavor
claims, had refused to acknowledge the commission's part in this change.
Few of them made any comments whatsoever on the FTC's 1955 cigarette
advertising guides, Therefore, the 1955 move appeared to be strictly
of the manufacturers' own accord. And, since the cigarette makers had
made no official agreement, they were free to begin using '"health"

claims again if they saw fit.

Conversely, this similar 1960 change in advertising was publicly
and officially acknowledged as being directly related to FIC actioms,
By February of 1960 all but one of the major manufacturers had signed

an affidavit filed with the Federal Trade Commission which stated that:

ligi11 FTC tone down ad claims of filter cigarettes?", Printer's
Ink, February 15, 1960, p. 13.
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"The undersigned states on behalf of
company its intention to omit from cigarette adver-
tising references direct or implied to health benefits
to be derived from the use of cigarettes to be pro-
duced by it. It is understood this statement includes
references to tar and nicotine."

Thus, the Tar Derby reached its inevitable climax., From the beginning
it had been clear where the race would end: a forced return .to flavor
claims, The only real question had been how. Now that, too, was clear,
The FTC had accomplished what the disparaging remarks and implied
threats of regulation during 1957, 1958, and 1959 had failed to do.

And in the process, something else of vital importance had occurred.

For the first time, the cigarette manufacturers were tied to regula-

tion in their advertising.

There were many suggestions as to why this new agreement took
place. Some sources said the manufacfurers bowed to the FTC rather
than risk bad publicity as a result of charges which might be made by
the commission. This, however, seems unlikely. As pointed out in
previous chapters, the industry had for some time been receiving sub-
stantial unfavorable press without being deterred in the least.
Business Week said the switch to flavor revealed, "...a new and power-
ful pressure that the Federal Trade Commission is exerting on all ad-

vertising practices."2 As far as Business Week editors were concerned

the commission received cooperation mainly because tobaccomen knew the

1"FTC, Congress may alter cigarette ad rules," Advertising Age,
January 13, 1964, p. 1.

2ugoft pedal on filter claims," Business Week, February 13,
1960, p. 29.
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FTC "meant to file formal cases if filter claims were not dropped."1
But, again, this can hardly be the real answer. For, the tobacco in-
dustry had thirty years of successful experience in combating FTC for-
mal litigation. And there was little reason for them to believe they
could not continue to do so., Within the Federal Trade Commission it-
self, the impending shift away from tar and nicotine claims was hailed
as a '"landmark example of industry cooperation in solving a pressing
problem."2 But this answer, too, seems wide of the mark. For the
commission's December, 1959 letter to cigarette makers was little less
than an outright threat., It gave tobaccomen only two alternatives:
adherence to the agreement, or commencement of legal action by the
FTIC. In addition, it must be remembered that the need for an agree-
ment came about only because the manufacturers failed to stay within
the 1955 cigarette advertising guides. Therefore, the FTC/tobacco
industry agreement might better be called a landmark example of the

results of uncooperativeness.

What, then, is the answer? Why did the cigarette makers and the
Federal Trade Commission come to an agreement to end the Tar Derby?
Advertisin e editors probably came closest when they called the
agreement "...an accommodation of both sides to the curious legal and

technical deadlock over the dangers involved in cigarette smoking."3

1Ibid.

2"Cigarette makers drop nicotine, tar ad claims," Advertising
Age, February 8, 1960, p. 1.

3"New FTC cigarette ad policy seen as one of containment on
health basis," Advertising Age, February 15, 1960, p. 1.
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Concerning that deadlock, the magazine said:
"At this stage, the government is neither able nor
prepared to treat cigarettes as a dangerous com-
modity. On the other hand it is sufficiently
aroused about the health problem so that it is
determined to make things rough for the tobacco
industry if cigarettes contiTue to make what it
regards as 'health' claims."
And more specifically about the new agreement:
"While the government isn't prepared to move against
the sale or use of cigarettes, the FTC's power in
the advertising field could be used to contain the
industry and at least foreclose the use of sales
appeals which suggest that cigarettes can be used
safely."
This answer is incomplete, however. It only gives one side of the
story; why the agreement was sought by the Government. To get a clear
picture, the cigarette manufacturers' side of the story must also be
told. Why did they consent to the agreement the Government sought?
In this author's opinion, it was as Advertising Age said, a case of
accommodation, However, this accommodation was not to the present
situation, but to a now clearly possible future situation. It was an
accommodation, not to the FTC, but to others such as Congress, the Food
and Drug Administration, and the the Federal Communications Commission,
who might soon take action against cigarettes. For, in the recent past,
while cigarette advertising was being investigated, the FIC's ability

to control that advertising was also under study. There were sugges-

tions in the air for regulation by other agencies of the Government.

liunew FTC cigarette ad policy seen as one of containment on
health basis," Advertising Age, February 15, 1960, p. 1.

21pid.
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And should the FTC prove unable to cope with cigarette advertising,

these suggestions might well be taken to heart. The tobacco industry
could not easily afford new litigation from the FTC and the accompany-
ing bad publicity. But, even more so, it could not afford regulation

from an unfamiliar and quite possibly harsher source.

So, the manufacturers signed the affidavit and, as they had done
in 1955, turned to flavor as their main selling theme. Kent, the
first cigarette in the Tar Derby, switched its claim to '"The cigarette
that satisfies your appetite for a real smoke."l That change was typi-
cal of the kind of advertising remodeling that was done in 1960 and
continued through 1961.,. During those years L&M advertising said,
"Expect more, get more from L&M. More body in the blend. More flavor
in the smoke. More taste through the filter." Oasis advertising asked
the question, "How can it smoke so cool...taste so rich!" and answered
it with, "The basis for Oasis is tobacco -- the forgotten flavor in
other menthol cigarettes." Salem ads said, '"Salem refreshes your
taste, air-softens every puff." Winston continued with "Winston tastes
good like a cigarette should," and added "It's what's up front that
counts..." Chesterfield switched to, "2l great tobaccos make 20 won-

der ful smokes,'"

Camel ads asked smokers to, '""Have a real cigarette--
Camel, The best tobacco makes the best smoke!" Lucky cigarettes turned

to, "Remember how great cigarettes used to taste? Luckies still do.,"?2

1"Cigarette makers drop nicotine, tar ad claims," Advertising Age,
February 8, 1960, p. 1,

Zn1e111 be flavor, taste again in '62," Printer's Ink, December
22, 1961, p. 37.
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The move to flavor was an across the boards move, including filters,
both plain and menthol, regular non-filters and king size non-filters.
Of course, there was some straying from the flavor path. For example,
late in 1960, Kent advertising featured the claim that, '"More scientists
and educators smoke Kent than any other brand." 1In 1961, advertising
for the same cigarette told smokers, '"You'll feel better about smoking
with the taste of Kent." Both of these claims teetered on the health
issue., So did a 1961 King Sano claim which touted that brand as "...
America's purest tobacco taste."1 However, the trend was definitely

to flavor.

The results of this trend were in many ways like those following
the 1955 switch to flavor. As health claims disappeared from cigar-
ette advertising, the din of criticism began to ebb. This was true
not only of the criticism directed toward cigarette advertiging, but
also of criticism pointed at smoking in general. As might be expected,
with cigarette advertising's millions of dollars subtracted from the
smoking/health issue, that issue received less weight in the news. Of
course, this ebb in criticism cannot be attributed solely to the fact
that manufacturers had ceased to use health claims., Other events
occurred during 1960 and 1961 which overshadowed references to smoking
and health in the news media, 1960 was the year of one of this nation's
most heated presidential elections, 1961 was the beginning of a new

president's term in office and consequently covered heavily in news

lv1t'11 be flavor, taste again in '62," Printer's Ink, December
22, 1961, p. 40.
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magazines, magazines, newspapers and television. 1961 was also the

year of the Bay of Pigs incident, which for a time dominated the news.

In addition, at least one other factor helped to decrease the
importance given to the smoking/health issue. There seemed to be a
growing fight among scientists over whether smoking or air pollution
was the greater cause of cancer. In January of 1960 this fight flared
up as authorities from both schools of thought met in San Francisco
under the auspices of the University of California. The Tobacco Indus-
try Research Committee, quite naturally, supported the fight, putting
up approximately $28,000 of the researchers' expenses in attending
the meeting. At the conclusion of that meeting the two sides had come
to only one major agreement, an agreement favorable to the tobacco
industry and tending to lend less credence to the smoking/health issue.
As Doctor David F., Eascott, a New Zealand general practitioner, said:

"The incidence of lung cancer is complexly determined
and cannot be related solely or principally to a
single factor. Tobacco smoking plays a part, Atmos-
pheric pollution plays a part."

These events then, the trend toward flavor in cigarette adver-
tising, the development of other and more newsworthy occurrences, and
scientists' confusion over smoking's causational relationship to can-
cer gave the smoking/health arena an appearance of calm, During that
apparent calm, security analysts took another close look at tobacco

group stocks, As a result, the cigarette industry began receiving

1"Smoking and Cancer,'" Time, January 25, 1960, p. 64,
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increasing recognition from the financial community for its growth
potential.1 There was good reason, too. For the present was bright
and the future looked even rosier. In 1960 cigarette sales rose, with
filters sparking the way. And in its '"1962 Outlook" issue of the
Department of Agriculture said, in part:
"In 1961, for the fifth consecutive year, cigarette

consumption will reach a new high and a further

significant gain is expected in 1962,"2
In his 1961 year-end report, tobacco expert Harry Wootten estimated
that filter cigarette sales had increased 7.0 per cent over the previous
year and now commanded 53.9 per cent of the total domestic market.
Straight king-size cigarettes were up 6.9 per cent, increasing their
total share to 19.8 per cent. Only straight regular cigarettes were
off, with their market share declining from 28.3 to 26.3 per cent,3
With the Wootten Report showing another all-time high in cigarette
sales, one source felt that it was apparent that the tobacco industry
was, '"coping successfully with recurrent charges that cigarettes may
be harmful to health."4 And as far as the future was concerned, it was

felt that, ",..the industry's public relations arms will probably hold

the health issue in check."S

1"Cigarette sales up 4.2% in '61," Printer's Ink, December 22,
1961, p. 24,

21bid., p. 26.
31bid., p. 29.

b0 smoking counters its critics," Printer's Ink, December 22,
1961, p, 52.

31bid., p. 53.
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However, despite these impressive sales gains and glowing pre-
dictions, all was not well., The patches of blue sky now hovering over
the cigarette makers were only the calm before a gathering storm. At
their annual meeting, one member of the National Association of Tobacco
Distributors saw the picture clearly when he said:

"The economic health of the industry is being

jeopardized by an unrelenting negative force -~

a force for which it cannot compensate,"
Although anti-tobacco actions were not full in the news, they contin-
ued. In October of 1960, for example, the industry again came danger-
ously close to being held legally responsible for a cancer death. In
Louisiana, Mrs,. Victoria St. Pierre Lottique brought suit against
Liggett & Meyers and R. J. Reynolds in the lung cancer death of her
husband, a two to five pack a day smoker. The Louisiana woman lost
her suit when the jury stated that proof of smoking's relationship to
cancer had not been established. But the case did provide a close
brush with legal disaster for the industry.2 A verdict unfavorable to
cigarette makers could bring a tumult of additional suits and restric-

tive actions,

In turning to flavor, tobaccomen may have eased talk about so-
called health claims, but this switch did not deter those who were

critical of advertising's appeal to youth. In fact, the trend to

lngo cigarette sales set U.S. record," Advertising Age,
December 11, 1961, p. 68.

2"Laym.an's verdict," Time, October 24, 1960, p. 9.
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flavor actually served to emphasize the youth question. Since Senator
Richard Neuberger's introduction of this issue, the forces behind it

had been steadily growing in numbers and strength. However, the tur-
moil over the question of smoking and health had kept this issue largely
submerged. Now, with health claims fading into the background, the

youth question began to rise to the surface.

The anti-tobacco groups and individuals who were already con-
cerned about the youth issue saw the FTC tring the Tar Derby and health
claims to an end. But, well-known personalities were still being used
in cigarette advertising. Cigarettes were still being played up as
status items and advertised heavily on college campuses., These were
the advertising tactics that they deplored, and they were determined
to do something about them, too. In addition, the groups and indivi-
duals who had been putting most of their time against stopping health
claims, were now free to turn their attention toward youth. And final-
ly, in the overall picture, it was becoming increasingly apparent that
the drive to stop the cigarette habit among smokers was doomed to
failure. Therefore, more and more anti-tobacco forces began to turn

to the best alternative: stop the habit before it began.

In the early months of 1960, in the middle of the cigarette
makers' change to flavor themes, the American Cancer Society began a
campaign to dissuade teenagers from beginning to smoke. During the
first eight months of that campaign the ACS distributed over 10,000

anti-tobacco film strips and millions of brochures. The New York Times
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said the society's move was ''clearly designed to offset efforts of
cigarette makers to sell their products to young persons."1 The ACS
investment of $113,000 was infinitesimally small compared to the indus-
try's promotional expenditures, However, compared to the monies avail-
able to these two foes, it showed that this was a serious and deter-
mined effort on the part of the society. Later in 1960, the ACS provided
proof of the tenacity of its effort. American Cancer Society represen-
tatives polled 587 doctors around the country and published the finding
that two out of three felt that cigarette smoking was a major cause of
lung cancer. Then, in November, the society declared that, "The college
market is of great importance in the manufacturers' calculations," and
publicly attacked cigarette makers for their use of specialized college

campaigns and promotional contests.2

Throughout 1961 the youth issue continued to slowly build steam,
As that year ended the hard core anti-tobacco forces concerned pri-
marily with youth were still carrying the major thrust. But new recruits
were continually coming to the cause. In December, 1961, a panel of
four doctors -- including cancer specialist.Dr, Michael B. Shimkin from
the National Health Institute -- told the District of Columbia Medical
Society that tobacco was '"such a dangerous environmental toxin that it

should be controlled at least as strictly as alcohol."3 All four

lncatch 'em on the campus,' The Nation, November 5, 1960,
p. 339.

21bid.

3upoctors urge ad control to curtail smoking by teens," Adver-
tising Age, December 4, 1961, p. 89.



120

doctors agreed that the tobacco industry and the Government were fail-
ing to come to grips with the problem. They argued that the least the
Government and the industry should be doing was to make tobacco less
accessible to young people and eliminate advertising campaigns which
were directed at teenagers., Doctor Shimkin called the appeals used by
cigarette advertisers '"shameful" and said:

"Cigarette advertising equates smoking cigarettes with

bravery, sexual virility and social status.,..it is

little wonder that so many youngsters smoke."

Summing up, he epitomized the feelings of a growing number of tobacco's
foes, feelings that would soon change the relatively calm complexion
of the Tobacco War:

"We must change this picture. We have an obligation

to our children,"?2
The end of the Tar Derby can be considered a link in the chain of

events leading to the Cigarette Advertising Code for two reasons.
First, it signaled a temporary reprise in the harsh fighting between
cigarette manufacturers and their antagonists, It showed that a step
backward away from the health issue by the industry could bring a cor-
responding cooling of the fires under their advertising practices. It
also relieved considerably the contradictions into which the manufac-
turers had placed themselves by once again advertising health while

officially insisting no health problem existed. Secondly, and just as

important, it became a turning point for tobacco's critics. With health

1"Doctors urge ad control to curtail smoking by teens,' Adver-
tising Age, December 4, 1961, p. 89.

21pi4.
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claims out of the way, the more emotional and potentially more danger-

ous issue of youth moved toward prominence,



CHAPTER IX

A NEW OFFENSIVE -~ THE YOUTH QUESTION

The storm clouds which had been gathering over cigarette adver-
tising for two years began to release their deluge in January of 1962.
During that year and the early months of the next, the trickle of
criticism falling upon advertising's appeal to youth turned into a
torrent, This new offensive launched by tobacco's foes and the manner
in which it developed encompass another link in the chain of events

leading to the Cigarette Advertising Code.

Doctor Michael B. Shimkin, the National Institute of Health
official who had entered the fight near the end of 1961, was one of
the first to fire a volly in 1962, It was aimed as much at cigarette
advertising as it was at the supposed health problems surrounding
cigarettes, Using a collection of cigarette ads running back to 1914
as proof, Dr. Shimkin told medical groups around the country:

", .o.the advertisement of cigarettes in the U.S. has

pursued a course that can be described as 'hard
sell' only as a ludicrous understatement."

1"y,S. Government cancer prober eyes cigarette ads,'" Adver-

tising Age, January 29, 1962, p. 44.
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Then, making his real point he said:

"In fairness to our children, the least the industry and
our government should do is eliminate some of the shame-
ful appeals from tobacco advertising, such as those
which equate smoking with bravery, sexual virility, and
social status."l

The doctor's speeches reached an influential, but nonetheless small
group of individuals, Had the criticism of cigarette advertising's
appeal to youth remained at this level, it probably would have taken
months, even years for it to develop any real momentum. However, close

on the heels of the Shimkin efforts came a more impressive and much

more far reaching attack,

On March 7, 1962, in London, the Royal College of Physicians
claimed that '"cigarette smoking is a cause of lung cancer," and urged
the British Government to restrict tobacco advertising.2 The British
physicians' report to their Government covered many areas. Included
were proposals to 1) require that tar and nicotine content be printed
on each pack of cigarettes, 2) increase cigarette taxes, 3) educate
the public to the hazards of smoking, and, finally, 4) restrict tobacco
sales to children.3 Out of this report would come the first substan-
tial restriction of cigarette advertising anywhere in the capitalist
world. The proposal that did more to bring this about than any other

was the fourth. As we shall later see, the eventual restrictions placed

lny.s. Government cancer prober eyes cigarette ads," Advertising
Age, January 29, 1962, p. 3.

2"Smoking causes cancer, other ills, British medics say," Adver-
tising Age, March 12, 1962, p. 12.

31bid.
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on British cigarette advertising by the Independent Television Author-
ity stemmed from this proposal or variations thereof. For the moment,
however, youth was only one of the questions being raised. It was
still in the undercurrent and many of tobacco's foes and friends were
not yet aware of its coming importance. The immediate reactions to

the Royal College's report help point out this fact.

In the United States the American Cancer Society "welcomed" the
British report.1 But even though the ACS had its own youth oriented
anti-tobacco campaign, little or no mention was made of the portion
dealing specifically with youth., The American tobacco industry contin-
ued to publish argumentative information concerning, not youth, but the
general question about smoking's hazard to health. Even in direct
comments on the British report youth was excluded by U.S. tobacco in-
dustries officials, George V. Allen, president of the Tobacco Insti-
tute, labeled the report as "admittedly a review of old data without
any new research f.indings."2 Commenting specifically on its relation-
ship to the American industry, he said:

"I question whether the report will have any bearing
on the situation in the U.S. since the same data have
been under study for some time,'"3

In another reaction to the report there were hints that, quite to the

contrary, it might have a considerable bearing on the situation here,

1"smoking causes cancer, other ills, British medics say,"

Advertising Age, March 12, 1962, p. 12.

21pid.

31bid.
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especially as regards advertising.

The British Physicians' report had in it implications that filter
cigarette smoking was more healthful than non-filter smoking. Manu-
facturers of filter tip cigarettes who were unhappy with the 1960 FTC
policies concerning the advertising of filters took this information
to the Federal Trade Commission in hopesof obtaining a reversal of
those policies. At the time, trade sources said:

"In the past few days =-- particularly since the

release of the report on 'Smoking & Health' by

the Royal College of Physicians in London this

week -- filter tip marketers are talking back,

charging that FTC policies are unrealistic and

are contributing to a situation where smokers

are switching back to non-filters."l
In presenting their case, the filter brand makers complained that the
FTC policy prevented them from using the big sales point for their
product -- its effectiveness in filtering out tars and nicotine. In
addition, they said that the commission's policy had three damaging
results: 1) it had encouraged consumption of high-tar, high-nicotine
cigarettes, 2) it had discouraged an upward trend toward low-tar, low-
nicotine brands, and 3) it had discouraged research on improved filters,
since no promotional value could result.? Not too unexpectedly, this
line of thinking made an impression on the commission. Byron H, Jacques,
head of the FIC's bureau of trade practice conferences and industry

guides confirmed that closed-door discussions between commission mem-

bers and cigarette makers had raised some serious questions., "If

luprc may revise ban on health claims in cigarette ads 'If
difference is real,'" Advertising Age, March 12, 1962, p. 12,

21bid.
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there really is a significant difference in the health hazards involved
in filter-tips compared with non-filters,'" he said, 'some change in

our attitude might be necessary."1

Although this reaction to the British report was directly rela-
ted to questions about advertising practices, it still failed to touch

upon the dormant, but soon to bloom youth issue.

There were, of course, also reactions from abroad, In Italy,
where the tobacco industry was a Government-owned monopoly, advertis-
ing for Italian cigarettes had been eliminated in 1955 on the grounds
that cigarettes were "harmful to the public health."? Shortly after
the release of the British report the Italian Parliament adopted a
bill banning foreign tobacco ads, too. In all likelihood this move
was triggered by the statements made in London. But, apparently, the
British comments and proposals dealing with youth were not a major
factor in the Italian move because it was not, in any way, specific in

terms of youth.

Only in England itself did the youth issue, at this early stage,
produce significant reactions., Unlike many anti-tobacco groups and the
cigarette manufacturers in the United States, British tobaccomen saw

the youth issue as a coming danger. So much so that they reacted

Luprc may revise ban on health claims in cigarette ads 'If
difference is real,'" Advertising Age, March 12, 1962, p. 12.

2"Italy bans ads for imported cigarettes,'" Advertising Age,
April 9, 1962, p. 12,
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before the report from the Royal College of Physicians was released.
The particular way they reacted was later to cause controversy in the

American '"Tobacco War,'" making it extra noteworthy here.

In England it had been, for years, unlawful for youngsters under
the age of sixteen to smoke. Nevertheless, in anticipation of the
unfavorable report from physicians, seven British tobacco firms (com-
prising 907 of the market) voluntarily agreed to suspend television
cigarette advertising before the hour of nine o'clock at night.1 The
obvious intention of this move was to eliminate cigarette television
commercials during the high viewing hours of young people. The simple
fact that it left only one prime-time hour in which these cigarette
makers could screen commercials indicates that they were deeply con-
cerned about the future of the youth question. Why did the British
industry react so strongly, while tobacco interests in America and
elsewhere seemed to miss the point entirely? One very good reason was
because Britain was the only country where public officials were taking
such a strong position., If we remember that this report from England's
highest medical authorities approximates the Surgeon General's report
in this country, it is then.easy to understand why British tobaccomen

reacted as they did.

In fact, within months they were, perhaps, wishing they had taken
even stronger steps. For despite the U.S. tobacco industry's apparent

lack of interest in the problem and regardless of the English industry's

lupritish report sparks cancer-smoking scare,'" Business Week,
April 14, 1962, p. 42,
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radical move, the youth issue continued to snowball., In May of 1962
the Independent Advertising Inquiry Council of Britain urged the
Government to impose & ceiling on the amount of cigarette advertising
that could be done. This group also called for a total ban of all
television advertising of tobacco. Further, they urged that cigarette
advertising be restricted to package illustrations and product name
identifications.1 One of the major considerations behind all of these
proposals was cigarette advertising's appeal to youth. In the same
month, additional, similar moves were made. A bill was introduced in
the British Parliament which would ban smoking in theatres and on
busses and forbid their sale through vending machines. There also
were investigations as to how best the English laws forbidding cigar-
ette sales to children could be enforced,? The American manufacturers,
after being attacked so vehemently for so long, may have been dis-
creetly enjoying the Englishmen's plight. But, if so, their enjoyment

soon evaporated. There were new developments in the United States, too,

While Parliament was considering anti-tobacco bills, two proposals
were brought before the United States Senate Labor Committee. The
first was a bill making it mandatory for cigarette labels to give tar
and nicotine content.3 This measure related directly back to the Royal

College of Physiclans' report. The implications in that report that

lconsumer group asks Britain to curb cigarette ads," Advertising
Age, May 7, 1962, p. 2.

21 New developments in cigarette-cancer controversy," Printer's
Ink, May 18, 1962, p. 5.

31bid.
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filter cigarettes were better for people's health had affected anti-
tobacco groups as well as some filter cigarette makers. And they, too,
were now trying to sidestep or change the FTC policies which forbade
the use of tar and nicotine. The second proposal was a call for a new
Government program to educate school children to the effects of nar-
cotics, alcohol, and tobacco.l Here was the youth question again. Now
it had moved from the small confines of one doctor's speech-making into
a much larger arena. Although it still remained a secondary issue in
the United States, this potentially explosive question was nearing the

tinder point.

However, in the closing days of May much broader anti-tobacco
moves were being made and receiving more extensive coverage. For

example, appearing in the June issue of Reader's Digest was the arti-

cle "Lung Cancer and Cigarettes.'" This article was a summary of the
Royal College of Physicians' report. By some, it was considered as
"the most potentially damaging in a series of blows at the tobacco
industry."2 Coinciding with the article the Digest announced that it
would no longer accept cigarette advertising in its international edi-

tions.3 Also in the June issue of Reader's Digest was a reprint of a

letter Senator Maurine Neuberger had sent to the New York Times.

Although she had taken up the youth issue after her husband's cancer

LiNew developments in cigarette-cancer controversy,'" Printer's
Ink, May 18, 1962, p. 5.

2"Cigarette ad ban lit big week for ad men,'" Printer's Ink,
May 25, 1962, p. 15.

3"Digest to drop all cigarette ads; hits health effect,'" Adver-
tising Age, May 21, 1962, p. 1.
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death, this time she was taking wider aim. In her letter Mrs. Neuber-
ger disputed an American Tobacco Company report that claimed its
employees ''smoke twice as much, live longer, and have fewer deaths from
lung cancer and heart disease than the general public."l 1In her retort
she said in part:

"Cold and disinterested analysis of statistical data
by the Society of Actuaries reports that the rate of
death and permanent disability claims for tobacco
industry employees is sigrnificantly higher than the
rate for comparable employees of other industries."

Then, in broad strokes, Senator Neuberger outlined her feelings on the
overall cigarette-cancer controversy:

"Lung cancer does pose a threat to the cigarette indus-
try: it also threatens a substantial segment of the
advertising industry. It is a grave threat to national
health, And it is a threat that neither distortion of
scientific data nor the most inventive advertising cam-
paigns can abate."3

The tobacco industry had no comment on Mrs. Neuberger's statements.
Nor did industry officials make any new comments on the Digest summary
of the British report which had not already been made on the original

version.

At the same time another broad anti-tobacco move began to develop.
This one would eventually become the most damaging the cigarette manu=-
facturers have faced to date. The youth issue was growing in stature.

More and more sources, both abroad ard at home, were insisting that

InTobacco folk are big smokers, healthy too, American says,"
Advertising Age, March 12, 1962, p. 12.

2"Digest to drop all cigarette ads; hits health effect,'" Adver-
tising Age, May 21, 1962, p. 1.

31bid.
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something be done about cigarette advertising's appeal to youth. In
addition, as has already been pointed out, there were implications in
the British report on smoking and health that filter cigarette smoking
was less harmful than smoking non-filters. These implications caused
many filter cigarette makers and some anti-tobacco groups to appeal
for revision of Federal Trade Commission policies which prohibited the
use of tar and nicotine references in advertising. On the other hand,
many researchers and scientists feared that any change in the existing
Government policies would only lead to a resumption of high pressure

advertising for filter cigarettes,

These two issues combined to set up intensive behind-the-scenes
pressure for the Government to make some new moves in the controversy
over cigarette advertising. First, negotiations were begun between
the FTC and the Public Health Service to determine whether Government
official policy statements on cigarette smoking needed to be revised.l
But, before these negotiations were culminated, President Kennedy was
drawn unexpectedly into the controversy by a press conference question
asking "if he felt our Government was doing all it should."? The Pres-
ident side-stepped the question, saying he would be "happy to answer

it next week," but he needed more information.3 So the word for

1"Cigarette forces build fire under U.S. rule makers," Adver-
tising Age, May 28, 1962, p. 1.

2Ibid.

31bid.
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cigarette/health facts went out. As one trade source said:

"The smoking-cancer hot potato rested in the laps

of the top echelon at the U.S. Public Health

Service.,..as the rest of the government, from

President Kennedy on down, asked for some fresh

advice."l
This call for '"fresh advice" precipitated a major study by the PHS
and resulted in the January, 1964, Surgeon General's Report on Smoking
and Health. Thus, the die was cast for the last explosion preceding
the Cigarette Advertising Code. However, in terms of events which

affected the decision to establish the code, that explosion was a long

way off.

The strategy of the anti-tobacco forces had now developed three
distinct fronts., First, there was the ever present attempt to estab-
lish a definite relationship between smoking and health. Secondly,
because the anti-tobacco groups were beginning to lose hope that they
could discourage the cigarette habit among smokers, was the attempt
to get adults to smoke the cigarettes deemed least harmful, And third-
ly, for similar reasons, was the attempt to convince children not to
start smoking. Fighting on the first front had been going on for at
least twelve years. But, despite all the statistical data brought to
light, it was proving to be an uphill battle. The second front's suc-
cess was tied closely to that of the first. For, unless the facts
that cigarettes did cause cancer and how they caused it could be estab-

lished, no "least harmful" cigarette could be delineated. Additionally,

1"Cigarette ad future awaits health report," Advertising Age,
June 4, 1962, p. 1.
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communicating exactly which cigarette brands were least harmful would
necessitate the revoking of present Government policies. Therefore,
the first two fronts could be considered as momentarily blocked. The
third front had been open for some years. But until recently, little
force had been put behind it. Projects to educate youngsters to the
supposed dangers of smoking and criticisms of advertising's appeal to
youth had increased relatively slowly. However, this third front had
few of the inherent problems of the other two. And now, blocked on

two sides, the anti-tobacco groups began tc make more of it,

In a speech before the Senate, Maurine Neuberger said:

"Perhaps the most insidious aspect of the cigarette
epidemic has been the massive use of advertising to
swell the ranks of youthful smokers. It does not
take an expert in motivation research to discover
that the glorification of a game of tennis -- fol-
lowed by a smoke; or a romantic encounter -- fol-
lowed by a smoke -- is designed solely to convince
youth that cigarette smoking is a concomitant of
the good life,"l

Continuing her onslought she added:
"If this were not sufficient proof of the youth directed
appeal of cigarette advertising, consider the fact
that tobacco companies account for forty per cent of
all national advertising placed in college newspapers.'?
Finally, after praising the actions of tobaccomen in England, she asked

why "American cigarette companies continue to abdicate their responsi-

bility."3

1"Cigarette ad future awaits health report," Advertising Age,
June 4, 1962, p. 1.

21p44.
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Cigarette manufacturers were silent on the Neuberger speech. In
fact, as yet, they had apparently not come to grips with the implica-
tions of the growing youth issue. Instead, they continued to push for
the revival of tar and nicotine advertising. In June of 1962 Printer's
Ink said there were "increasing signs that cigarette advertisers are
pressing to re-enter the health-claim derby."1 According to that maga-
zine the latest sign was a discreet 59 word press release to science
editors by P, Lori<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>