
Prolo gue

It was 1970, and I was sixteen and a junior at Southwest High School in Kansas City.
All the students were called into the auditorium to hear a guy from the tobacco in-
dustry tell us how bad it was for us to smoke. I don’t remember much about the
man, except that he was young and groovily dressed, with a striped shirt and white
shoes. But his message was clear: smoking is not for children. “An adult choice” is
what sticks in my mind. Smoking was like driving or drinking or having sex—things
we weren’t even supposed to be thinking about. We were supposed to wait.

I think of that guy whenever I hear people fret over “youth smoking,” and I mar-
vel at how Big Tobacco manages to keep a step or two ahead of everyone else. Mr.
White Shoes’s message was delicious advertising, merging the best of reverse psy-
chology with the time-honored trick of tempting by forbidding fruit. Marketers
know that no one smokes to look younger and that kids want what they cannot have,
especially if it’s “for adults”—which is also why school programs urging kids not to
smoke tend to fail. Teenagers don’t like to be infantilized or patronized, a fact the
companies have long understood far better than their critics.

The tobacco makers are notorious masters of deception; they know how to man-
ufacture ignorance and to rewrite history. They know the power of images and how
to twist these to violate common sense and pulmonary civility. They also know how
to engineer desire, and, of course, they’d like us to believe they don’t want young-
sters to smoke. Health advocates have a good rule of thumb: ask cigarette makers
what should be done (say, to curb youth smoking), and whatever they say, do the
opposite.

Time, though, has been surprisingly good to Big T. Cigarettes remain the world’s
single largest preventable cause of death—dwarfing all others—and most of that
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mortality lies in the future. Tobacco killed only about a hundred million people in
the twentieth century, compared with the billion we can anticipate in the twenty-
first—if things continue as they have in the past. Tobacco now kills about six mil-
lion people every year, more than AIDS, malaria, and traffic accidents combined.
Heart disease claims the largest number, but close behind are emphysema and lung
cancer, followed by premature birth, gangrene, and cancers of the human bladder,
pancreas, and cervix. Tobacco-induced fires kill a few tens of thousands—paltry
when compared to the cardiopulmonary toll but still a lot compared with mortal-
ity from, say, plane crashes or terrorist attacks. Cigarette death in the United States
alone is like two jumbo jets crashing every day; the global toll would be an entire
fleet. Half of all lifelong smokers will die from their habit, and every cigarette takes
seven minutes off a smoker’s life.

But what do these numbers really mean? How much worse is it that tobacco kills
six million per year rather than, say, six thousand?

“One death is a tragedy, a million is a statistic.” Those are words attributed to
Stalin, but they might as well be from the sellers of Nicotiana. Statistics certainly
has its detractors but none with deeper pockets than the cigaretteers. The indus-
try’s archives, forced open by litigation, are full of jokes about how smoking is “the
major cause of statistics” or how “sleep is to be avoided since most heart attacks oc-
cur then.” More serious are charges that nico-nazis and tobacco fascists want to jack-
boot us into a world where no one has any fun. Tobacco prevention is made to look
like the priggish obsession of nanny-state naysayers, a backwater of the meddling,
have-no-fun puritanical crowd. Smoking in the 1980s—when the hazards of sec-
ondhand smoke were finally nailed down—was actually declared a form of free
speech, complete with threats of smokers becoming second-class citizens or stig-
matized minorities. Brown & Williamson even whined about cigarettes being
“brought to trial by lynch law.”

Part of the industry’s success must be traced to its mastery of the illustrated word
and airwaves. “Be the media” was the plan in 1990, when Philip Morris pondered
acquiring an entire news service, like Knight-Ridder or United Press International,
to carry its message. Another goal, though, has been a kind of invisibility: to turn
the tobacco story into “old news,” basically dog-bites-man. Tobacco is imagined as
a solved problem, a vanishing anachronism from our distant past. A great deal of
effort has gone into having such nonsense fill our newspapers and magazines, while
most of the industry’s manufacturing remains invisible. Incognito ergo sum. The Her-
culean machines that drive today’s cigarette mega-factories are kept far from pub-
lic view, rendering the bowels (and brains) of the enterprise harder to access than
even the Pentagon or the CIA.

The effect is a kind of mass blindness. Most people know that the industry’s be-
havior has been less than honorable, but how many know that cigarette smoke con-
tains arsenic, cyanide, and radioactive isotopes? How many know that 90 percent
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of the world’s licorice ends up in tobacco, or that cigarettes are freebased with am-
monia to turn them into a kind of crack nicotine? How many know that only about
two-thirds of what goes into a cigarette is actually tobacco, with much of the rest
being a witches’ brew of added sugars, burn accelerants, freebasing agents, bronchial
dilators, and moisteners like glycerine or diethylene glycol, the antifreeze contam-
inating all those deadly Chinese tubes of toothpaste? How many know about the
filth sometimes found in cigarettes—dirt and mold, of course, but also worms, wire,
and insect excrement?

There’s an old saying in the world of smoke: a cigarette is no more tobacco than
the New York Times is a pine tree. The fact is that America’s famous blends are more
juiced up and candified—and filthied up with nitrosamine stank—than what much
of the rest of the world smokes. But the rest of the world is catching up. With very
few exceptions, tobacco almost everywhere is essentially unregulated. French cig-
arettes must contain at least 85 percent tobacco, and Germans don’t allow nicotine
to be freebased with ammonia, but most of the rest is the Wild West. Dog food has
been more tightly regulated; the stockyards in Upton Sinclair’s Jungle were clean by
comparison. Try to imagine the inside of a cigarette factory, and if you can’t, think
about why that might be so.

Almost as invisible is the political influence wielded by the tobacco lobby. Read-
ers may be surprised to learn that President Lyndon Johnson refused to take on Big
Tobacco, fearing his party’s loss of the presidency. Or that tobacco was a sizable part
of the Marshall Plan to rebuild Europe. I also don’t think it’s widely known that farm-
ers in the United States are still paid not to grow tobacco or that tobacco industry
moles helped draft the 1964 Surgeon General’s report. Less surprising perhaps, but
significant nonetheless, is the fact that global warming denialists cut their teeth on
tobacco tactics, fighting science with science, creating doubt, fostering ignorance.
The industry looks out onto the world as if through a one-way mirror; we see only
the final product and the marketeer’s bluster, but the industry itself—its behemoth
factories and closely guarded formulas—remains cloaked, clandestine, opaque.

Then there is the cigarette itself, in the mind-boggling gargantuan aggregate. Six
trillion—that’s 6,000,000,000,000—are smoked every year, enough to make a con-
tinuous chain from the earth to the sun and back, with enough left over for a cou-
ple of round trips to Mars (when the planet is in a near-earth orbit). Imagined as
one long rod, that would be a cigarette more than 300 million miles long. Cigarettes
are being extruded—and therefore smoked—at a breathtaking rate of over 300 mil-
lion miles per year, which is about thirty-four thousand miles per hour, twenty-
four hours a day. Picture a never-ending shaft of cigarettes shooting out at fifty times
the speed of sound, faster even than the rate at which satellites orbit the earth.

Cigarette design doesn’t get much attention, but we’re talking about one of the
most carefully (and craftily) designed objects on the planet—and a bigger cause of
global death than bullets. Billions of dollars have been poured into the black arts
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of cigarette science: “several tens of billions of dollars” in the United States alone
by one industry estimate. Legions of chemists have crafted a kind of slow-motion
killing machine, with the coup de grâce administered by the smoker him- or, in-
creasingly, herself.

Self-administration is one of the hallmarks of modern torture—think of the wired
Christ of Abu Ghraib—but it is also the sine qua non of modern addiction. A great
deal of talent has gone into making the cigarette an instrument of chemical de-
pendence: by artfully crafting its physical character and chemistry, industry scien-
tists have managed to create an optimally addictive drug delivery device, one that
virtually sells itself. “It costs a penny to make. Sell it for a dollar. It’s addictive”—
those are the words of the billionaire investment guru (and onetime Reynolds board
member) Warren Buffett. Advertising bans make it easier for brand leaders to main-
tain their margins, and the same advantage can accrue from timid governmental
regulation—which is one reason Philip Morris was so eager to obtain the Food and
Drug Administration’s (FDA’s) blessing. The tobacco giant pushed for the passage
of the Family Smoking Prevention and Tobacco Control Act, signed into law by Pres-
ident Barack Obama in June of 2009. After a century of resisting, the Marlboro men
figured they could solidify their market dominance by agreeing to submit to (lim-
ited) federal oversight.

Cigarettes will now be regulated in the United States, though it remains to be
seen with how much urgency and how much courage. The industry has long been
expert in turning lemons into lemonade, and regulation may prove yet another vic-
tory for the cigarette makers, depending on whether certain key steps are taken.
The FDA’s new powers are limited—it cannot ban cigarettes, for example, or reduce
their nicotine content to zero—but even within this narrow frame there is much
that could be done. More than anything else, the newly empowered FDA should
reduce the maximum allowable nicotine content of cigarettes and require that no cig-
arette produce smoke with a pH lower than 8. Lowering the nicotine content (not
delivery!) of cigarettes will eliminate their addictive grip, and raising cigarette smoke
pH to make it uninhalable will prevent most of the lung cancers caused by smok-
ing. These two steps alone would probably do more to improve human health than
any other single policy in the history of human civilization. What is astonishing is
that simple steps such as these have never been taken seriously.

• • •

This is a book about the history of cigarette design, cigarette rhetoric, and cigarette
science. My goal is to treat the cigarette as part of the ordinary history of technol-
ogy—and a deeply political (and fraudulent) artifact. Our tour will be through se-
cret archives, clandestine operations, and carefully lawyered marketing and chem-
ical manipulations. It is also, though, a story of how smoking became not just sexy
and “adult” (meaning “for kids”) but also routine and banal. The banalization of
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smoking is one of the oddest aspects of modern history. How did we come into this
world, where millions perish from smoking and most of those in power turn a blind
eye? How did tobacco manage to capture the love of governments and the high
rhetorical ground of liberty, leaving the lesser virtues of longevity to its critics? And
what can we do to strengthen movements now afoot to prevent tobacco death?

Think again about the numbers: in the United States alone, 400,000 babies are
born every year to mothers who smoke during pregnancy. Smoking is estimated to
cause more than 20,000 spontaneous abortions—and perhaps as many as seven
times that. Seven hundred Americans are killed every year by cigarette fires, and
150 million Chinese alive today will die from cigarette smoking. Tens of thousands
of acres of tropical forest are destroyed every year to grow the leaves required to
forge the nicotine bond.

If it is true that large numbers numb, that is only because we have allowed our-
selves to think like Stalin. Likewise, if we believe that smoking really is a kind of
“freedom,” this is partly because the cigaretteers have spent billions to make us think
this way. The propaganda machine is powerful and operates on so many levels—
science, law, government, sports, entertainment—that it is hard to think outside
the pack. Governments are entranced, hooked by the bounty of taxes brought in by
selling cigarettes. (No single commodity brings in higher revenues.) The mainstream
media are often inattentive, partly because the tobacco story is spun as “old news.”
So we are brainwashed, nicotinized, confused into equating fumery with freedom.

Healthy people tend to forget how crucial health is for other kinds of freedom.
The tobacco industry wants us to think about smoking as an inalienable right of
all free people, but how free is the amputee suffering from Buerger’s disease, the
cigarette-induced circulatory disorder expressed as gangrene of the feet? How free
was my beloved grandmother, the once-lively South Texas flapper, rendered wheez-
ing and immobile on her deathbed from the emphysema scarring her lungs?
Health so deprived is surely a kind of violation, a slow robbery of the spirit to
which the strong and healthy will never bear first-person witness. The industry
sells this slow asphyxiation—and the unwary buy into it.

The smoke folk want us to believe that smoking is a “free choice,” and it is true
that no one puts a gun to your head. Sellers cannot sell without buyers. But ciga-
rettes are addictive, and most people find it very hard to quit, often excruciatingly
so. Nicotine rewires the brain, creating a pharmacologic dependency as strong as
that from heroin or opium. The result for most users is a profound inability to quit—
which is why some victims end up smoking through holes punched in their throats.
Surveys show that most smokers want to quit and regret having ever started: to-
bacco is not a recreational drug, which makes it different from alcohol or even mar-
ijuana in this respect. Very few people who drink are addicted—only about 3 per-
cent, compared with the 80 to 90 percent of smokers of cigarettes. Few people who
have a beer or a glass of wine hate this part of their lives; they enjoy drinking. Cig-
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arettes are different. Smokers usually dislike their habit and wish they could escape
it. People who actually like smoking are so rare that the industry calls them “en-
joyers.” That is also why the comparison to 1920s-style Prohibition falls flat. Prohi-
bition failed because most people who drink actually like it and can do so respon-
sibly, whereas virtually all tobacco use is abuse. There is no “safe” smoking, and few
users escape addiction.

Which brings us to two additional problems with the freedom argument. The
first stems from the fact that smokers typically begin when they are thirteen or four-
teen. Indeed it is rare for anyone to start smoking after their teen years: people be-
come smokers as children, when they cannot make “an adult choice.” Whatever
choice they do make is then compromised by the grip of addiction. The freedom
defense is further weakened by the fact that nonsmokers often suffer exposure to
“second-” and even “thirdhand” smoke (fumée passif and ultra passif are the mar-
velous French expressions). An estimated fifty thousand Americans die from ex-
posure to secondhand smoke every year, which is more even than from auto acci-
dents. The global toll is unknown, but it must be upwards of half a million souls.

The hopeful fact is that we may well have already passed the point of “peak to-
bacco.” Global consumption seems to have peaked at about six trillion cigarettes
per year around the turn of the new millennium and may well have fallen some-
what since. And may keep on falling, once governments recognize the toll not just
to human life but also to economic prosperity and environmental well-being. Smok-
ing is a significant cause of world poverty and a nontrivial cause of global climate
change (mainly from fires, deforestation for planting and curing, and heavy use of
petrochemicals in growing and manufacturing). When people come to realize and
act on this, the slide away from smoking will accelerate. What remains of the habit
will have a ritual or furtive character as against the mass mindless fumery of today.

This hopeful glimmer of a downturn has lots of different causes, including the
smoke-free legislation now spreading throughout the world. Bans on indoor and
even outdoor smoking will likely render smoking an increasingly marginal behav-
ior, bordering on the antisocial. Calls for additional restrictions are also prominent
in the Framework Convention on Tobacco Control, the world’s first public health
treaty, adopted by the World Health Assembly in May 2003. As of 2011 some 174 na-
tions had ratified this treaty, which commits member nations to reducing tobacco
use via taxation, graphic warnings, bans on advertising, and policies to establish
smoke-free public places. Article 5.3 requires that manufacturers be excluded from
all decision-making aspects of tobacco control, and progress is being made to limit
cross-border smuggling.

The Framework Convention does not as yet have strong means of enforcement,
which helps explain why we have not yet seen a mass flight from fumery. More ef-
fective in the long run may be local acts of organized resistance, as citizens recog-
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nize their right to breathe clean air. Many cities, states, and entire nations are now
going smoke-free, with outdoor air also coming under scrutiny. More than a hun-
dred miles of California beaches are now smoke-free, and metropolitan centers such
as New York are pondering smoke-free public parks. In some cities smoking has
been banned in private apartments, to prevent smoke from traveling from one
dwelling to another. These tend to be “ratchet laws”—they are rarely reversed—
and we may soon start to see cascade effects whereby, once sufficiently marginal-
ized, mass tobacco use could rapidly disintegrate. Few things are as consequential
in the realm of public health: Do we all have a right to breathe clean air? Or do smok-
ers have a more fundamental right to pollute?

Talk of “rights” may not be appropriate in many parts of the world, where pref-
erence may be given to talk of health, purity, or some other civic or moral virtue.
The biggest political obstacle to change has been that governments still stuff their
coffers from cigarette taxes. But even that is changing, as tobacco taxes account for
diminishing fractions of total revenues. Governments are also starting to realize
how much tobacco robs from public treasuries in the form of health care costs. An-
other hopeful change could come from a renewed appreciation of the value of the
lives of our elderly. The fact that most people who die from smoking are older makes
it easier to trivialize cigarette mortality: that is what old people do, they die, and
young people may not appreciate the value of a life lived well to eighty or ninety
over against a life lived sickly to sixty or seventy. Here we need a rethink, since it’s
not as if smoking strikes only the healthy elderly, who just suddenly drop dead.
Smokers age prematurely—think wrinkles and sexual dysfunction—quite apart
from cancer and cardiac arrest.

We also need to rethink the environmental costs of tobacco. Global warming
may well become the final straw leading to smoke-free societies, once we realize
how the manufacture of cigarettes contributes to global climate change. Cigarettes
are a major resource hog and a significant cause of forest fires and deforestation.

Which leads me to a prediction: There will come a time, I am convinced, when
people will no longer smoke tobacco, or at least not in the routine and obsessive
manner of the present. Public smoking will come to be seen in the same way we
now regard, say, the use of the spittoon or public urination. And as smoking is pro-
gressively denormalized, or even rendered anathema, global consumption will fall
into the hundreds of billions of sticks per year and thence into the tens of billions—
compared with the trillions of today. Readers of this book may some day even find
it hard to believe that smoking was ever as widespread as it is and as deeply em-
bedded in popular culture. The ubiquitous smoking in films, organized for over half
a century by the industry, will become an amusing oddity. It is already strange to
recall how recently smoking was allowed on buses, planes, and trains—and in ele-
vators and doctors’ offices—while kids made ashtrays in schools and scholars wel-
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comed collaborations with the industry. Change will only come, though, when we
properly honor our dead and realize that the world in which we live is not the world
in which we have to live.

• • •

My goal, then, is to explore the cigarette as a cultural artifact, craftily designed,
unloved by most smokers, and deadlier even than they need to be. As with other
books I have written, my hope is to historicize the cigarette, making the familiar
seem strange and the strange familiar. The presentation has four parts.

Part I traces the origins of the modern cigarette, including the deadly invention
of flue-curing and the enabling roles of matches, mechanization, militarization, and
mass marketing. Flue-curing, as we’ll see, made cigarette smoke inhalable, matches
made fire mobile, mechanization made cigarettes cheap, and mass marketing made
them desirable. Also examined is the crucial role of wars in promoting (and some-
times curbing) tobacco use and how governments got hooked on cigarettes via the
lure of taxes. Here also is traced the astonishing range of gimmicks used by the in-
dustry to sell cigarettes, from skywriting and comic books to fancy-sounding filters
and richly funded sponsorship of sports, music, and the arts. And movie implants
and medical endorsements and the curious case of candy cigarettes, characterized
by one tobacco bigwig as “not too bad an advertisement” for youngsters learning
the gestures of smoking. New media tricks also come into focus here (“Tobacco
2.0”), along with cultural exotica such as smoking porn.

Part II treats how tobacco cancer hazards were discovered, including the oft-
neglected role of European scholars. Highlighted here are studies conducted dur-
ing the Nazi era, including those showing Germans were the first to discover and
nail down the lung cancer link. Here also, though, manufacturers in the Third
Reich were powerful enough to resist the demands of public health authorities. We
also encounter previously unknown studies conducted in secret by tobacco com-
panies in the United States that give an even bigger lie to their early claims of in-
nocence. We then look at what it means to say a “consensus” is established that cig-
arettes are killing large numbers of people, especially when powerful political forces
have been trying to create and sustain ignorance.

Part III explores how tobacco tycoons in the United States organized a global
conspiracy to hide the hazards of smoking. The conspiracy begins with a series of
meetings at the Plaza Hotel in Manhattan in December of 1953 and is perfected
through the establishment of bodies such as the Tobacco Industry Research Com-
mittee, which provided the industry with a “stable” of expertise and a facade through
which they could call for endlessly more research. We then turn to some of the meth-
ods used by the industry to maintain ignorance—including techniques deliberately
designed to keep the truth from its own labor force. Here we also open up the guts
of the cigarette itself, exploring the many different ways cigarettes are supposed to
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have been made safer, from “toasting,” “king sizing,” and mentholation to filters,
low tars, and lights—all of which are either frauds or follies. The point here is that
duplicity has been built into the cigarette itself: filters don’t really filter, for example,
and the holes punched into the mouth ends of nearly all modern cigarettes (aka “ven-
tilation”) give falsely low tar and nicotine readings when measured on standardized
smoking robots. We shall also see that “light” and “low tar” cigarettes turn out to be
no less lethal than the regulars sold half a century ago; indeed on a gram-per-gram
basis they are significantly more deadly. For all their talk of “improvements,” ciga-
rette manufacturers have really just managed to squeeze more death and disease
from any given gram of tobacco—and ever more money. The companies make about
a penny from each cigarette sold, and since one tobacco death results from every
million smoked, this means that a human life is worth about $10,000 to your aver-
age cigarette maker. The companies talk a lot about “choice,” and theirs is clearly
that they’d rather make $10,000 in profits than save the life of one of their customers.

Part IV proposes certain paths of redemption. I look at the history of filth in
cigarettes, from pesticides and flavorants to worm feces and insect parts. Radio-
active polonium is a focus, along with arsenic and cyanide. I argue that the mod-
ern cigarette is deeply defective and should not be sold or manufactured; I also ar-
gue, though, that people should be free to grow and smoke whatever they like, so
long as this is for personal use and does not contaminate others. Tobacco is not a
vice or a sign of weak moral fiber; it is just too dangerous to be made for sale. But
if people want to grow and cure their own for personal use, the state should have
no say in this. I also argue that even short of a ban there are simple steps that can
be taken by regulatory agencies to reduce the dangers of addiction, cancer, and
heart disease.

On a methodologic note: There is a vast historiography of tobacco, most of which
sings the praises of the golden leaf. Fortunately there is also a growing body of more
critical work, including Richard Kluger’s Ashes to Ashes (on Philip Morris) and Al-
lan Brandt’s Cigarette Century. The present text is different in taking more of a global
view (even if America remains the centerpiece) but also by virtue of being almost
entirely based on the industry’s formerly secret archives, now (and only recently)
available online in full-text searchable form. In this sense the book represents a new
kind of historiography: history based on optical character recognition, allowing a
rapid “combing” of the archives for historical gems (and fleas). Searching by opti-
cal character recognition works like a powerful magnet, allowing anyone with an
Internet connection to pull out rhetorical needles from large and formidable doc-
ument haystacks. (Try it—you need only go to http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu, and
enter whatever search term you might fancy.) The Internet posting of documents
in this form presents us with research opportunities that are largely unprobed. The
advantage is largely one of speed, but it also means that entirely new kinds of top-
ics can now be investigated—the history of single words or turns of phrase, for ex-

Prologue 9



ample. It is hard to say how this will transform historical writing, but we are likely
to find new paths opening up that we have not even imagined.

In addition to novel source access methods, this book differs from previous works
in its parting animus. Allan Brandt in his Cigarette Century writes that the tobacco
industry “is here to stay.” But we don’t have to be so fatalistic. There is nothing time-
less about cigarettes; they had a beginning and will have an end, as was true for lead
paint and asbestos insulation. I believe that the manufacture and sale of cigarettes
will eventually come to an end—and not just for health or even environmental rea-
sons. Cigarettes will be snuffed out because smokers themselves don’t like the fact
they smoke. Most smokers come to abhor their addiction and will be happy to have
help escaping from it.

So here are some key points, or “theses,” that I would like the reader to come to
appreciate in the course of reading this book:

1. Cigarettes are the deadliest artifacts in the history of human civilization. Most
of these deaths lie in the future.

2. Cigarettes are defective in the legal sense, meaning designed in such a way that
they end up killing far more people than they need to.

3. Cigarettes would kill far fewer people if manufacturers would simply raise the
pH (alkalinity) of cigarette smoke back up to 8 or above, making the resulting
smoke uninhalable.

4. Cigarettes would also kill fewer people if they were not designed to create and
sustain addiction. Tobacco addiction could be largely eliminated if cigarettes
were required by law to contain no more than one-tenth of one percent (by
weight) of nicotine—meaning content in the actual rod.

5. Cigarettes are environmentally unsustainable. Cigarettes are a significant cause
of resource depletion, fires, and global warming—not to mention poverty—
and these will likely prove a factor in their prohibition.

6. Cigarettes are not a recreational drug. Most smokers dislike the fact that they
smoke and regret having started. This means that many (if not most) smokers
will welcome their disappearance.

7. Commercial cigarette manufacturing should be abolished, but people should
be free to grow, cure, and smoke whatever kinds of substances they like, for
personal or noncommercial use.

8. Globally the point of “peak cigarettes” is already passed—albeit only in recent
years. That downhill slide will continue, until the cigarette exists only as a
curiosity and an object of distant memory of a more foolish time.
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A NOTE ON THE TITLE

I use the term holocaust with caution, primarily to draw attention to the magnitude
of the tobacco catastrophe. Obviously there are significant differences between the
murder of six million Jews at the hands of the Nazis and the sufferings of smokers.
In both instances, though, we face a calamity of epic proportions, with too many
willing to turn a blind eye, too many willing to let the horror unfold without in-
tervention. Apathy rules.

I should also note that there is a long history of using this term with reference
to cigarettes. Alan Blum in his 1985 Cigarette Underworld describes the tobacco toll
as a holocaust, following a 1971 report by Britain’s Royal College of Physicians de-
nouncing “the present holocaust—a reasonable word to describe the annual death
toll” from cigarettes. A Journal of the American Medical Association (JAMA) edito-
rial from 1986 deplored the “tobaccoism holocaust,” and Michael Rabinoff in his
2006 book, Ending the Tobacco Holocaust, highlights tobacco’s unparalleled carnage
while deploring complacency: “and yet we do nothing.” Similar expressions can be
found prior even to the Second World War, as when Max MacLevy in his 1916 To-
bacco Habit Easily Conquered pointed to news reports of “fresh holocausts on the
altar of the nicotine devil,” referring to the many lives lost from fires caused by cig-
arettes (the Triangle Shirtwaist conflagration in New York City, just to name one
example). The word holocaust means literally “total burning,” with the added im-
plication of catastrophe, malfeasance, and crimes against humanity. The death of
one innocent is sometimes said to be the death of all humanity—and there is great
truth in this—but the Holocaust also teaches us that ethics often has much to do
with scale. And for sheer magnitude, it would be hard to exaggerate the misery
caused by tobacco’s energetic merchants of death. In polite society we tend to trade
in euphemisms, but when the truth itself is outrageous, weak words can falsify the
realities of needless, outrageous sufferings.
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Introduction
Who Knew What and When?

Southern trees bear a strange fruit,
Blood on the leaves and blood at the root
Abel Meeropol, 1936

Pisgah Forest in North Carolina’s Transylvania County may seem like an odd place
for human health fortunes to have pivoted, but there’s something to be said for it.
Here in the fall of 1953 an experiment was conducted that would change how to-
bacco companies viewed the world, demonstrating to their apparent satisfaction
that cigarettes can cause cancer. The setting was the Ecusta Paper Corporation, the
nation’s leading supplier of rolling paper for the American tobacco industry. For
more than ten years the company had been churning out the thin white papers that,
when rolled into cylinders around chopped fermented tobacco leaf, got smoked in
the form of cigarettes. Cigarette paper wasn’t their only product: the company also
produced paper for Bibles and financial forms.1 Death and taxes in a Bible sand-
wich, good coverage, vertical integration.

Cigarette paper hasn’t gotten much attention in the recent tobacco wars, though
it is worth recalling that you can’t smoke a cigarette without also inhaling the soot,
tar, and gases released by burning paper. Unlike a pipe or a cigar. Today we know
to blame the tobacco for the lion’s share of cancers—thanks in part to Ecusta’s ex-
periments—but there was a time in the 1940s and early 1950s when some people
blamed a pesticide (such as arsenic) sprayed on the leaf, or a chemical agent used
in its manufacture, or the stems and ribs increasingly used from the leaf, or vapors
released by lighters or safety matches, or outgassings from the burning paper. People
didn’t seem to be falling ill so much from smoking pipes and cigars—and clearly
there weren’t so many cancers of the lung in former years, when cigarettes had not
yet come into fashion. What was causing this epidemic of malignancies? And if it
was the tobacco, or its method of preparation, or even the paper, what could be done
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to stop it? Was there a poison that could be identified and eliminated, giving to-
bacco a clean bill of health? Could cigarettes be made safe?2

KNOWLED GE, LIKE IGNORANCE, HAS A GEO GRAPHY

A great deal of attention has been given to when the tobacco industry could have—
or at least should have—known that smoking was killing people. The question has
become of substantial legal interest, given the many recent lawsuits in which the
timing of such events takes center stage. Historians are being asked to testify to
whether the industry acted properly in the 1950s, 1960s, 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s,
when the Tobacco Institute, the Council for Tobacco Research, and other industry
bodies routinely dismissed claims that cigarettes could cause cancer or any other
malady. Historians are being asked to judge at what point it is reasonable to talk
about a “consensus” or “state of the art” regarding knowledge of such hazards and
by what time it was no longer legitimate to ignore or dismiss such hazards.3

These are not trivial questions, and it is often not even possible to say when a
particular body of evidence becomes convincing or “indisputable” without also ask-
ing, Convincing for whom? And to what level of certainty? Our answers will de-
pend on the community whose knowledge pulse we are taking, and we shouldn’t
be surprised if discoveries are received differently in different parts of “the” scien-
tific community—whose homogeneity is easy to exaggerate. Methods are not al-
ways uniformly appreciated, and different disciplinary communities can have very
different prejudices or investments. Why should we expect new scientific findings
to permeate every discipline at precisely the same rate? The presumption of a sin-
gular and well-defined state of the art is an ahistorical construct lawyers have to
deal with, as part of their job of dividing the world into tidy packages of innocence
and guilt. The law is more digital than analog, with nuance often the first casualty.

Judged from a historical distance, it makes sense that there must have been a
time when the tobacco men didn’t know (or believe) that cigarettes could cause can-
cer. There must also have been a point by which they had come to recognize this
fact, by which time we are justified in characterizing their protestations of igno-
rance (as in “We need more research”) as negligent or even duplicitous. How and
when did this change take place? When did the industry recognize the reality of to-
bacco hazards? When did they start lying?4

One way to approach such questions is to distinguish between public claims and
private communications, with the former represented by, say, press releases and the
latter by the millions of internal industry documents divulged in the course of lit-
igation, most of which are now available online at http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu. This
is an unparalleled historical archive—indeed a treasure—that scholars have only
just begun to explore and from which we get a good sense of the changing status
of knowledge within the industry (see the box on page 15).
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The “Secret Documents”
Much of what we know about the internal operations of the tobacco industry comes
from documents released in the course of litigation. Documents of this sort have
been produced since the first health-based trials against the industry in the 1950s,
but the floodgates didn’t really open until the late 1980s, when attorneys for Rose
Cipollone forced thousands of formerly secret archives into the open. Whistle-
blowers such as Merrell Williams, a paralegal working for Brown & Williamson
lawyers, would later smuggle out documents revealing a complex history of tar-
geting children, manipulating nicotine, and conspiring to defraud, but this was
only the tip of a much larger iceberg.

The industry tried to keep such documents sealed under court order, but as
early as 1981 a body of documents subpoenaed by the Federal Trade Commission
was leaked to the press, including the notorious “doubt is our product” memo from
1969. In 1998, as part of the Master Settlement Agreement with the attorneys gen-
eral of forty-seven states, the accumulated documents—especially an enormous
treasure trove acquired in the discovery phase of Minnesota et al. v. Philip Morris
et al.—were released to the public. (The release had been worked out earlier un-
der the terms of a settlement with the state of Minnesota.) The industry was forced
to pay for the establishment and maintenance of a website posting these documents,
which by the year 2000 consisted of about 44 million pages—and today consists
of over 70 million pages, following addition of documents from BAT’s Guildford
depository in the United Kingdom.

Now accessible at http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu, the Legacy Tobacco Documents
Library is the largest business archive in the world. Most documents are full-text
searchable, and searches for terms like “cancer” or “nicotine” turn up hundreds of
thousands of documents. Searches for terms like “baseball” or “sports” yield many
thousands of hits. Optical character recognition was introduced in 2007, which
means you can now search for expressions like “please destroy” or “subjects to be
avoided,” with options to order the documents by date or by size; one can limit
one’s search to documents from a particular company or a particular year or
author or a particular document type (consumer letters, for example). Full-text
searchability means you can probe the rhetorical microstructure of the archives;
the expression “need more research,” for example, yields 666 documents, and there
are hits for terms like “Nazis” and “Negroes” and “zealot.” Some famous public
health books are found complete in the industry’s files, so it is possible to search
the complete text of, say, Glantz et al.’s Cigarette Papers simply by going to Bates
524540205–0662.

The secret documents have helped spark additional lawsuits against the in-
dustry. Computer technology has also helped level the legal playing field to a cer-
tain extent: companies with deep pockets used to be able to respond to discovery
demands by flooding plaintiffs with unwieldy dumps of documents (known as “pa-
pering”), drowning the recipient in paper. That strategy backfired with the rise of
the Internet, however, since most of these documents can now be searched by any-



Publicly, the industry is notorious for having refused, time and again, to admit
the health hazards of cigarettes—until the final years of the twentieth century. As
late as 1994 the CEOs of the nation’s seven leading manufacturers—the “Seven
Dwarfs”—all stood up before the U.S. Congress and swore they did not believe that
cigarettes caused cancer or were addictive. Then again, in 1998, Philip Morris CEO
Geoffrey Bible testified under oath, “I do not believe that cigarette smoking causes
cancer.” Bible conceded a “possible risk” but not a “proven cause,” the distinction
lying in a kind of legal having-it-both-ways: an admission strong enough to ward
off accusations of having failed to warn, yet weak enough to exculpate from charges
of having marketed a deadly product.5

Privately, however, the companies were already discussing tobacco as a poten-
tial carcinogen by the 1940s. Industry scientists were keenly interested in the evi-
dence starting to show that smoking could cause cancer and took limited steps to
identify and remove whatever offending agents could be found in cigarettes. The
goal for a time (beginning already in the 1930s) was to create a “safe” or at least a
“safer” cigarette—though this was rarely expressed in public, given the reluctance to
admit that tobacco was at all unsafe. And once the decision had been made to deny
all evidence of harms—in 1953—it was difficult (for legal reasons) to stray very far
from this path. Management must have known that the sordid admissions would
eventually have to be made, but the hope was that this could be delayed into the in-
definite future, into someone else’s watch. It’s as if they were operating a gigantic—
and deadly—oncologic Ponzi scheme.

So when did the industry realize it was killing people? That turns out to depend
on what you mean by “the industry.” Even if we restrict our attention to manufac-
turers in the United States, it is difficult to establish a uniform time scale for the ac-
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one with an Internet connection. The industry built in a clause requiring the doc-
uments to disappear after 2012, but Federal Judge Gladys Kessler in 2006 extended
the life of these archives to 2021 as part of her ruling in USA v. Philip Morris, where
the industry was found to have violated the federal Racketeer Influenced and Cor-
rupt Organizations (RICO) Act.

Historians have only just begun to work through these archives. They should
not be regarded as complete, however. Many documents have been destroyed, and
many of the most sensitive have been held back on grounds of attorney-client priv-
ilege. Hundreds of thousands of documents remain hidden from view, and those
that we do possess—though they number in the millions—should be regarded as
faint traces of the trail left by the industry. We are truly looking through a very
small keyhole into a very large room, but only one of many in the industry’s se-
cret mansions.



ceptance or recognition of hazards, since we are talking about large and complex
organizations with tens of thousands of employees. Did tobacco growers know as
early as the chemists employed in the industry’s research laboratories? (Surely not.)
What about the workers mixing the flavorants, or the lawyers guarding against law-
suits, or the CEOs running the show?

The tobacco men eventually came to speak with a single voice, but this required
painstaking planning by some of the best brains of American hucksterism. Coor-
dination was not without certain risks, of course, since the industry had been reel-
ing from charges of collusion since 1911, when “Buck” Duke’s American Tobacco
empire was broken up through exercise of the Sherman Anti-Trust Act.6 Even after
dismemberment the companies had to ward off charges of illegitimate consort—
there are examples from the 1930s and 1940s—and the perennial threat of regula-
tion. This was a clear and present danger into the 1950s, and the stakes must have
been high for the companies to risk yet another charge of collusion, as they did on
December 14, 1953, when CEOs from the nation’s leading tobacco makers met at
the Plaza Hotel in Manhattan to plan a response to escalating publicity of a ciga-
rette–cancer link. Paul M. Hahn, president of the American Tobacco Company, had
organized the meeting, knowing that the industry could well be fighting for its life.
And it was here, with the aid of the public relations firm Hill & Knowlton, that the
industry decided to launch its infamous “Not Yet Proven” campaign of distraction,
false reassurance, and manufactured ignorance.7

We also have to recognize, though, that smoking causes myriad different kinds
of disease and that evidence for these various links comes at different points in
time. Attention is often focused on cancer, but that is partly for legal reasons, hav-
ing to do with the fact that it is easier to litigate a relatively monocausal disease
(like lung cancer) than a malady with varied and diverse causes (such as heart dis-
ease). Tobacco kills more people via cardiac arrest, but since a higher fraction of
all lung cancers are traceable to smoking, it is easier to win a legal case on the can-
cer front than on the (messier) field of the cardiovascular. Ninety percent of all
lung cancers are caused by smoking, compared with only about a third of all heart
attacks. This also seems to have influenced tobacco historiography; there is much
more written about tobacco cancer than tobacco heart disease. Or emphysema or
chronic bronchitis.

The lung cancer focus, though, is not unjustified. Smoking causes many other
kinds of tumors—lip, throat, esophagus, tongue, gums, jaw, even bladder and female
breast8—but pulmonary malignancies are the quintessential calling card of smokers,
killing about 160,000 Americans every year and more than ten times this globally.

So when was it realized that smoking causes lung cancer? The question is de-
ceptively complex, and our answer will depend on what stage in the process of med-
ical discovery we want to highlight. So we can talk about
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the first hypothesis of such a link (1898, by Rottmann in Germany);
the first textbook mention of such a link (1912, by Adler in the United States);
the first statistical evidence (1929, by Lickint in Germany);
the first chemical identification of carcinogens in smoke (1930s, by Roffo

in Argentina);
the first animal experimental evidence (1930s, by Roffo);
the first case-control epidemiology (1939, by Müller in Germany);
the first cohort studies (1952–54, by Doll and Hill in England and by Hammond

and Horn in the United States);
the first experimental pathology at autopsy (1955, by Auerbach in the United

States);
the first tumor-location exposure correlations (1957, by Hilding in the United

States);
the first consensus reports by public health agencies, medical editors, and blue-

ribbon committees (1950s–1960s in Britain, the United States, and many
other nations); and so forth.

All of this must be qualified, however, by recognizing certain ambiguities when we
talk about “firsts.” Galileo, using his improved telescope, was apparently the first to
find craters on the moon and rings around Saturn, but how do we talk about dis-
coveries where there is less of a distinct “Eureka!” moment, or where the meanings
of words are shifting? Who first discovered that nicotine is addictive, for example?
Concepts of addiction have changed over time, along with the nuances and emo-
tions attached to that term.9 Was Christopher Columbus aware of addiction when
he complained about his men being reluctant to give up their newfound habit? Did
Native Americans have any concept of addiction centuries before the golden leaf
spread to Europe?

There is also the question of how and when a “discovery” is accepted by some
larger community of scholars. Galileo clearly deserves credit for discovering moun-
tains on the moon, the phases of Venus, and moons around Jupiter, but how long
did it take for his colleagues to accept these as incontrovertible facts? And whom
should we consider in coming to such a judgment? All scholars? All natural philoso-
phers? All astronomers? What about astrologers—which would include Galileo
himself—or physicians or the noblemen and noblewomen of the courts for whom
he was working?

We often talk about when a discovery is made, but it is also important to talk
about where it is made and its fate once found. Knowledge is like a plant that sprouts
and can either grow and spread or wither and die; there is never any guarantee it
will flourish and always the danger of being choked off or destroyed by pests and
deprivations. Or we can use the analogy of a viscous fluid: knowledge flows from
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one community into another, and some nooks and crannies will take longer than
others to fill—especially when “interested” parties obstruct the flow. Knowledge has
this complex fluid dynamics, and obstacles will often impede its spread.

Crucial, therefore, is how knowledge ebbs and flows in different communities.
Lawyers like to talk about the “state of the art,” but it is misleading to consider this
only in the singular. “States” of the art will change over time, as will levels of expertise
in different parts of the world. Physicians in modern Greece have been embarrass-
ingly slow to appreciate the lung cancer hazard, for example, but even where the
reception was relatively fast, as in Nazi Germany or postwar Britain, different med-
ical specialties were unevenly prepared to acknowledge the discovery. Epidemiol-
ogists were generally quick to come on board, whereas pathologists and pharma-
cologists seem to have been slower. Think also about the knowledge expressed in
different media—in corporate memos versus articles published in academic jour-
nals, for example, or in popular magazines and etiquette guides versus medical text-
books and governmental reports.10 Or the messages delivered by consumer advo-
cacy groups or in cigarette ads or the industry’s films shown in schools. This is
irregular terrain, and surveyors will not find it easy to identify a well-defined time
at which “the” tobacco hazard was recognized. Cancers of the lips and mouth were
recognized before cancers of the lung, and recognition of the heart disease link came
even later. Crucial to our inquiry is, therefore, recognized by whom (and why) and
denied by whom (and for what reasons)?

If we use the language of consensus, for example, we can distinguish a “scien-
tific” from an “administrative-bureaucratic” consensus on, say, when the lung can-
cer link was established, recognizing that the science was secure (in the 1940s and
1950s) before governmental panjandrums gave it their seal of approval (in the 1950s
and 1960s). And both of these can be distinguished from popular understanding,
or what some lawyers like to call “common knowledge,” meaning broad public (ma-
jority?) acceptance by ordinary people that tobacco can kill, which doesn’t begin to
emerge in the United States until the 1970s and 1980s.

Even so, we have to realize that millions of people still cannot be considered ter-
ribly knowledgeable in this realm. How many people know that tobacco is a major
cause of blindness, baldness, and bladder cancer, not to mention ankle fractures,
cataracts, early onset menopause, ectopic pregnancy, spontaneous abortion, and
erectile dysfunction? How many know that smoking in Hollywood films causes hun-
dreds of thousands of Americans to take up the habit every year? Or that filters re-
lease plasticizers into the lungs of smokers? Or that hookah—the water pipe rage
on today’s college campuses—is no safer than cigarettes?11

Efforts have been made to quantify our ignorance. In 1989 the U.S. Surgeon Gen-
eral reported a residue of about 15 percent of all adult Americans still unconvinced
of major health harms from smoking.12 We shall probe this more deeply in Part III,
but here let me simply note that much depends on the language used to ask such
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questions. As early as the 1950s a majority of Americans were “aware”—had
“heard”—that smoking might cause cancer; far fewer, though, were convinced. In
January 2007 I asked the freshmen in my World History of Science class at Stan-
ford if they were “convinced” that smoking is “the major cause of lung cancer.”
Ninety-one said “yes,” but forty-four said either “no” or “don’t know.” These were
bright young scholars, most of whom had hopes for a career in science or engi-
neering, and it is striking that nearly a third were unconvinced of this crucial fact,
arguably the most important in the entire realm of public health.

Complicating this “common knowledge” business is the fact that many smok-
ers suffer from mental disabilities of one sort or another. Estimates differ on the
precise fraction, but a 2004 review in the New England Journal of Medicine reported
that people with a diagnosable mental illness are about twice as likely to smoke as
people without such a disorder, and more than two-thirds of Americans undergo-
ing treatment for substance abuse are also tobacco dependent. Schizophrenics are
about three times as likely to smoke as people in the general population, with smok-
ing rates an astonishing 60 to 80 percent or even higher. There is some evidence
even that the industry targets the mentally ill—through Project Scum, for exam-
ple, a 1996 plan to market Camel cigarettes to San Francisco “head shops” and “street
people.” (What kind of business refers to its customers as “scum”?) Tobacco addic-
tion afflicts an estimated 55 to 80 percent of all U.S. alcoholics, epitomized by the
fact that both of the founders of Alcoholics Anonymous died from smoking-in-
duced disease.13

The truth is that most people do not know much about what goes into cigarettes
or the extent to which the industry has been fooling them. I have studied these com-
panies for decades and still have to rub my eyes from time to time, marveling at
some new revelation of malfeasance or chicanery.

We also have to recognize, though, that even when talking privately among them-
selves, the industry’s advocates may not be expressing themselves with entire can-
dor. Opinions expressed in the industry’s documents cannot always be taken at face
value, since some are written as if someone were looking over the author’s shoul-
der, with the intended audience being a judge or jury in some future lawsuit. To-
bacco talk often has this “eavescasting” aspect14—the kind of speech President
Richard Nixon used when conferring with his cabinet about Watergate, postulat-
ing some devious course of action that he would then pause to qualify by saying,
“But it would be wrong,” knowing there were tapes of all this to which others might
one day listen.

Medical speech often has an interestingly opposite problem: discoveries may be
cloaked in ambiguities, through artless prose or rhetorical conservatism. Medical
research papers are often written using a kind of ethic of understatement—the per-
suasive force of modesty—reflecting a desire to establish minimal baseline mea-
sures for some known toxic hazard. No one can honestly accuse a Surgeon Gen-
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eral’s report of virtuosity or overstatement, but understated rhetoric of this sort is
often exploited by the industry in court, where cautious estimates of the magnitude
of a particular hazard—say, in a 1950s published scientific paper—are used to de-
fend the polluter’s stance of “not yet proven.”

ISL ANDS OF D OUBT

When did scientists in the industry’s laboratories learn about tobacco hazards? We
shall see in a later chapter that this is territory often ignored by the historians hired
to make the industry’s case in court; they want us to focus more on medical doubts
and “common knowledge,” with the industry itself reduced to a vanishing observer
on the sidelines. They want us to focus on popular knowledge of harms and weak-
nesses in the science nailing down the harms. The strategy has been to put the plain-
tiffs or even the plaintiffs’ experts on trial, blaming the victim and those who would
come to their assistance.

Of course in the courts, with their oddly narrowed scope, the requirement is for
a certain simplification. Complexity is not always welcome, given the binary nature
of innocence or guilt. Complexity can even become partisan, insofar as it is used
as a smokescreen to distort large trends or simple truths. Courts often talk about a
“standard of care” or “state of the art” at some particular point in time, but these
are procrustean legal categories that do not always fit with how scientific facts are
actually established. The presumption is that there is a certain body of knowledge
accepted in some relevant community. But the reality is that islands of stable doubt
can thrive and flourish, along with competing research traditions and communi-
ties of principled dissent or disinterest, especially on questions involving political
controversy—such as what to do about cigarettes.

This can make it difficult to identify a noncontroversial community of expert-
ise—especially if powerful economic forces have been working to magnify or man-
ufacture dissent. In such cases it may be hard to fix a well-defined moment when
a particular discovery became “state of the art.” That may even be beside the point,
if the question is whether the industry has been lying. We need to learn to think
not just about common knowledge and the state of the art but also about common
ignorance and the state of the deception. And how both of these can influence pop-
ular or even scholarly understanding.

We also need to think more about the forces operating to influence what people
don’t know about cigarettes. Crucial to the companies’ defense in court has been a
certain self-effacement; they’d like us to think they have never been more than a
dumb instrument for extruding product. This allows them to represent themselves
as a trivial link in the carcinogenic causal chain, so that nothing they ever did shaped
expert or popular opinion—or people’s desire to smoke. Recall that for decades it
was their contention that while everyone has always known that tobacco is bad for
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you (“universal awareness”), no one has ever been able to prove it (“open contro-
versy”). For decades these have been the twin pillars of the cartel’s legal stance: every-
one knew, but no one had proof. The industry by this account was simply being
cautious in taking its “not yet proven” position: we needed to get to the bottom of
this controversy and didn’t want to rush to judgment; we owed it to those poor souls
who suffer from this terrible scourge (cancer) to move cautiously and carefully, with-
out the emotional hysteria of anti-tobacco zealots.15

Big Tobacco’s manipulation of both public and expert knowledge is the stuff of
legends. Among its tricks are a dizzying array of ways to cast doubt on the relevant
science. Journalists have been hired to publish industry-friendly articles, and sci-
entists have been bankrolled to research industry-friendly topics. Industry-financed
articles have appeared without proper disclosure in peer-reviewed journals, and
there are instances where company agents have ghostwritten articles that later ap-
peared in published form. Popular science magazines have been founded by the in-
dustry,16 along with technical journals of various sorts. Scientific congresses have
been organized and new fields of (decoy and distraction) research opened up. Re-
search has been suppressed, slanted, and skewed—with deadly consequences. More
often, though, the industry funded sound, basic research only marginally related
to “smoking and health,” just to be able to say, “We are on top of this. We are tak-
ing it seriously.” Research was funded that was not likely to come to any kind of in-
convenient truths, allowing the industry to be able to say, “See how hard we have
looked and how little we have found!” The move is an authoritarian one, with dol-
lars thrown to science for the prestige rub-off: “Trust us, we’re the experts.”

END GAME

Of course, much more is at stake than just “who knew what when”; we also have to
come to grips with “what should be done?” The pages that follow, I am hoping, will
convince any fair-minded reader that we have not done nearly enough to stop this,
the deadliest of scourges, now spreading across the globe. We cannot rest with treat-
ing the cigarette as a problem of notification, or “information,” or labeling (even if
graphic), and the like. Forcing smokers into refugia (think airports) is also only an
interim solution. Tobacco is not like wine but is rather more like smallpox or heroin.
Tobacco manufacturers are vectors spreading the world’s worst communicable dis-
ease (by numbers afflicted) and the most commonly abused drug. And we are talk-
ing about not just a health catastrophe but also a cause of global poverty and a threat
to environmental health and to scientific integrity. Stronger steps need to be taken
not just to stop its consumption but (more important) also to stop its production.
Smokers are addicted, and we cannot place all the burden of choice on their shoul-
ders alone. Cigarette makers make cigarettes because there is money to be made
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thereby, and we need to start thinking about how to channel those productive en-
ergies into less lethal pursuits.17

But first, how did we come into this world, where every day a billion people will
inhale soot and tar from a burning chemicalized leaf and find it too painful to give
up? To fully grasp this oddity, we have to know a bit about the tobacco plant, its
history and chemistry, and the means by which it is turned into cigarettes. We have
to understand its social and symbolic significance and its service to governments
as a cash cow. We have to understand the vast scope and impact of cigarette mar-
keting and how the propaganda engines of the industry keep smoking afloat—
generating ignorance, naturalizing smoking, making it all seem banal and ordinary,
something we just have to accept. How did it all get going?
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A Most Feared Document
Claude E. Teague’s 1953 “Survey of Cancer Research”

Certain scientists and medical authorities have claimed for many years that
the use of tobacco contributes to cancer development in susceptible people.
Just enough evidence has been presented to justify the possibility of such a
presumption.
Harris Parmele, Director of Research, Lorillard Tobacco, 1946

Most American tobacco trials in recent years have pivoted around two questions:
How early did the tobacco industry know that its products were killing people? And
how much did ordinary smokers know about the hazards of their habit?

The two questions are interestingly opposite in their legal implications, since the
industry ideally wants us to believe that while popular knowledge of tobacco’s haz-
ards goes back centuries, scientific knowledge has emerged only rather recently. The
distinction between popular and scientific knowledge has become a cornerstone of
the industry’s defense, with the point being that smokers must shoulder the blame
for whatever maladies they have suffered. “Everyone knew” means that people only
have themselves to blame (for smoking), while the “absence of proof ” means that
the companies acted responsibly in refusing to acknowledge hazards. Everyone
knew, but no one had proof. Defense experts testify either to long-standing “com-
mon knowledge” or to a very late “state of the art.” Historians have been brought in
to testify to both prongs of this fork, which in many respects is an industry construct.

Cigarette makers have used other arguments in their defense, however. Promi-
nent among these has been the claim that while statistical evidence is always sus-
pect, experimental evidence is more solid. The conjoining argument is that the “case”
against tobacco in the 1950s or even later was based on little more than statistics
and that a higher standard of proof was needed. “Higher standard” usually meant
experimental proof: you force animals to smoke, or rub tobacco tars into their skins,
and see if they get cancer. The companies put forward this argument in the 1950s
to dismiss evidence of hazards; they put forth similar arguments today to exculpate
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their actions in legal retrospect. Laboratory evidence, we are told, is the “gold stan-
dard” of causation, which is why the companies were right to question the epi-
demiology and prudent in their reluctance to acknowledge proof. The claim is some-
times even made that it would have been irresponsible to warn before all the
evidence was in. Experiments also offered a certain plausible deniability, given that
they are generally speaking idealizations. The argument could therefore always be
made that any given demonstration was “unrealistic” by virtue of being on the wrong
animal, at the wrong dose, via the wrong route of exposure, using the wrong sub-
stance. These were common industry refrains in the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s and
reappear even today in efforts to re-spin the history of tobacco science. The lawyers
responsible for helping Claude Teague prepare for his 1990 deposition had some-
thing like this in mind when they stressed that his use of terms such as carcinogen
be “put in context (species, dose, time, tissue).” Exculpation via contextualization,
a common industry defense against embarrassing documents.1

Recognizing this premium on laboratory experimentation helps us understand
the industry’s strong reaction to Wynder, Graham, and Croninger’s paper showing
that tars extracted from tobacco smoke could induce cancers when painted on the
skins of mice.2 The article was published in the December 1953 issue of Cancer Re-
search and became a key stimulus in the industry’s decision to launch a public re-
lations campaign to exonerate tobacco from the charge of causing cancer.

The story is actually more complicated, however, since there wasn’t much new
in Wynder et al.’s article that the companies didn’t already know. Wynder had been
presenting his results for more than a year with a certain measure of press cover-
age: an abstract of his experimental work was delivered in April of 1953 at the an-
nual meeting of the American Association for Cancer Research,3 for example, and
preliminary results had been revealed even earlier—in November of 1952—in a pa-
per he had presented at the National Academy of Sciences in Washington, D.C., ti-
tled “Cigarette Smoking and Cancer of the Lung.” Wynder here announced that “in
cases of cancer of the lung there is almost always a history of excessive cigarette
smoking”—but also that he had recently obtained “direct evidence that tar obtained
from cigarette smoke will produce cancer experimentally when painted on the skin
of mice.” Cigarette makers were paying close attention: shortly after his 1952 pres-
entation, the American Tobacco Company received a copy of Wynder’s paper from
Dr. E. E. Clayton, a pathologist at the USDA’s Tobacco Division, along with a “confi-
dential copy” of a letter from Wynder to Cornelius Rhoads explaining Wynder’s
plans to publish his data.4

By the end of 1952, then, the world’s largest tobacco company knew what was
coming. How did they respond? The hiring of Hill & Knowlton and the formation
of the TIRC and publication of the “Frank Statement” are well known—and we shall
explore these, too, in a moment—but there are earlier reactions that warrant an ac-
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counting. The one I want to talk about first is a document prepared by a young R. J.
Reynolds chemist, Claude E. Teague Jr., shortly after Wynder’s November 1952
speech and a good nine months prior to his explosive publication in Cancer Re-
search. Teague’s “Survey of Cancer Research,” dated February 2, 1953, is the most
comprehensive summary of experimental tobacco cancer research prior to Wyn-
der’s; it was never published, however, and would surface only in legal proceedings
in the 1990s, where it was introduced as evidence of the industry’s early knowledge
of the reality of tobacco hazards. And for good reason.

A GROWING SUSPICION

Claude Teague earned his Ph.D. in chemistry in 1950 from the University of North
Carolina, where he graduated with a dissertation on heterocyclic fluorine/nitrogen
compounds. Two years later, following a brief stint at American Viscose (then a
rayon plant and now an EPA Superfund site), he landed a job as a bench chemist
with Reynolds, where he was put to work synthesizing Turkish tobacco flavors. This
was a time of growing concerns about harms from smoking, and Reynolds had been
expanding its R&D capacity to deal with the new threat. As a 1990 industry docu-
ment put it, the expansion transformed Reynolds’s research headquarters from
“what was essentially a flavoring laboratory to a full scale research organization.”
Industry officials were worried about the publicity being given to the growing flood
of epidemiological studies, but they also knew that papers based on sophisticated
experimental methods were in the works. Roy Norr in his widely read 1952 Reader’s
Digest provocation, “Cancer by the Carton,” had cited Wynder and Graham’s 1950
conclusion that smoking was “an important factor” in the induction of bronchio-
genic carcinoma; publicity was also being given to Alton Ochsner’s prediction of a
“frightening” number of lung cancers in store for Americans in consequence of the
rapid growth of tobacco use. It was in this context that Teague was asked to pre-
pare a review of the cancer–cigarette question for the company.5

Teague’s “Survey of Cancer Research” presents a state-of-the-art review of ex-
perimental tobacco/cancer research. The document is broad in scope, covering ex-
periments from Anton Brosch’s in 1900 through Angel H. Roffo’s in the 1930s and
1940s. Teague’s reason for writing was simple: “Because of the possible connection
between tobacco smoking and cancer of the respiratory system it is well for man-
ufacturers of tobacco products to be aware of past and present cancer research.” And
the picture he paints is not a pretty one.

The recent rate of increase of cancer of the respiratory system rather closely parallels
the recent introduction and rate of increase of cigarette consumption, and this, to-
gether with the fact that until very recently the vast majority of cigarette smokers have
been men, has raised a very considerable question. There appears to be a growing sus-
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picion, or even acceptance, among medical men and cancer researchers that the par-
allel increase in cigarette consumption and incidence of cancer of the respiratory sys-
tem is more than coincidence.6

One of the novelties of Teague’s survey was his detailed discussion of the car-
cinogenic compounds found in tars of various sorts. He reports at length on efforts
by Geoffrey M. Badger, an Australian organic chemist at the University of Glasgow,
to characterize how different chemical structures might be more or less likely to
cause cancer. Badger thought that most of the most “active” (i.e., carcinogenic) poly-
cyclic hydrocarbons seemed to be derivatives of phenanthrene; he also thought that
the introduction of methyl groups into benzanthracene and benzphenanthrene and
chrysene led to increased cancer activity, that alkyl groups other than methyl were
progressively less active as the number of carbon atoms in the chain increased, and
so forth. Teague pointed out that it was “reasonable to suppose that with increased
data and study will come a more precise understanding” of how cancer-causing po-
tencies change with changes in chemical structure.7

Teague reviewed a number of population studies conceding the reality of the in-
crease in cancer of the lung, noting in addition that “many writers” (fourteen ref-
erences are cited) had concluded that “smoking, and [in] particular cigarette smok-
ing, may be a causative factor in the induction of cancer of the respiratory system.”
Wynder and Graham’s famous 1950 paper is summarized, including their conclu-
sion that “excessive and prolonged use of tobacco, especially cigarettes, seems to be
an important factor in the induction of lung cancer.” Teague faithfully recites their
grim observations: the incidence of lung cancer was “considerably higher” among
heavy smokers compared to the general hospital population; 94 percent of male
patients with tumors in their lungs were cigarette smokers; lung cancer was rare in
nonsmokers; the growing practice of inhalation was probably a factor in the in-
creased incidence of the disease; there could be a time lag of ten years or more be-
tween cessation of smoking and first clinical symptoms; and several independent
studies had confirmed these results with a uniformity indicating strength in the link.
Teague also recorded his expectation that the American Cancer Society’s ongoing
multi-year prospective study (by E. Cuyler Hammond and Daniel Horn) would
“firmly establish or disprove the relation between tobacco smoking and cancer of
the respiratory system.” And so it did: Hammond by October of 1954 was able to
conclude that the case for smoking causing lung cancer had been proved “beyond
a reasonable doubt.”8

Teague then turned to animal tests, summarizing twenty-eight separate studies
from 1900 through 1942. Many of these had appeared in publications “not readily
available,” requiring him to consult abstracts or secondary references. Teague notes
certain deficiencies in this literature: some of the methods are poorly described,
and some studies don’t reveal the precise nature or source of the substances tested
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or what doses were used or how tumors were classified. He does, however, produce
a table of the results, listing the type of tobacco extract used, how it was applied and
for how long, and the kinds of cancers produced. His conclusion: the results of these
tests, though not always definitive in any given study, “would seem to indicate the
presence of carcinogens.”9

Teague’s “Survey of Cancer Research” is important in a number of different re-
spects. It is one of the broadest reviews of tobacco–cancer research up to that time,
covering research from twenty-two scientists in seven countries. His conclusion is
also remarkable, coming as it does from the research department of a major tobacco
company and echoing the language of Wynder and Graham: “The closely parallel
increase in cigarette smoking has led to the suspicion that tobacco smoking is an
important etiologic factor in the induction of primary cancer of the lung. Studies
of clinical data tend to confirm the relationship between heavy and prolonged to-
bacco smoking and incidence of cancer of the lung.” Teague also concluded that
animal experiments had indicated the “probable presence of carcinogenic agents”
in tobacco, though more work was needed to confirm this. He ended his review
with a series of recommendations, among them that his survey be supplemented
by “complete, detailed surveys of the individual topics covered above”; that the in-
dustry assemble files on pertinent literature; that “all tobacco additives, i.e. flavo-
rants and humectants, used by this company be examined carefully with respect to
their possible roles as carcinogens or carcinogen producing agents”; and that “man-
agement take cognizance of the problem and its implications to our industry, and
that positive research action be planned and initiated without delay.”10

BRILLIANT CAREER

Teague’s unpublished “Survey of Cancer Research” displays a far deeper apprecia-
tion of the tobacco–cancer link than what the industry was admitting to the out-
side world. In April of 1954 the Tobacco Industry Research Committee published
its first “white paper,” titled A Scientific Perspective on the Cigarette Controversy, cit-
ing only William McNally’s study from 1932 to claim that “only one tumor has been
obtained in the course of subjecting a large number of mice to the action of tobacco
tar, compared with the very high incidence of cancer in mice treated with coal tar.”
Tobacco was therefore “relatively unimportant in the causation of cancer.” Apart
from the “one tumor” found by McNally, none of the thirty-odd other studies re-
viewed by Teague are mentioned—not even the Wynder, Graham, and Croninger
paper of December 1953 that had caused the industry so much grief.

(The TIRC’s Scientific Perspective, I should note, was distributed widely: 176,800
copies were mailed to doctors, with another 15,000 going to members of the press
and thousands more to deans of medical schools, radio and TV commentators,
members of Congress, and other opinion makers. Press reports on the paper cited
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“authorities from the Damon Runyon Fund” as “refusing to accept as a fact any re-
lationship between smoking and lung cancer,” with no mention of the fact that the
Fund was receiving massive support from the tobacco industry, as we shall see in
a moment.)11

Given its sophistication, the tobacco industry likes to trivialize Teague’s “Sur-
vey.” In one of his trial depositions from the late 1990s Teague claimed not even to
remember having prepared the document, recalling only that he had probably
turned it over to Murray Senkus, director of chemical research at Reynolds and his
immediate supervisor. The industry’s official line has been that the survey was a
kind of private musing; the paper was just a “review of the literature” and emphat-
ically not a piece of original research.

Privately, though, the cigarette makers’ lawyers have conceded that Teague’s was
“the first comprehensive discussion of smoking and health to be prepared by an
RJRT scientist that was reviewed by at least some in upper management.” Since the
review was prepared at the request of the company’s director of research, Kenneth
H. Hoover, it would seem reasonable to assume that he, too, must have seen it.
Teague himself in an interview of May 3, 1985, recalled his paper also being seen
by John C. Whitaker, president and (later) chairman of the board of the company.
We also know that it “caused concern” for Henry Ramm, Reynolds’s powerful gen-
eral counsel. A brief by attorneys working for the company reveals that “an effort
was made by the Law Department to recall all copies.” Ramm was later named chair
of the industry’s powerful Policy Committee of Lawyers—also known as the Com-
mittee of Counsel or Legal Committee—a body responsible for “the high policy of
the industry on all smoking and health matters.”12

And Teague himself went on to a brilliant career at Reynolds. From his original
position as research chemist, he rose to Director of Chemical Research (1959–69),
Assistant Director of Research (1970–77), and Director of Corporate Research (in
1978), before retiring in the late 1980s as Director of R&D Administration, with
responsibilities for “personnel, finance, facilities, security, report writing, planning,”
and even some agricultural research. Teague played a key role in deciphering the
chemical innovations that had led to Marlboro’s success in the 1960s and 1970s—
the use of ammoniated tobacco sheet to freebase cigarette smoke, for example; he
also began Reynolds’s practice of drafting long-range planning documents, push-
ing for the company to emulate Philip Morris in this regard. We also know some-
thing about his views regarding nicotine addiction and youth smoking. In lawyerly
circles Teague is notorious for his 1972 memo characterizing the tobacco industry
as a “specialized, highly ritualized and stylized segment of the pharmaceutical in-
dustry”; he is also known for his 1973 use of terms such as pre-smokers and learn-
ers while discussing how his company could recapture (from Marlboro) the youth
market. Teague knew that few smokers actually liked their habit and that most
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wanted to quit; a 1982 memo has him declaring that “most of our customers would
do without if they could,” absent the disabling grip of addiction.13

Teague’s 1953 “Survey” shows that a fair review of animal experimental evidence,
intended purely for internal industry use, compiled prior even to Wynder et al.’s
publication later that year, revealed strong evidence of a tobacco–cancer link. To-
bacco industry officials would later deny much of what Teague had found—that to-
bacco contained carcinogens, that clinical studies had confirmed a causal link, and
so forth. Reynolds scientists were actually proud of having found benzpyrene and
nitrosamines in tobacco smoke (in 1954)—along with cholanthrene and several
other polycyclic hydrocarbons—but were never allowed to publish or publicly dis-
cuss these findings. Teague himself as early as 1955 had proposed a method by which
carcinogens could be eliminated from tobacco smoke, conceding “strong indica-
tions” that polynuclear hydrocarbons were “the active carcinogens.” Topics such as
these were always kept closely guarded within the companies. A 1971 memo from
one of Reynolds’s most powerful chemists noted that while company researchers
were encouraged to publish on innocuous topics, papers on “polycyclic hydrocar-
bons, hydrogen cyanide, carbon monoxide and similar materials” were not to be
submitted for publication. Alan Rodgman a decade previously had confessed that
while Reynolds had done a great deal to document the existence of carcinogens in
cigarette smoke, none of this had been published because it dealt with the taboo
topic of “carcinogenic or cocarcinogenic compounds.”14

AN HONEST D OUBTER?

A company man to the end, Teague always upheld the industry’s line that there were
“doubts” about the reality of tobacco hazards. But was he himself an honest doubter?
One clue comes from an invention he conceived shortly after finishing work on his
“Survey.” On December 17, 1953, Teague filed a “Disclosure of Invention” with his
superiors, announcing his idea for a new kind of filter tip, designed to darken ar-
tificially as a cigarette was smoked. Teague had noticed that people like to see their
filters turn brown as they puff away, believing this to be “a criterion of filter effi-
ciency.” Teague therefore proposed adding chemicals to filter stuffings that would
“undergo color change to a dark color, preferably brown,” when exposed to smoke.
Teague noted that while such a device would have “little or no effect on the actual
efficiency of the filter,” its advertising and sales advantages would be “obvious.” Ten
years later Philip Morris scientists were still claiming that “the illusion of filtration”
was as important as “the fact of filtration.”15

Illusions have always been vital for the sellers of cigarettes; this is a world where
grim ends are masked by cowboys and romance and fresh mountain streams. The
industry always needs to rescue its appearance, which is why such care has been
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taken to renarrate the tobacco past, to re-create an exculpatory history. Teague’s “Sur-
vey of Cancer Research” has been subjected to a great deal of image management
since its discovery in the 1990s. The document was first divulged in the discovery
process for Minnesota v. Philip Morris, the 1997–98 case that forced millions of com-
pany documents into the open. And ever since, tobacco attorneys have had to try
to explain away Teague’s “Survey”—as a private musing, a review of no consequence,
a one-off nothing we should not take seriously.

Teague himself was still alive when his “Survey” finally came to light, permit-
ting lawyers for the plaintiffs to interrogate him about his text. And so for four days
in July of 1997 he responded to questions about his life at Reynolds, including how
and why he came to draft the document. In five hundred pages of testimony we find
the seventy-two-year old Teague making claims that stretch the reader’s credulity.
Teague claimed not even to remember his “Survey,” for example, when we know it
was a key focus of his deposition preparation. The deposition reads as an exercise
in professed incompetence: Teague says he drafted the document only because he
had spare time on his hands; his department had moved into a new laboratory space
with drainage problems, and the survey was just a make-work project to kill time.
Teague calls his review unoriginal and inconsequential, and we are led to think of
it as a kind of accidental scribble. Here is how he tries to make it go away, when
probed by the plaintiff ’s attorney, Daniel A. O’Fallon:

Q: You did what you considered to be an acceptable job; right?
A: Exactly.
Q: And presumably what your supervisors considered to be an acceptable job as well;

right? They advanced you to eventually become the assistant director of the re-
search department—?

A: They maybe promoted me to my highest level of incompetency. Are you familiar
with the Peter principle?

Q: In any event, you, as one of R. J. Reynolds’ researchers with a Ph.D., concluded that,
based on what you saw, the substances derived from tobacco had some degree of
carcinogenic activity; right?

A: Well, I would—my degree was in chemistry. I have no training, zero, zip. I think
I took one course in zoology in college and hated it. I’m not an expert, not even
knowledgeable in biological things so me making an assessment of this stuff, you
know, fairly presumptuous of me, but I was younger and I guess more brass in those
days but—

Q: Did R. J. Reynolds have someone that was more qualified to do this survey?
A: I would assume surely they did.
Q: Did they have that person do such a study?
A: I wouldn’t know if they had.
Q: Who was that person? Who would have been more qualified than you to do this?
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A: I guess they could have gone almost anywhere and hired somebody to do a study
like that.

Q: But the fact of the matter is: They didn’t go somewhere, they came to you; right?
A: No. We went through—I don’t know whether I went to them or they came to me.

I don’t think this was any big deal. It was something to occupy me while they were
chiseling up and re-pouring the lab floor.

Q: You don’t think that a study, a survey of the literature concerning whether or not
cigarette smoking causes cancer was any big deal to R. J. Reynolds in 1953?

A: I don’t know whether it was or not. I don’t think it was to me.

Teague denies even having understood what he wrote when he wrote it.

Q: [citing from Teague’s“Survey”]: “The closely parallel increase in cigarette smoking
has led to the suspicion that tobacco smoking is an important etiological factor in
the induction of primary cancer of the lung”; correct?

A: Uh-huh.
Q: Etiological factor means it causes the lung cancer; correct?
A: I was wondering what “etiological” meant. I just fished that out of somebody and

I don’t know what “etiology” means. What?
Q: Doesn’t it mean a cause?
A: I don’t know. I’m asking you. I don’t know.
Q: I didn’t write this document, sir. What did you mean when you wrote it?
A: I think I did a survey of stuff and if somebody had a nice conclusion, I just put it

here. You know, I was not in any sense posing to be an expert to draw conclusions.
Q: Did you say that anywhere in this? Did you preface this all by saying I don’t know

what the hell I’m talking about?
A: No, but I wish I had.16

Teague’s “Survey of Cancer Research” is one of the most feared documents ever faced
by tobacco industry lawyers in court. They don’t like it, because it shows what any
right-minded judge of facts from the time should have known: cigarettes were killing
people. When forced to confront this document, as they must in virtually every
modern tobacco trial, the industry tries to diminish its significance and to isolate
its author. They find it hard to get truth on their side, but sadly, and all too often,
there are other ways to win in court.
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Part three

Conspiracy on a Grand Scale
All too often in the choice between the physical health of consumers and the
financial well-being of business, concealment is chosen over disclosure, sales
over safety, and money over morality. Who are these persons who knowingly
and secretly decide to put the buying public at risk solely for the purpose of
making profits and who believe that illness and death of consumers is an ap-
propriate cost of their own prosperity?
Judge H. Lee Sarokin, ruling in Haines v. Liggett, 1992

If you’re worried about cigarettes—may we confuse you with some facts?
Tobacco Institute advertisement, 1971
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Lying is, among other things, an art. There are many ways to deceive, however,
and it generally works best when you can cast yourself as an authority—or better
yet, harness the authority of others. The marketing genius of the tobacco industry
was carefully developed in the 1930s, with the goal being to “engineer consent”
through multiple methods of persuasion. One was to go for the gut; another was to
capture the media; another was to make so many groups dependent on you that to
question cigarettes was to undermine the economic well-being of the nation. Or at
least to generate such a specter.

How, though, was science harnessed to exculpate cigarettes? How did this par-
ticular form of duplicity get going, and why was it so successful? The terrain here
is different from what we sometimes imagine when we think of corrupt science.
The key is not so much that the companies suppressed science (which they certainly
did), nor even that they spent far more to promote cigarettes than to study their
health effects—which is also true. The genius of the industry was rather in using
even “good” science, narrowly defined, as a distraction, something to hold up to say,
in effect: See how responsible we are? Look at how much research we are funding!

Most of the research funded by the industry, though, had little to do with smok-
ing and health. That was the whole point, to throw cash at projects that would pose
no threat to business as usual. And in this they succeeded. The industry becomes
a substantial funder of basic biomedical research, albeit research whose principal
raison d’être was to distract from the reality of tobacco hazards. In this, the indus-
try’s support even for “good” science was part of the largest and deadliest campaign
of deception the world has ever known. And many of those who took this money
became its unwitting pawns.



Our task here is to explore this support for science, recognizing the tobacco in-
dustry first and foremost as a disease vector, in the apt formulation of Eric LeGres-
ley, a lawyer with the World Health Organization’s Tobacco Free Initiative:

The world’s most widespread, serious infection is purposely spread by its vector: the
tobacco industry. To reduce the 500 million deaths tobacco industry products are pro-
jected to cause amongst those presently alive, public health advocates must study the
life patterns of the tobacco industry as earnestly as they would any other disease vec-
tor. The investigative tools, however, are different. Rather than a tiny insect, this vector
has economic resources rivalling those of many of the world’s largest governments. . . .

With more than a billion smokers worldwide, tobacco is mankind’s most wide-
spread serious infection, and among its most contagious. The pathway has recently
become known: Its spread is mapped out in mahogany-lined boardrooms; it breeds
its resistance to countermeasures in political backrooms; and it seizes its victims in
adolescent bedrooms.1

LeGresley goes on to point out that one difference between tobacco and, say, a mos-
quito transmitting malaria is that the cigarette men know they are being studied.
That is why “third party” agents are so often used—to disguise the nature of the
process of contagion. Which is also why, as LeGresley notes, the tobacco industry
now “more often appears cloaked as something else.” Science, as we shall see, has
served this purpose rather well.
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The Council for Tobacco Research
Distraction Research, Decoy Research, Filibuster Research

Your questions were: “Have we tried tofind carcinogenic substances in tobacco
smoke?” And we have not because we do not believe that they are there.
Clarence Cook Little, Scientific Director, TIRC, testifying
in Lartigue v. Reynolds, 1960

The year 1953 marks a turning point of sorts in human health fortunes. Deceptive
claims had been made in ads for years—that Camels wouldn’t cut your wind or jan-
gle your nerves, for example—but Wynder et al.’s experimental demonstration of
cancer from cigarette tars in December of that year demanded a more dramatic
response. Smoking was charged with causing cancer, and popular media were re-
porting on the facts. What was the industry to do?

Looking back, the companies should have admitted the problem and stopped
selling cigarettes. And leading industry figures promised as much. Philip Morris
Vice President George Weissman in March 1954 announced that his company would
“stop business tomorrow” if “we had any thought or knowledge that in any way we
were selling a product harmful to consumers.” James C. Bowling, the public rela-
tions guru and Philip Morris VP, in a 1972 interview asserted, “If our product is
harmful . . . we’ll stop making it.” Then again in 1997 the same company’s CEO and
chairman, Geoffrey Bible, was asked (under oath) what he would do with his com-
pany if cigarettes were ever established as a cause of cancer. Bible gave this answer:
“I’d probably . . . shut it down instantly to get a better hold on things.” The other man-
ufacturers made similar assurances. Lorillard’s president, Curtis Judge, is quoted in
company documents: “if it were proven that cigarette smoking caused cancer, cig-
arettes should not be marketed,” and Judge himself would “quit his employment.”
R. J. Reynolds president, Gerald H. Long, in a 1986 interview asserted that if he ever
“saw or thought there were any evidence whatsoever that conclusively proved that,
in some way, tobacco was harmful to people, and I believed it in my heart and my
soul, then I would get out of the business.” Such were the promises.1
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One reason the companies never admitted proof, or even evidence of any grav-
ity, may be that they found themselves too far along in their campaign of denial
to backtrack without causing a corporate catastrophe. Like a giant Ponzi scheme,
there wasn’t any coherent exit strategy. How did they think it would end? The com-
panies’ own laboratories were confirming cancer hazards—so there was always the
danger that this, too, might come to light. And the longer the conspiracy went on,
the darker were the prospects for any kind of innocent exit. The industry was in a
difficult spot.

THE “FRANK STATEMENT ”

American Tobacco President Paul M. Hahn launched the formal conspiracy on De-
cember 10, 1953, by inviting the CEOs of the other leading manufacturers to meet
to plan a response to this tightening noose. And so on December 14 and 15 at the
Plaza Hotel in downtown Manhattan, with Hahn in charge and the other compa-
nies falling in line, a decision was made to have the PR firm Hill & Knowlton co-
ordinate a campaign of reassurance, spreading the message that the industry was
doing everything in its power to determine the truth and to fix whatever might be
wrong with cigarettes. “More research” was the mantra—by which was meant “the
jury is still out.” Hill & Knowlton in a memo from Christmas Eve, 1953, reminded
Hahn et al. that the matter was one of “extreme delicacy,” with the first task at hand
being “not to add fuel to the flames.” The firm recommended a program of research
and education, the goal of which would be “reassurance of the public through wider
communication of facts.” And not just any facts: the public had to realize there were
“weighty scientific views which hold there is no proof that cigarette smoking is a
cause of lung cancer.”2

The first public salvo of this new operation was released on January 4, 1954, as
a full-page “Frank Statement to Cigarette Smokers” in newspapers throughout the
United States. (See Figure 28.) Wynder et al.’s tar painting was singled out for at-
tack: the experiment was denigrated as not “conclusive,” and readers were led to be-
lieve that the “theory” that smoking was in some way to blame for lung cancer was
just that, a theory, and really there was “no proof ” cigarettes were one of the causes.
The statement claimed that the statistics invoked to make such a claim “could ap-
ply with equal force” to any other aspect of modern life and that though critics had
long blamed tobacco for “practically every disease of the human body,” those charges
had been abandoned “one by one” for lack of evidence. The industry also claimed
to hold its customers’ health as “a basic responsibility, paramount to every other
consideration in our business”; signatories therefore promised to cooperate “closely
with those whose task it is to safeguard the public health” and to provide “aid and
assistance to the research effort into all phases of tobacco use and health.” And to
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bring this about, they announced the formation of a Tobacco Industry Research
Committee (TIRC) to conduct research into “all phases of tobacco use and health.”3

The “Frank Statement” may well be the most widely publicized—and expensive—
single-page advertisement up to that point in human history. Four hundred forty-
eight newspapers in 258 cities with an estimated circulation of 43,245,000 printed
the ad, at a cost of more than $244,000. (“Negro newspapers” were not targeted, apart
from the Atlanta World.) Costs went substantially higher when the companies or-
dered two hundred thousand additional reprints, plus further republication in the
tobacco trade press. The National Association of Tobacco Distributors asked for an-
other million copies to be handed out at retail outlets, pushing costs even higher.4

The “Frank Statement” itself was also news, however, and widely reported as
such. Stories on the counterpunch appeared on television and radio, with addi-
tional commentaries in newspapers. The papers remarked on how the TIRC was
to be governed by a Scientific Advisory Board, whose demeanor would be “calm
and detached” in contrast to “some of the extremist attacks upon tobacco use.” Com-
parisons to the recent fluoridation flap became fashionable, with at least one news-
paper, the Cincinnati Enquirer, refusing to crusade “on either side” given the lin-
gering taint from that scandal, where “groundless fears” had tipped the scales of
public opinion. (Paranoid conservatives had warned of a communist plot to poi-
son the nation’s water supply—by adding fluoride to prevent tooth decay—prompt-
ing ridicule from progressives and mockery in films such as Stanley Kubrick’s Dr.
Strangelove.) This same paper recalled a time when tobacco had been linked with
leprosy, a “fantastic and baseless rumor that spread across the country like a prairie
fire.” Some fun was also made of the fact that tobacco had once been blamed for
tuberculosis—which from today’s vantage point turns out not to have been so crazy.
Smoking is a major cause of TB in modern India, for example, where more people
are killed by this means even than by lung cancer.5 All of this helped the industry,
via the argument that since tobacco had once been falsely blamed for foolish fears
it must be foolish now to blame anything on tobacco. The “one by one” rhetoric of
the “Frank Statement” said as much—and many press reports followed the script
laid out by the industry.

The plan to sponsor research via the TIRC was also widely reported, and with a
great deal of sympathy. Telegrams to Hill & Knowlton were favorable by a margin
of about two to one. This was not by chance, since the PR firm had contacted edi-
tors and writers from across the country to ensure favorable coverage. We know
how hard Hill & Knowlton worked from the archival record left by the firm in the
Wisconsin Historical Society in Madison: hundreds of magazines, newspapers, and
radio shows carried news of the industry’s launch of a research effort, and the re-
sponse was generally favorable.6

But what did the TIRC actually do?
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RED HERRING RESEARCH

For forty years, from the mid-1950s through the mid-1990s, the TIRC/CTR was
the world’s leading sponsor of (what appeared to be) tobacco and health research.
It got its new name—Council for Tobacco Research—in March 1964; it had earlier
changed from “Committee” to “Council” to avoid the political odor of the former
term. Hundreds of thousands of dollars were spent in the 1950s, millions per year
in the 1970s and 1980s, and tens of millions per year in the 1990s. The industry was
always proud of the sums involved and made sure the public was duly impressed.
In 1985, for example, the CTR announced that it had spent over $100 million up
to that point, a figure that would grow to $204 million by 1993 and $282 million
by 1997. By 1998, when the organization was finally dismantled under the terms
of the Master Settlement Agreement, the CTR was awarding about $36 million per
year in grants. Over forty-odd years more than $300 million was provided for “to-
bacco and health” research.7 All of which was widely advertised, since the fact of
having supported such research was crucial for the program to have any effect. The
point was to be able to say, “We have funded such research,” garnering laurels and
legitimacy for the industry.

On paper, the ambition was to “explore and learn the causes of disease, includ-
ing the role if any played by tobacco use.”8 The crucial fact about the TIRC/CTR,
however, is that it rarely supported research that might reveal smoking as a cause
of human harms. The primary focus was on the mechanisms of disease rather than
on its preventable causes. The TIRC also didn’t pay a lot of attention to tobacco and
tended not to fund research that might cast cigarettes in a bad light. Its scientific
director, Clarence Cook Little, in a confidential 1959 memo listed six areas for re-
search by the group:

1. Heredity—how much does the biochemical nature of the individual depend
upon its innate composition? Some individuals in the same environment
develop the disease; others do not.

2. Infection—how much do bacteria and/or viruses, either present or previously
experienced, influence cell or tissue changes? To what extent do they increase
the risk of later disease?

3. Nutrition—how much do the various nutritive materials taken, absorbed, stored
or excreted by the individual affect cell or tissue changes? Cholesterol is one
substance now under extensive investigation, but vitamin deficiencies and other
imbalances may be important.

4. Hormones—how much do the various glands of internal secretion affect cells or
tissues . . . ? It is known that they have an important role in breast cancer, adrenal
cancer, and that men have four to six times as much lung cancer as women.

5. Nervous strain or tension—how much do these factors influence the cells and
tissues of various systems of the body other than the nervous system itself?
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Ulcer is already recognized as a disease in which stress is important. Cardio-
vascular disease is also implicated.

6. Environmental factors—how much do physical or chemical components of
the environment and introduced as foreign non-living agents affect the cells
or tissues? In addition to tobacco, air pollutants, humidity and temperature are
involved.9

Note that tobacco is mentioned only in the final paragraph and only within a clus-
ter of other environmental considerations, like “humidity and temperature.” That
again was the policy and practice of the TIRC/CTR: smoking was slighted as a cause
of the lung cancer epidemic, while other causes—often treated as “confounding
factors”—were given far more attention. The goal was really to look in such a way
as not to find, and then to claim that despite the many millions spent on “smoking
and health” no proof of harms had ever been uncovered.

Tobacco industry observers outside the United States were well aware of this ruse
and commented on it privately. In 1958, for example, a team from British Ameri-
can Tobacco visited the United States as part of an effort to survey American views
on tobacco and health. In their long and revealing report, the BATCo team related
the opinion of Liggett & Myers that the TIRC and its Scientific Advisory Board had
done “little if anything constructive”: “the constantly reiterated ‘not proven’ state-
ments in the face of mounting contrary evidence has thoroughly discredited
T.I.R.C., and the S.A.B. [Scientific Advisory Board] of T.I.R.C. is supporting almost
without exception projects that are not related directly to smoking and lung can-
cer.”10 This was not so different from the American Cancer Society’s assessment that
same year. In its Bulletin of Cancer Progress, the ACS accused tobacco manufac-
turers of conducting “a sideshow with smoke and mirrors.” The whole point was
“to deny repeatedly,” to “mislead,” and “to convince the trusting, tobacco-consum-
ing public of the industry’s eleemosynary, ‘lasting interest in people’s health.’ ”11 The
great Alton Ochsner had hit this same nail on the head even earlier, ridiculing the
TIRC (in 1954) as “tapeworm research” designed “to postpone a day of reckoning
for the industry.”12

“RESEARCH MUST GO ON AND ON”

Charged with bias and frustrated in their efforts to gain a solid reputation, the TIRC’s
puppet masters soon realized more had to be done to separate the organization’s
science and advocacy missions—or at least to create such an illusion. And so in 1958
the TIRC sprouted off a new body, the Tobacco Institute, with the more explicit mis-
sion of proselytizing for the cause. This didn’t eliminate charges of bias or irrele-
vancy, but it did allow the companies to turn their more transparently propagan-
distic functions over to a distinct body, which thereafter operated openly as a trade
association. The Tobacco Institute (TI) became the industry’s primary “go to” (or
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“hear from”) instrument on tobacco and health; it also made propaganda films, or-
ganized media friendlies, lobbied Congress and local legislators, conducted “edu-
cational campaigns,” and published “white papers,” pamphlets, press releases, and
newsletters debunking or distracting from cigarette hazards. This gave C. C. Little
at the TIRC a bit of breathing room: the plan had been to cultivate him as an ex-
pert witness for use in litigation, and the hope was that by separating the PR from
the science, Little could be kept innocent “in his ivory tower.”13

I’ve stressed the deliberate irrelevance of CTR-funded research to the question
of whether smoking was causing harms—and admissions to this effect by cigarette
industry observers in other parts of the world. American industry insiders conceded
this as well. Brown & Williamson’s chief counsel in 1963, for example, noted that
the CTR was “conceived as a public relations gesture” and had functioned as such.
Similar views were expressed in 1964, when higher-ups from Britain’s tobacco es-
tablishment visited the United States and found once again that “CTR supports only
fundamental research of little relevance to present day problems.” Stronger language
was used in 1973, when yet another BATCo delegation paid a visit, concluding in
their thirty-eight-page report that the CTR had become “a backwater of little sig-
nificance in the world of smoking and health.” By this time even the American in-
dustry’s lawyers had been confessing—albeit only privately—that “Most of the
T.I.R.C. research has been diffuse and of a broad, basic nature not designed to specifi-
cally test the anti-cigarette theory.”14

Of course it would have been simple enough to verify the hundreds and even-
tually thousands of studies demonstrating death and disease from smoking—if that
is what the industry had really wanted. It would not have been hard to test, amplify,
or improve upon these studies; the industry had lots of money, ample laboratory
space, and many willing partners who could have helped. The companies for many
years bragged about their state-of-the-art research facilities—which included com-
prehensive libraries, well-equipped labs, and sophisticated document retrieval and
translation services; this was not an enterprise short on funds. The CTR’s library
was massive, containing an estimated 150,000 publications “readily available” and
organized by author.15

But the companies never undertook any honest effort to evaluate this literature—
at least not through channels that were supposed to see the light of day. Council for
Tobacco Research monies went mostly to basic biology and biochemistry, leaving
the big and really the only honest question unexamined: was smoking causing dis-
ease? The industry’s vast PR machinery churned out its message—“not yet proven”—
while never actually funding research that might have yielded such proof. Hundreds
of press releases urged the need for “more research,” with the claim sometimes even
made that it was dangerous to jump to conclusions, given that the case was not yet
closed. And that, of course, is how the industry wanted the health “question” kept:
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forever open. As Imperial Tobacco once confided to the Tobacco Institute, “Research
must go on and on.”16

The Council for Tobacco Research is best thought of as an elaborate engine of
distraction, a mechanism for blowing smoke. The whole point was to sponsor de-
coy research, whose hoped-for impact would be to draw attention away from cig-
arettes as a cause of harms (we can also think of this as “lightning rod research”).
The goal was to be able to say the industry was “studying the problem,” when it was
actually doing everything it could to deny its existence. The CTR became a shield
for the industry and a tool for its defense in court, where tobacco attorneys could
say, “But look at how hard my client has been working on this problem!” Industry
scientists confessed as much in private, as when Philip Morris Research Director
Helmut Wakeham wrote to Joseph F. Cullman III, chairman of the company and
head of the Tobacco Institute’s powerful Executive Committee, arguing for a bit of
internal honesty: “Let’s face it. We are interested in evidence which we believe de-
nies the allegation that cigaret smoking causes disease.”17

One interesting twist is that the industry did occasionally fund animal research
but not typically through the CTR and usually not past a point where it would
get too close to any kind of embarrassing truth. We’ve seen how the Ecusta ex-
periments revealed carcinogens in cigarette smoke, and we’ve seen how Claude
Teague’s “Survey of Cancer Research” conceded the same effects—both from 1953.
Liggett & Myers beginning in 1954 funded mouse experiments through the Cam-
bridge, Massachusetts, consulting firm of Arthur D. Little (ADL), which found
evidence of cancer-causing chemicals but kept this pretty close to its chest.
Liggett and ADL in 1963 produced a nine-volume review of these studies for the
exclusive use of the Surgeon General’s Advisory Committee but never publicized
any of this research—nor the fact of smoking causing cancer—to the wider public.
And even the Liggett/ADL report to the Surgeon General was “withheld from the
general public at Liggett’s insistence.”18 Liggett was certainly not the most power-
ful player in the conspiracy: the company refused to sign the “Frank Statement” of
1954, for example, and joined the CTR only for a five-year period, from 1964
through 1968. Liggett was, however, one of the founding members of the Tobacco
Institute (from 1958) and adhered strictly to the broader industry’s playbook, re-
fusing to admit any kind of harm from smoking.

SUPPRESSION OF RESEARCH

Now, a lot of people when they think about tobacco industry abuse of research think
in terms of suppression, and there are certainly some notorious examples. Among
the more nefarious would be R. J. Reynolds’s closure of its “Mouse House” at the
company’s headquarters in Winston-Salem, North Carolina, in March of 1970. The
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company had established a program to conduct in-house biological research, prin-
cipally to understand the role of pulmonary surfactants in the genesis of emphy-
sema. (Surfactants lubricate the air sacs of the lungs, keeping them from sticking
together during exhalation. Several chemicals in cigarette smoke impair this natu-
ral lubrication.) When the researchers started getting results that could be embar-
rassing for the company, however, a decision was made to shut down the labora-
tory. Twenty-six Reynolds scientists lost their jobs overnight, in what has come to
be known as the “Mouse House massacre.” A former Reynolds scientist, Joseph E.
Bumgarner, has recounted (under oath) how he and twenty-five other members of
the company’s biological research division were told to hand over their notebooks
and leave the company. Strangely enough, a 1985 internal report for the company
actually celebrated this research as “important,” characterizing it as having come
“close to showing what was thought to be the underlying pathobiology mechanism
of emphysema.”19 None of this was ever disclosed to the public, however.

There are other instances in which research getting too close to the truth was
nixed. Philip Morris in April of 1984, for example, closed its Nicotine Program, fol-
lowing worries that the research could expose the company to the charge of hav-
ing demonstrated addiction. Victor J. DeNoble, an experimental psychologist, had
been hired to develop nicotine analogs, ideally in the form of alkaloids without the
cardiovascular negatives of nicotine. DeNoble also did work showing how nicotine
and acetaldehyde when combined reinforced one another, producing a kind of
dopamine euphoria synergy in the brain. All of this became dangerous, once it was
realized that it could open up the company to the charge of having recognized the
addictive power of nicotine. Shook, Hardy and Bacon lawyers in 1994 commented
on this danger,20 and Philip Morris’s director of applied research, William Farone,
later recalled how the research was halted “by order from New York City” (corpo-
rate headquarters) because it had produced “data which the company did not want
to have in the records.”21 DeNoble was also forced to withdraw a paper he had sub-
mitted to Psychopharmacology; the company didn’t want him revealing any infor-
mation that would “not be favorable to the company in litigation.” And to avoid
further legal danger, on April 5, 1984, shortly before having to divulge documents
for Cipollone v. Liggett, DeNoble was told (as Richard Kluger summarizes it) “to
close down his laboratory, to kill the animals, to suspend all further investigation
of possibly less toxic or harmful alternatives to nicotine, never to try to publish or
discuss his work on addicting rats, and to find work elsewhere.”22

There are also instances where the industry tried to hide its suppression efforts
after the fact. Leonard Zahn, a PR agent working for the CTR, managed this for the
industry in 1974, when it was feared that Freddy Homburger was going to present
evidence that his funding had been cut after showing that inhaled tobacco smoke
could cause cancer in the laryngeal tissues of Golden Syrian hamsters. As president
and director of Bio-Research Consultants, Inc., in Cambridge, Massachusetts,
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Homburger had been doing experiments along these lines since the 1960s and by
1973 had managed to confirm the work of Walter Dontenwill in Germany that in-
halation could in fact produce tumors. The CTR was not happy with this result, how-
ever, and refused to renew his contract. Homburger had planned to talk about his
work at a press conference scheduled for April 8, 1974, but Zahn managed to have
this cancelled. Zahn was proud of his intervention, announcing to Henry Ramm
and Willson T. (Tom) Hoyt at the CTR, “He [Homburger] was to have a news re-
lease with him and was to tell the press that the tobacco industry was attempting
to suppress important scientific information about the harmful effects of smoking.
He was going to point specifically at CTR. . . . I arranged later that evening for it to
be cancelled.” Zahn then tried to cover his tracks, ending his memo with one of the
more poorly chosen lines in the history of corporate racketeering: “I doubt if you
[Henry Ramm] or Tom [Hoyt] will want to retain this note.”23

Suppression was never an easy or pleasant matter within the companies, staffed
as they were by researchers trying to build up research résumés and networks of
respect. Pressures not to publish—or rather to publish only along “approved”
lines—raised an interesting problem of how to allocate credit for research perfor-
mance. One solution arrived at took the form of industry-sponsored conferences,
where company scientists could present papers to a limited circle of corporate
friendlies. Foremost among these was the Tobacco Chemists’ Research Conference,
a series of annual meetings organized from 1949 to bring together researchers work-
ing in (or for) the industry. Papers from these meetings were often published in To-
bacco Science, a journal established for this purpose in 1957. Most of these papers
were on tobacco chemistry, always a strength of the companies. Indeed between
1949 and 1996 tobacco manufacturers spent “several tens of billions of dollars” in
research along these lines, counting personnel, equipment, and supplies.24 Research
performance was also recognized through a series of prizes established to honor
excellence in tobacco science. The Paris-based Cooperation Centre for Scientific
Research Relative to Tobacco (CORESTA) awarded bronze and silver medals for
this purpose, and Marlboro’s makers in 1967 created the Philip Morris Award for
Distinguished Achievement in Tobacco Science. Helmut Wakeham at Philip Mor-
ris was a prime mover in establishing this latter prize—and its very first recipient.

Tobacco Science provided a dedicated outlet for industry chemical work, but not
every kind of topic was allowed to see the light of day. Papers on subjects that might
compromise the industry’s “intangible legal situation” were explicitly barred from
publication; for Reynolds in the 1970s this included papers on “polycyclic hydro-
carbons, hydrogen cyanide, carbon monoxide and similar materials.” Philip Mor-
ris had similar rules: when William Dunn was exploring nicotine psychopharma-
cology in the 1970s, the policy was to “bury” any kind of results that made nicotine
look too much like addictive alkaloids such as morphine.25

Research was sometimes even suppressed by its authors, for fear of giving ex-
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posure to a “controversial” topic. Lorillard chemist Alexander W. Spears in June of
1960, for example, submitted a paper on phenols in tobacco smoke for a Tobacco
Chemists’ Research Conference scheduled for October. Company lawyers feared air-
ing the industry’s knowledge of hazards in public, however, so Spears told the or-
ganizer he was pulling his paper: “it has been recently decided in the interest of the
Company and the tobacco industry that a paper dealing with compounds which are
controversial in the health aspects of smoking should not be presented.” Spears with-
drew his paper, and the conference organizer returned all copies of his abstract.26

There were other ways by which suppression took place. In 1956, for example,
TIRC bigwigs objected when George E. Moore from Roswell Park Memorial Insti-
tute started talking about the reality of cancer hazards. Moore had given a talk in
which he had mentioned this reality, along with his plans to conduct a series of an-
imal tests using tobacco tars. The TIRC was alarmed to learn he had taken up with
the “Hammond camp” (meaning scientists convinced of a hazard) and was plan-
ning to thank the TIRC for its support. The industry wanted none of this, and
Willson T. Hoyt from Hill & Knowlton arranged for Moore to be instructed “not
to mention the TIRC.” The TIRC didn’t want its grantees spouting off about ciga-
rettes causing cancer and pressured them on this point—despite also admitting that
censoring a scientist in such a manner was “ticklish.”27

Similar suppressions occurred in other parts of the world. Walter Dontenwill’s
industry-funded Institute for Tobacco Research in Hamburg was closed down in
1975 when animal experiments there started implicating smoking in laryngeal can-
cer and heart disease,28 and BAT’s research at Southampton was always guarded
when it came to matters with a certain legal gravity. Legal fears led Philip Morris
to establish a sizable research facility at Cologne—INBIFO, the Institut für biolo-
gische Forschung—to conduct some of its more sensitive research safely distant from
the long arm of American law.

In the United States there are instances in which the plug was pulled on CTR re-
search when the investigator seemed to be getting too close to inconvenient truths.
From 1971 through 1980, for example, Gary Friedman, an epidemiologist at Kaiser-
Permanente in Oakland, California, had been handsomely supported by the CTR
for his work exposing complications in some of the epidemiology linking smoking
and heart disease. The CTR liked his skeptical bent, feeding as it did their hope that
something—anything—other than smoking would explain the ills experienced by
smokers. (CTR’s governing lawyers in 1978 were still confiding that they “must find
skeptical scientists.”) Friedman obtained about $100,000 a year from this source,
resulting in a number of papers coauthored with Harvard anthropologist Carl
Seltzer, one of the most ardent of the industry’s “no proof ” ideologues. Friedman
was not an ideologue, however, and in 1979 he made the fatal mistake of noting in
one of his papers that “most scientists now agree that cigarette smoking is an im-
portant factor in causing death.”29 Friedman shortly thereafter had his funding faucet
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turned off, as was often the fate of “admitters” of this sort (honest scientists, one
could say). That was the common practice of the CTR: scholars willing to play ball
would be supported, but those who strayed too far from the party line were cut off
or even punished.

“IS IT WISE TO SCARE THE PUBLIC? ”

The TIRC/CTR was an odd body from the start, however. In certain superficial re-
spects it operated like a legitimate research granting agency—the American Can-
cer Society, for example, or the National Cancer Institute. It had a scientific advi-
sory board with distinguished scholars as members; it awarded grants on the basis
of peer review (and lawyerly review) and printed annual reports containing abstracts
of grantee publications. The ACS resemblance was not entirely accidental, since one
of the goals in creating the tobacco body was to capture the aura and authority of
the cancer body. The man eventually hired as scientific director, Clarence Cook Lit-
tle, had previously headed the American Society for Cancer Control, which later
gave rise to the ACS. The TIRC modeled itself on the ACS but more important saw
itself as a competitor: the Cancer Society had begun publicizing the death toll from
smoking, and the industry needed an authoritative counterforce.

The TIRC’s public relations mission was never far from the surface. More than
half its first-year budget (1954) went to Hill & Knowlton, the PR firm managing
the science-as-distraction strategy (no money went to research at all in that first
year). Its physical location should have raised eyebrows: the TIRC was headquar-
tered on the fifty-third floor of the Empire State Building, one floor below the offices
of Hill & Knowlton, which also provided its working staff. Thirty-five Hill &
Knowlton staffers were employed full- or part-time for the TIRC in 1954, and there
was always significant overlap in both personnel and operations of the two organ-
izations. Hill & Knowlton helped the industry choose C. C. Little as scientific di-
rector and helped plan the kinds of topics to be treated—and avoided. Hill & Knowl-
ton would also take over PR for the Tobacco Institute when it was founded in 1958
and remained tightly bound to the institute until the two parted ways in 1969.

The hiring of Clarence Cook Little to head the TIRC was a real coup for the in-
dustry. As a former president of both the University of Maine (1922–25) and the
University of Michigan (1925–29), Little had proven himself an able administra-
tor. He was a Harvard man from a wealthy Massachusetts family with a religious
bent and a sense of corporate oblige; he often delivered Episcopalian sermons in
Maine churches—and of course he smoked a pipe. He was also a geneticist of some
note, and famous for developing pure strains of mice for use in medical research.
In 1929 he had founded the Jackson Laboratory in Bar Harbor, Maine, where he
bred rodents that were either reliably immune to, or highly susceptible to, cancer.
His genetics (and eugenics) background proved useful in his tobacco reincarna-
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tion, allowing him to argue that cancer was a “constitutional” disease: chemicals of
a certain sort might well cause cancer but only in susceptible individuals—a truism
that allowed his benefactors to shift blame for tobacco maladies onto the idiosyn-
crasies of individual smokers. Little fixated on genetics while staunchly denying even
the remotest shred of evidence implicating smoking. He also wanted people to worry
more about psychological issues, like fear. Talk about a tobacco–cancer link was al-
ways “premature” but also fear-mongering, like “crying wolf when we know there
isn’t any wolf there as yet.”30

Little here was simply following a script drafted prior even to his hiring on with
Big Tobacco. In its Scientific Perspective white paper of 1954, issued as the indus-
try’s first propaganda blast after the “Frank Statement,” the reader is cautioned: “Is
it wise to scare the public and create widespread anxiety among millions of people
on the flimsy evidence that has been presented?” Little was always worried more
about fear than about smoke, testifying as late as 1967 that it was “too bad that the
extensive propaganda [against cigarettes] has brought back fear into the minds of
hundreds of thousands of Americans.” Tobacco strategists often sounded such
alarms: Brown & Williamson in 1969, for example, in secret planning documents
for the company’s Project Truth, expressed the company’s Objective No. 5 as: “To
prove that the cigarette has been brought to trial by lynch law, engineered and fos-
tered by uninformed and irresponsible people and organisations in order to induce
and incite fear.” Industry spokespersons often raised this specter of tobacco being
“lynched”—rhetoric deliberately crafted for use in Project Truth.31

Little was hired to direct the Tobacco Industry Research Committee in the sum-
mer of 1954, but he was not the first man offered the job. Harold L. Stewart, chief
of pathology at the National Cancer Institute, had been made an offer and turned
it down, as had Wilhelm Hueper and a number of others—E. Cuyler Hammond of
the American Cancer Society and Hayden Nicholson of the University of Arkansas,
for example, but also McKeen Cattell, chief of pharmacology at Cornell.32 Hueper
as head of the NCI’s Environmental Cancer Section must have seemed an attrac-
tive candidate: the world’s leading authority on occupational carcinogenesis thought
that tobacco was being unfairly blamed as the cause-all of modern cancer and that
other kinds of carcinogens were being let off the hook, notably asbestos and the
many dangerous pollutants belched forth from the petrochemical industry. And he
was partly right. It was easy for the Dows and DuPonts of the world to blame smok-
ing or some other “personal factor” for whatever maladies their workers were con-
tracting. Hueper was a kind of proto–Ralph Nader or Rachel Carson, keenly aware
of the depth of corporate neglect and malfeasance. Much of his life had been spent
documenting dangers to which workers were exposed, but he was no friend of Big
Tobacco and scoffed at the idea of taking money to become their corporate poo-
dle. He didn’t think much about tobacco as a cancer cause—for decades he smoked
a pipe and at one point credited 90 percent of all lung cancers to (non-tobacco) en-
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vironmental and occupational causes, leaving only 10 percent for cigarettes—but
he also had a strong moral compass and wasn’t about to let himself be bought. So
Hueper refused the industry’s offer.33

Hanmer of the American Tobacco Company had made it clear that he wanted
as director someone who was “safe for the industry,” but as scholar after scholar
balked he realized this was very much a “buyer’s market.” Despite the handsome
salary, it was not so easy finding the right kind of person to shill for the industry.
Distinction was one criterion, but the director also had to be willing to play ac-
cording to the industry’s rules. Paul Steiner of the University of Chicago, for ex-
ample, was dropped from consideration when an industry confidant noted that he
was “not reliable”: “He will quit within a few months and go around saying that there
is no question about it—cigarette smoking causes lung cancer.”34

Desperate, the industry finally got lucky with its offer to Clarence Cook Little.
At sixty-five the man was clearly past his prime, but that was presumably safe; the
industry wanted a “yes-man,” not someone wanting to shake things up. And Little
himself could certainly survive on the pay: $20,000 per year, with many perks and
fringe benefits. Little started work and proved very loyal. By 1960 he was praising
his benefactors for having responded to the health scare in “a very fine and coura-
geous way” (by establishing the TIRC); the industry was doing a “magnificent job.”35

MICRO- VERSUS MACRO-BIAS

The question of whether the TIRC/CTR supported “good research” is often raised
in litigation, and the industry always tries to argue that the organization performed
admirably, consistent with the highest scientific standards.36 And it is true that many
CTR grantees were prestigious scholars from some of the country’s leading academic
institutions—places like Harvard, Stanford, Yale, and UCLA. Six CTR grantees went
on to win Nobel Prizes, and thousands of CTR-financed papers were published in
some of the world’s leading scientific journals—6,400 papers by one count. So how
could anyone say this was not good science?

The problem is not that the research was “bad” in some narrow technical sense;
by and large it was not, judging by traditional performance indicators. No one has
ever (fairly) accused CTR grantees of plagiarism or fraud or fabricating data; that is
not where the bias lay. The bias stems rather from the fact that the CTR really wasn’t
designed to explore whether, how, or to what extent smoking caused illness. Experts
hired by the industry to supervise the grant review process usually didn’t know much
about tobacco and were selected more with an eye to keeping the research “indus-
try friendly.” Grants were rarely given to anyone who knew much about tobacco and
health, and CTR administrators were also by and large ignorant in this area.

Sheldon C. Sommers, M.D., is a case in point. Sommers was a member of the
CTR’s Scientific Advisory Board from 1967 through 1989 and held the office of “Re-
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search Director” from 1969 to 1972 and “Scientific Director” from 1981 through
1987. How much, though, did he know about tobacco? His curriculum vitae from
1991 lists 342 published articles, and whereas the word hypertension appears
twenty-seven times and cancer seventy-three, the word tobacco doesn’t appear even
once. Nor does cigarette or nicotine.37 Cigarette makers liked him not for any sub-
stantive contribution to identifying tobacco harms—which he did not make—but
rather because he was willing to stand up in public and say that smoking was “not
a cause” of human cancer. In 1985, testifying for the defense in Galbraith v. Reynolds,
Sommers expressed himself as follows:

Q: Doctor, do you have an opinion presently as to whether cigarette smoking is a cause
of lung cancer?

A: Yes.
Q: What is your opinion?
A: In the scientific sense, I believe it not a cause.
Q: When you qualify your answer to say “in the scientific sense,” what do you mean

by such a qualification?
A: Scientific evidence of a causative agent involves that it should be both necessary

and sufficient to produce a condition.
Q: What do you mean by “necessary” to produce a condition?
A: The condition does not exist in its absence.38

Of course by such a definition there is not much in this world that causes anything.
Drunk driving does not cause traffic accidents, because traffic accidents can be
caused by fatigue or a slippery road. Playing with matches cannot cause fires, be-
cause fires can be caused by things other than matches. This is typical industry ob-
fuscation, and it is why they loved (and hired) men like Sommers. The examining
lawyer realized this and pursued the matter further.

Q: Do you have an opinion as to whether cigarette smoking is a contributing factor
to the development of lung cancer?

A: Yes.
Q: What is that opinion, Doctor?
A: Epidemiologically, a relationship has been claimed.
Q: I’m aware of that. What I’m asking for is your personal scientific opinion as to

whether cigarette smoking is a contributing factor to the development of carci-
noma of the lung? . . . I’m not asking what it’s been claimed by others. I’m narrow-
ing in now on your personal medical scientific opinion. Do you have one, as to
whether cigarette smoking is a contributing factor to the development of bron-
chiogenic carcinoma?

A: I have an opinion. It’s actually bronchogenic.
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Q: Bronchogenic. I’m sorry. What is your opinion, please?
A: My opinion is that it remains to be proved whether and in what way cigarette

smoking is a contributory factor to lung cancer.39

Sommers was commonly called upon to make such weasely claims in court, in-
cluding in overseas trials against the industry.40 In trials such as these he grotesquely
misrepresented the state of the science, but also its historical development.

As for the research supported by the CTR, the bias lay more in the kinds of re-
search funded, the topics chosen. It is not so much micro- as macro-bias—a bias
visible not in any one study but rather in the aggregate collective body of research.
Additional bias lay in how support for research was used for purposes of public re-
lations. The goal was distraction or red herring research, drawing attention away
from tobacco as a cause of illness and onto the industry’s munificent support for
research. The industry wanted to be able to say it was funding research, and this
fact alone was of PR value. It was therefore crucial for the CTR’s annual reports to
be widely distributed: the report for 1971, for example, was sent to 400 medical
school libraries, 1,364 experts in allergies, 3,989 cardiologists, 3,291 pathologists,
6,577 radiologists, and so forth—21,496 recipients altogether.41

MECHANISMS VERSUS CAUSES

The CTR supported mainly basic research into human biology, and when specific
diseases were addressed this was usually to investigate proximate disease mecha-
nisms rather than ultimate disease causes. Topics explored included cellular and de-
velopmental biology, genetics, immunology, virology, and neuroscience, among
others. Insofar as cancer was looked at, this was almost always in terms of bio-
chemical mechanisms—so researchers would look at some biochemical pathway
in tumorigenesis, or how certain genes were turned on or off during carcinogene-
sis. Nicotine was sometimes studied, but when addiction was a focus this was typ-
ically to stress differential genetic susceptibilities.42 Studies were rarely conducted
using the methods of epidemiology, apart from studies designed to find “con-
founding factors” and the like. Toxicology was rarely supported, and little was done
to elucidate the nature or consequences of poisons in smoke. Ciliastasis was not
much studied, nor experimental carcinogenesis, with any other purpose than to
challenge previous work. The whole point was to whitewash tobacco, albeit not in
such a way that would be apparent from looking at any one grant or any one grantee.
Indeed it is probably safe to assume that few of the researchers taking such money
had any idea they were part of a conspiracy. The goal was really to create the illu-
sion of support for honest research, which could then be used to keep the public
reassured. The goal was also, though, to cultivate and maintain a “stable of experts”
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ready and willing to serve in regulatory hearings or litigation. Public relations au-
thorities from Hill & Knowlton, co-architects of the constructed ignorance strat-
egy, articulated this defensive character of the TIRC in a 1962 review, noting that
the organization had been an effective response to the 1954 “emergency,” follow-
ing the realization that smoking and health was a “public relations problem that
must be solved for the self-preservation of the industry.” The whole point had been
to put out “brush fires”—meaning publicity of harms from smoking.43

Looking back over the history of the discovery of tobacco hazards, it is hard to
name any that were uncovered through CTR research. CTR funding resulted in the
publication of at least 6,400 scientific papers, but which of these can we credit for
having advanced our knowledge of harms from smoking? Did CTR researchers help
to confirm that smoking causes bladder cancer or spontaneous abortions? What
about the dangers from chewing tobacco or secondhand smoke? What does the in-
dustry have to show for its three hundred million–odd dollars of research?

Not much. Little of what we know about health harms was unearthed by CTR
scientists, which means that the Council failed in its mission as advertised. That is
because its true purpose was not to find out how tobacco impacts health but rather
to give the appearance of providing such support while simultaneously running a
campaign to deny proven hazards. By this criterion, of course, the CTR was a suc-
cess in its very failure. The whole point was to fail to find evidence of harms while
misrepresenting the effort as honest. CTR staffers have admitted as much: Dorothea
Cohen, who wrote research summaries for the CTR’s annual reports for twenty-
four years until her retirement in 1989, once characterized the organization as “just
a lobbying thing. We were lobbying for cigarettes.” Congressman Ron Wyden (D-
Okla.) cited Cohen’s words when questioning CTR Chairman James F. Glenn about
the Council’s conduct, prompting Glenn to dismiss his former colleague as having
“mental problems.”44

And what about those six CTR grantees who later went on to win the Nobel
Prize? Cigarette makers love citing such scholars to defend themselves in court,
but the fact is that little of the research supported by such grants had anything to
do with smoking and health. A look at the grant applications submitted by these
scholars—Baruj Benacerraf of Harvard (Nobel Laureate, 1980), Stanley Cohen of
Vanderbilt (1986), Harold Varmus of UCSF (1998), Ferid Murad of Stanford (1998),
Louis Ignarro of UCLA (1998), and Carol Greider of Johns Hopkins (2009)—reveals
that only Murad mentions either tobacco, cigarettes, nicotine, or addiction. Ignarro
mentioned cigarettes in a 1979 application that was rejected—and was only able to
obtain CTR money after a re-submit in which all mention of cigarettes was deleted.
No one can complain about the quality of the work of these scholars—it is fine ba-
sic research into genetics, immunology, virology, and the like—but Big Tobacco
supported such work because it posed no threat to the continued sale of cigarettes.
It was safe.45
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THE “MOST PRECIOUS THING”

The Council for Tobacco Research was thus a sham and a fraud. The CTR’s Scien-
tific Advisory Board was made up of industry “yes men” (and one woman),46 and
all decisions of any consequence were made by the industry’s powerful Committee
of Counsel (i.e., lawyers). Also revealing is the rate at which grants were awarded:
more than 40 percent of all applicants received funding. Legitimate granting agen-
cies typically award a far lower proportion—NIH yields are now down to around
10 percent, for example. This was easy money and money the industry was able to
advertise as “clean,” since there was rarely any overt effort to manipulate the research
being funded.

That is one remarkable aspect of this whole “distraction” research business: how
easily the industry was able to use liberal rhetorics and values—such as freedom of
inquiry and eternal questioning—to its advantage. “Open controversy” was a key
pillar in the industry’s conspiracy, and the CTR always professed its “openness” to
alternate hypotheses when it came to disease causation. The industry played this
card in ads, press releases, and testimony before the U.S. Congress and the Federal
Trade Commission, stressing always this need to keep an “open mind” about
whether cigarettes cause disease. Open-mindedness was also apparently a re-
quirement for serving on the CTR’s Scientific Advisory Board. Clarence Cook Lit-
tle in 1960 made this clear while testifying for the defense in Lartigue v. Reynolds.
Asked whether everyone on the CTR’s board of directors was skeptical about the
tobacco–cancer link, Little responded, “Yes. I would say that all of the committee
has an open mind on this subject. Some of them say that they think that there is
more probability of this than others, but we keep our independence as individu-
als. It is the most precious thing we have. It is what makes the committee strong . . .
we are all in agreement.”47

Conformity and independence are interestingly conflated in Little’s statement,
but his use of the word precious is apt, since the success of the CTR depended on
the question of cigarette health harms remaining open. The companies played this
card artfully, identifying “closure” as “closed-mindedness” and tantamount to anti-
science. This was very clever rhetoric, and many scientists seem to have bought
it. The industry cast itself as a defender and supporter of objective science while
simultaneously tarring public health advocates as closed-minded zealots. Similar
strategies have been used in other realms of health and environmental policy—
in debates surrounding climate change or control of toxic exposures, for exam-
ple, where calls for more research are often de facto calls for intransigence and
inaction.48

For the tobacco industry, though, this new strategy meant that the manufac-
turers could ally themselves with science—or even prudence—while the anti-
tobacco camp could be charged with trying to close down inquiry. Joined to this
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was a great deal of rhetoric about the dangers of coming to premature conclu-
sions. Industry experts repeatedly claimed it would be dangerous to accept the
cigarette theory, given the stultifying effect this would have on research. Thomas
J. Moran, a Virginia pathologist, made this argument in 1964 testimony at hear-
ings before the U.S. Congress, arguing that accepting the cancer–cigarette link
was “dangerous” and would lead to “complacency concerning the etiology of this
disease.”49

“CANCER LINK IS BUNK”

A more radical version of this argument-cum-threat held that the cigarette theory
itself was causing people to get sick. A Pennsylvania cardiologist by the name of
Joseph B. Wolffe, for example, claimed that acceptance of the cigarette theory had
“traumatized a great many people, particularly those who are impressionable.” Such
at least was the story told by Stanley Frank, a popular sports writer who cited Wolffe
(misspelled as Wolfe) in a 1968 article for True magazine, an article later found to
have been secretly commissioned by Hill & Knowlton. Frank was also found to have
revised his article for publication in the National Enquirer (“Cigaret Cancer Link
Is Bunk”) under the pseudonym Charles Golden. The chicanery might never have
been detected had the industry not gone to such lengths to promote the piece, which
was reprinted for the Tobacco Institute and sent out to six hundred thousand physi-
cians, scientists, educators, policy makers, and media interests throughout the
country. Six hundred thousand copies (of an eight-page reprint) is difficult to
fathom: picture a thousand two-drawer file cabinets stuffed to the gills, or a stack
of 8 1/2 × 11 paper more than half a mile high. Recipients included 41,055 “bio-
logical scientists,” governors of every U.S. state, all 100 senators and 432 members
of the House of Representatives—and that was not even 10 percent of the recipi-
ents. This was no small operation, as was revealed when the Wall Street Journal and
Consumer Reports exposed the scandal.50

Clarence Cook Little himself liked to caution that the cigarette hypothesis was
“dangerous” and that constantly harping on it could be harmful to your health. Lit-
tle’s own views changed revealingly over time, following his employment by the to-
bacco industry. In 1944 in a booklet titled Cancer: A Study for Laymen published
by the American Cancer Society, Little had stated that it was surely “unwise to fill
the lungs repeatedly with the suspension of fine particles of tobacco products of
which smoke consists.”51 In 1960, however, when asked whether he still thought
this unwise he replied, “No, as a general answer.”52 Key for Little was a kind of con-
stitutional cop-out: so while some people might be “irritated” by tobacco smoke,
the majority escaped with no apparent harm. Or at least no reliable evidence of harm.
Which for him meant it was wrong to say that smoking “caused” cancer.

Indeed for Little, every living smoker was proof that cigarettes don’t cause can-
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cer. Here is how he put it when testifying for the defense in Green v. American To-
bacco, one of the first tobacco trials:

Q: Doctor, do you know of any one specific statistical study that shows that there is
no relationship between smoking and lung cancer, any original study?

A: That’s a hard question to answer, in a way. . . . I would say that wasn’t a question
of statistics. It is just a question of fact, that the living people who smoke prove
that there is no relationship in their case between cancer and smoking, because
they haven’t got cancer.53

Assuming he was telling the truth, which may be overly generous, we can only con-
clude that Little had an extraordinarily narrow and mechanical conception of cau-
sation, one that would never have passed muster in elementary physics or chem-
istry, let alone medicine. As with Sommers, there is this notion that if B doesn’t
necessarily and invariably follow from A, then we cannot say that A causes B. Lit-
tle’s failings in the realm of logic stagger the imagination, but tobacco was able to
get away with it. Deep pockets, polished rhetoric, and lawyerly finesse all helped
keep this festering logic zombie alive, long past its rightful time of interment.

Of course the irony is that throughout this time, the industry was constantly
accusing health authorities of bias, blinding passions, unbridled enthusiasm. This
is odd on the face of it but perhaps not hard to imagine how it came about. The
companies must have tired of being accused of bias and decided they could flip
this back against the anti-tobacco folks. A great deal of effort went into insinuat-
ing that while tobacco-financed researchers were striving for objectivity, groups
like the ACS and NCI were mired in self-aggrandizing zealotry and prejudice. The
industry’s consorts became quite adept at exposing how an experiment or study
might be flawed, incomplete, or inconveniently interpreted. Cancer researchers
were accused of extrapolating from animals to humans and of improperly prepar-
ing tobacco condensates. Epidemiologists were charged with using outdated or
improper statistical techniques or flawed mathematical models. Extrapolation of
experimental results from skin to lungs was questioned (“skin tests we think are
irrelevant to the lung problem”), as were generalizations about the nature of cig-
arette smoke. Bias became a major focus, along with research into the sociology
of knowledge, the material culture of print, the sociology of citation, even the
rhetorical force of different kind of fonts. Why is so little known about experi-
ments not causing cancer? Because “negative results are rarely published.”54

Scholars in the pocket of the industry became expert at countering the argument
that the industry failed to warn or lied to the public or failed to keep its prom-
ises. Scholars were handsomely paid to discredit some inconvenient scholar, ar-
gument, or document. To read the industry’s critiques is to feast on a cactus of
deconstruction, with a thousand tiny spines—one could say pinpricks—all hop-
ing for an entry.
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SPECIAL PROJECT S

The Council for Tobacco Research was ordered disbanded by Judge H. Lee Sarokin
of New Jersey in the early 1990s, though it was not until 1998 that the body was
finally interred as part of the Master Settlement Agreement. The Tobacco Institute
was also dissolved at this time, along with the Center for Indoor Air Research—
which had basically done for secondhand smoke what the CTR had done for the
mainstream variety. Judge Sarokin had been uncompromising in his ruling, de-
claring the industry’s conspiracy “vast in scope, devious in purpose and devastat-
ing in its results”55—which caused him to be removed from the case. The industry’s
conduct has been so horrific that a simple expression of the truth can be easily mis-
read as prejudice.

Sarokin’s judgment has been upheld by subsequent history, however. Most of the
lawsuits filed against the industry since the decision in Cipollone v. Liggett (1992)
have introduced evidence of the CTR’s role in the denialist conspiracy. And court
rulings have recognized its sham nature. In United States v. Philip Morris, Federal
Judge Gladys Kessler, after sifting through millions of pages of documents, con-
cluded that the TIRC/CTR was “a sophisticated public relations vehicle based on the
premise of conducting independent scientific research—to deny the harms of smok-
ing and reassure the public.” Research was used to distract from hazards, to culti-
vate witnesses, and to perform “guided research” for company lawyers.

The most notorious were the so-called Special Projects—typically projects that
had been turned down by the CTR’s Scientific Advisory Board, or were not expected
to qualify for such funding, or were simply hatchet jobs commissioned by the lawyers
to deconstruct inconvenient science. The Special Projects helped provide a platform
for the industry’s obfuscatory propaganda, but they also allowed the industry to ask
questions they didn’t want anyone to know they were asking. The bagmen were often
accomplished scholars, many of whom were later recruited for use as witnesses in
litigation or to trumpet industry-friendly “science.”

Special Project (SP) 109, for example, begun in 1965, involved a “collection of
cases of emphysema among nonsmokers and among young people.” SP-12 investi-
gated the possibility “of additional statistical studies, such as those made by Per-
rone and Poche, which showed no association between smoking and lung cancer.”
Yet another Special Project involved the study of lung cancer among non-smoking
Amish, Mennonites, and Mormons to show that non-smokers can contract the dis-
ease. Dozens of such projects had been launched by the mid-1960s,56 all shielded
from ordinary scrutiny, peer review, or disclosure—and often dealing with “hot top-
ics” the industry didn’t want to see publicized. SP-30, for example, was designed to
check the accuracy of Radford and Hunt’s demonstration of radioactive polonium
in tobacco smoke and included a series of experiments to establish dose-response
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relations in exposed dogs. SP-31 and SP-32 were organized to examine levels of free
radicals and nitrosamines in cigarette smoke.

Many of these were deliberate hatchet jobs. The statistician George L. Saiger from
Columbia University received CTR Special Project funds “to seek to reduce the cor-
relation of smoking and disease by introduction of additional variables”; he also
was paid $10,873 in 1966 to testify before Congress, denying the cigarette–cancer
link. The goal of SP-100, authorized in December 1965, was to assemble a panel of
experts to repudiate the statistics relied on by the Surgeon General in his recent
report; panelists included Saiger but also Leo Katz, K. Alexander Brownlee, and
Theodor D. Sterling, all of whom were expected to show that the conclusions in the
Surgeon General’s report were “not justified.” Ingram Olkin, chairman of Stanford’s
Department of Statistics, received $12,000 to do a similar job (SP-82) on the Fram-
ingham Heart Study, a long-term epidemiological study (organized by the National
Heart Institute) best known today for nailing down the smoking–heart disease link.
Lorillard’s chief of research okayed Olkin’s contract, commenting that he was to be
funded using “considerations other than practical scientific merit.” Many of these
Special Projects were essentially lawyerly assignments, with the biases—or foregone
conclusions—expressed in their titles. SP-103, for example, was titled “Specific Refu-
tation of Misleading Statements Regarding Cigarette Smoking Commonly Ap-
pearing in Anti-smoking Propaganda.” Another Special Project involved an “Epi-
demiologic Study to Find Pockets of High Lung Cancer Incidence without Relation
to Smoking Habits.” Yet another fostered clinical studies to show that “duration and
amount of smoking have no relation to the age of peak incidence of lung cancer.”
Project SP-26 was similarly designed “to expose the inadequacy of the Harris in-
halation index” for carbon monoxide, part of an effort to demonstrate flaws in un-
friendly measurement methods.57

Between 1966 and 1990 more than $18,000,000 was allocated for CTR Special
Projects, with most of the money coming from Reynolds ($6+ million), Philip Mor-
ris ($5.8 million), and Brown & Williamson ($2.6 million). Lorillard, Liggett, and
American Tobacco contributed lesser sums, proportionate to their cigarette sales.
Former CTR vice president Harmon C. McAllister has testified that more than 130
separate Special Projects were administered through the CTR, each of which had
its own principal investigator, typically a professor in a medical school or science
department.58 This included scholars from leading universities, people like Alvan
R. Feinstein from Yale, Richard J. Hickey from the Wharton School of Business,
Carl Seltzer from Harvard, and Victor Buhler, president of the 4,500-strong Col-
lege of American Pathologists. At least thirty such Special Projects operatives testi-
fied before the U.S. Congress or in some other legal capacity, often without revealing
their financial ties to the industry.

Victor Buhler in 1969, for example, testified before the House Committee on
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Interstate and Foreign Commerce (investigating tobacco ads on television): “The
cause of cancer in humans, including the cause of cancer of the lung is unknown.
No amount of speculation, no amount of suspicion, no amount of repetition of now
familiar findings and no amount of emotion can alter this fact. The cause of cancer
of the lung is not known.”59 Arthur Furst, director of the Institute of Chemical Bi-
ology at the University of San Francisco, testified before this same committee that
“much more must be known” about cancer before concluding that smoking was one
of its causes. Furst was adamant in his skepticism: “I am not convinced that the plac-
ing of tars on the skin of mice shows anything. . . . I am concerned that the publi-
cation of premature conclusions has helped to create an impression that the answers
have already been found.”60

The industry also trotted out experts to oppose limiting the televised broadcast
of tobacco ads. Eugene E. Levitt from Indiana University’s School of Medicine
testified there was “no scientific basis” for inferring that television commercials in-
fluence the smoking behavior of young people, while K. Alexander Brownlee, a Fel-
low of the Royal Statistical Society in London, testified that the U.S. Public Health
Service had “failed to prove that cigarette smoking is the cause of lung cancer.” John
P. Wyatt, chairman of pathology at the University of Manitoba, testified there was
not yet a “scientific basis” for tying smoking to emphysema; and Duane Carr, a sur-
geon at the University of Tennessee, testified that government health authorities
had let “emotionalism and zeal” infect their pursuit of scientific truth—and that the
cause of lung cancer remained “unknown.”61

Nowhere did either Buhler or Furst reveal they had taken Special Projects funds.
That was hardly by accident or oversight: the industry often used “third party” sci-
entists to do its dirty work and tried whenever possible to disguise the financial
arrangements. And the sums involved were often substantial.

Theodor D. Sterling, for example, a professor of applied mathematics at Wash-
ington University in St. Louis, testified before this same House committee, opining
that the conclusions drawn by the Surgeon General about smoking and cancer were
“probably invalid.” In the 1960s and early 1970s Sterling received about $4 million
to conduct research for the industry, mainly on indoor air pollution but also to de-
velop statistical methods useful for challenging the smoking–cancer link. As late
as the 1990s Sterling was ridiculing calculations of hundreds of thousands of U.S.
deaths from smoking as “exaggerated propaganda” bordering on “the ludicrous”;
he also accused health authorities of “resorting to misinformation to encourage
people to stop smoking.” Sterling was one of the Special Projects operatives exposed
by Stanton Glantz and colleagues in their 1995 Cigarette Papers, though Sterling
earned substantially more even than was realized in this early exposé. From docu-
ments subsequently released, we learn that the man probably received close to $10
million over a thirty-year career with Big Tobacco.62

By such means the industry was able to clog congressional hearings, to distort
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popular understanding, and to delay or weaken legislation designed to regulate
smoking. Targeted funding gave a podium and megaphones to dissenters, warping
the honest give-and-take of untainted inquiry. Tobacco charlatans gained a voice
before the U.S. Congress and were often able even to insinuate themselves into peer-
reviewed medical literature.

In 1968, for example, the biophysical chemist Richard J. Hickey from the Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania’s Wharton School of Business was offered Special Projects
funding (grant 56-B) to prepare a statement for Congress. Hickey had been turned
down for normal CTR funding, but for the next several years he received millions
of dollars from special industry accounts, primarily to use multivariate statistical
methods to claim that air pollution was more important than smoking as a cause
of lung cancer. Hickey published denialist articles in prestigious journals such as
Lancet, without identifying himself as a Special Projects agent. A U.S. federal court
later concluded that Hickey’s work was funded because of his willingness to act “as
a witness in litigation or before congressional hearings on behalf of the Enterprise.”63

Special Projects were also organized to refute studies judged painful or embar-
rassing for cigarette makers. Efforts were initiated in the 1960s to undermine Ham-
mond and Horn’s epidemiology, and in the 1980s Domingo M. Aviado, a pharma-
cologist at the University of Pennsylvania, received Special Projects money to run
a series of secret dog inhalation studies, designed ostensibly to succeed by failing.
Inhalation experiments had been popular with the industry since the 1940s, largely
because it turns out to be quite hard to give mice, rabbits, or even dogs lung can-
cer simply by exposing them to tobacco smoke. Lung cancers typically take twenty
or thirty years to develop in humans, and small animals usually don’t live long
enough to get the disease. Aviado had earlier worked for Allied Chemical and in
1974 published an article in Executive Health titled “The Case against Tobacco Is
Not Closed: Why Smoking May Not Be ‘Dangerous to Your Health’!” The tobacco
crowd found him a willing co-conspirator and hired him to help cast doubt on the
hazards of both mainstream and secondhand smoke in publications such as the New
England Journal of Medicine. By 1982 Aviado was getting more than $114,000 per
year for research on twenty different projects for the industry, including “psy-
chosocial aspects of burns” (from cigarettes), lung cancer in Greek and Japanese
women (criticizing Hirayama and Trichopoulos), a critique of the FTC’s 1981 “Staff
Report” (which had found millions of Americans still poorly informed on tobacco
hazards), and surveys of South American and Philippine views on smoking. Avi-
ado also spearheaded an effort to develop a new computerized coding system for
some fifty thousand publications on smoking and health, employing methods “dic-
tated by priorities of interest expressed by Shook, Hardy and Bacon,” the industry’s
long-standing legal defenders. Aviado testified before the U.S. Congress on behalf
of cigarette makers and reassured Australian smokers that cigarettes pose “no health
hazard to normal non-smokers.” Many of his Shook Hardy assignments were of an

The Council for Tobacco Research 279



activist nature, as when he testified before a New Jersey Assembly public hearing
“questioning the health reasons” of a proposed law barring smoking in public places.
Aviado seems to have been quite eager to do the industry’s bidding, and one won-
ders what kind of work he might have refused.64

Special Project grantees sometimes investigated non-tobacco hazards. Profes-
sor Thomas F. Mancuso at the University of Pittsburgh received a Special Projects
grant in 1972 to research air pollution, with the hope that he would counter, Hueper-
like, the “cigarette hypothesis.” Industry lawyers were pleased with his emphasis on
occupational causes and saw him as a way to rebuke the view that “90% or more of
lung cancer” was caused by cigarettes.65 Richard J. Hickey was similarly paid to en-
dorse R. A. Fisher’s “genotype hypothesis,” the idea that people smoke because they
have a certain genetic yearning to do so, which happens also to be linked to a propen-
sity to contract cancer. This was the so-called itch in the lung hypothesis: people
smoke because they already have an “itch” (i.e., cancer) that needs to be “scratched”
(by smoking). An equally plausible theory would be that people who accept such
far-fetched notions must have a gene that allows their credulity to be stretched.

FEINSTEIN’S FOLLY

Alvan R. Feinstein, an influential epidemiologist at Yale University’s School of
Medicine, was one of the very first scholars to receive Special Projects funding.
His SP-2 grant from 1966 involved publication of a report on health statistics ex-
pected to produce “helpful data”—data that would aid in the industry’s ongoing ef-
fort to discredit the recent Surgeon General’s report. Feinstein worked for cigarette
manufacturers for more than three decades, earning many hundreds of thousands
of dollars in the process. Big Tobacco appreciated his work on “detection bias” and
praised him for allowing the industry to maintain (as late as 1988) that “lung can-
cer may not be directly linked to smoking.”66 Tobacco lawyers at Jacob, Medinger
& Finnegan offered the following rationale for financing the man:

Dr. Feinstein has long thought that one reason for the reported association between
cigarette smoking and lung cancer, as well as the apparent rise in the incidence of lung
cancer, is “detection bias.” It is Dr. Feinstein’s view that cigarette smoking may con-
tribute more to the diagnosis of lung cancer than it does to the disease itself because
smokers are given more rigorous physical examination and, therefore, a greater num-
ber of lung cancers are diagnosed in smokers than in non-smokers. In the early 1970’s
Dr. Feinstein did a research project to test his theory. He concluded that detection of
lung cancer during life is greater in smokers and that the more a patient smoked the
greater the likelihood that a particular diagnostic technique would be used.67

Feinstein helped the industry exculpate tobacco, by uncovering ever more sophis-
ticated ways by which epidemiology might be flawed. His extensive work on bias
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helped him become one of the pioneers of what we now know as “evidence-based
medicine”; indeed the British Medical Journal recently praised his role in “defining
the principles of quantitative clinical reasoning.” No mention was made, however,
of how his push for ever higher bars of epidemiologic proof played right into the
hands of his cigarette industry paymasters.68

Feinstein’s complicity is significant, because his was such a powerful voice in the
field of clinical epidemiology. As editor of one of the field’s most important jour-
nals and author of several widely read textbooks, he used his position of authority
to publish tobacco-friendly articles and letters, including refutations of the sec-
ondhand smoke threat. Former students and colleagues remember him as a “con-
trarian”—he was also a lifelong smoker of Camel cigarettes—but he clearly knew
where his bread was buttered. Feinstein once compared the tobacco industry’s hir-
ing of consultants to the right of the accused to an attorney; he also likened the treat-
ment of tobacco-friendly scholars (such as himself) to Galileo’s persecution by the
Catholic Church. And only a maverick, or so he thought, could go against “the cur-
rent fervor of anti-smoking evangelism.” In 1992, in thinly veiled autobiography,
he published an article lambasting the “current atmosphere” in which a consultant’s
“stature, credibility, and integrity become instantly impugned and tarnished by the
depravity of associating with the tobacco ‘bad guy.’ ” Nowhere did he mention,
though, that he himself was a long-standing tobacco industry consultant—one of
the “bad guys”—and a recipient of secret Special Projects money.69

Cigarette makers for their part knew that some of Feinstein’s colleagues were
skeptical of his pro-cigarette slant; indeed some of the money he received from the
CTR was deliberately awarded to counter the suspicion that his tobacco-friendly
work had earned him in certain quarters. Feinstein’s work on colon cancer was sup-
ported, for example, to neutralize some of this suspicion. The industry’s evaluation
of his 1988 request for funding noted that his “studying this tumor, which has not
hitherto been associated with tobacco, will lessen some of the preconceived preju-
dices about the results of his research on lung cancer.”70

It is unclear even today, though, how many of Feinstein’s former colleagues and
students knew (and know) about his work for the tobacco industry. One wonders
which of his Yale colleagues knew about this in 1974, when he founded the Robert
Wood Johnson Clinical Scholars Program, or in 1988 when he founded the Journal
of Clinical Epidemiology, or in 1991 when he was named Sterling Professor of Med-
icine, the university’s highest academic honor. Or in 2005, when a prize was estab-
lished in his name, the Alvan R. Feinstein Award for outstanding clinical skills, hon-
oring this long-standing collaborator with Big Tobacco. Harder still is to say how
much of an impact tobacco funding has had on the rise of evidence-based medi-
cine. Feinstein’s was a career based on skepticism, and many of the statistical tech-
niques he helped develop have been useful in challenging the reality of other kinds
of medical and environmental hazards. Big Tobacco has clearly left an odious stain
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on scholarship, though we may never be able to say precisely how deep it has gone
or how far it has spread.

THE COMPLICIT Y OF L AWYERS

Tobacco monies were sometimes provided just to keep a scholar in the industry’s
favor, or even to compensate them for embarrassment stemming from their work
for the industry. A. Bennett Jensen, a Georgetown University pathologist, received
Special Projects funding in 1988, for example, causing him problems with his uni-
versity. Lawyers from Shook, Hardy and Bacon proposed therefore to pay him
$40,000 “not for specific research” but rather “solely in order to maintain a good re-
lationship with him and secure his continued help in making contact with other
scientists.” The money was to come from an expert witness slush fund administered
by the firm, with the goal being just (as Shook Hardy attorney William Allinder put
it) “to keep him happy.” The tobacco lawyers admitted there was “no immediate value
to his research”; Jensen had value as a potential witness, however, and keeping him
happy was envisioned as helping the industry acquire “legislative witnesses.” Spe-
cial Projects by this time (1992) had been moved out of the CTR to become the di-
rect responsibility of Shook, Hardy and Bacon, raising this question (in the minds
of the industry’s lawyers) of whether the joint industry funds administered in this
manner “were used to purchase favorable judicial or legislative testimony, thereby
perpetrating a fraud on the public.”71

This last-mentioned musing highlights a little-probed aspect of the modern
world’s tobacco wars: the deep complicity of lawyers in the industry’s long-stand-
ing campaign of deception. It is surprising how little outrage there has been about
this aspect of the conspiracy. Are lawyers held to no ethical standards? How should
we judge their conduct throughout this enterprise? And what are we teaching our
young law students about professional ethics and social responsibility? Judge
Kessler grasped part of this nettle on page 3 of her 1,652-page “Amended Final Opin-
ion,” ruling for the government in United States v. Philip Morris, finding the indus-
try in violation of federal racketeering laws:

Finally, a word must be said about the role of lawyers in this fifty-year history of de-
ceiving smokers, potential smokers, and the American public about the hazards of
smoking and second hand smoke, and the addictiveness of nicotine. At every stage,
lawyers played an absolutely central role in the creation and perpetuation of the En-
terprise and the implementation of its fraudulent schemes. They devised and coordi-
nated both national and international strategy; they directed scientists as to what re-
search they should and should not undertake; they vetted scientific research papers
and reports as well as public relations materials to ensure that the interests of the En-
terprise would be protected; they identified “friendly” scientific witnesses, subsidized
them with grants from the [Council] for Tobacco Research and the Center for Indoor
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Air Research, paid them enormous fees, and often hid the relationship between those
witnesses and the industry; and they devised and carried out document destruction
policies and took shelter behind baseless assertions of the attorney client privilege.

What a sad and disquieting chapter in the history of an honorable and often coura-
geous profession.72

I am no lawyer, but if participation in such a conspiracy qualifies one for inclusion
among the defendants in a lawsuit, then I cannot fathom why law firms such as
Shook, Hardy and Bacon or Covington & Burling have not been brought before the
bar of justice. Law firms were deeply complicit in the campaign to hide the hazards
of smoking and played a crucial role in helping to maintain the business legitimacy
of cigarettes.

Indeed, this complicity of lawyers goes to one of the most enduring deceptions
of the conspiracy, this notion that the companies have turned over a new leaf and
are now acting as “responsible corporate citizens.” Nothing could be further from
the truth—as anyone will know who has ever attended a tobacco trial, where the
CTR and other arms of the conspiracy are held up as examples of the industry’s
honesty and beneficence. In later chapters we will see how the cigarette itself re-
mains fraudulent in certain vital respects—and defective, which means that un-
necessary killing is ongoing and will continue for however long cigarettes are sold.

MARCH BIRTHS AND BALD MEN

The tobacco industry’s Special Projects have acquired a certain notoriety, but other
kinds of manipulation probably had a more lasting overall effect. One commonly
used trick was to cherry-pick extracts from scientific literature sympathetic to the
industry and then to publish and distribute those extracts to a broad audience. This
began already in 1954 with the release of the TIRC’s first Scientific Perspective white
paper and would continue throughout the formal conspiracy.

One remarkable example is the Tobacco and Health Report, a newsletter pub-
lished by the Tobacco Institute from 1957 through 1969 to publicize “material which
rebuts and discredits” the health charges against tobacco. According to a 1962 Hill
& Knowlton document, 536,000 copies were sent free of charge four times a year
to doctors, dentists, science writers, editors, and publishers throughout the United
States. The point was to draw attention to doubts raised about the “cigarette the-
ory” by abstracting, reprinting, and disseminating research by cigarette-friendly
skeptics. The topics covered are extraordinary—and from the comfort of historical
distance even comical. Lung cancer is said to be caused by mites from the feathers
of birds and the month into which one is born. A report on lung cancer being “rare
in bald men” is followed by one on the role of stress, pesticides, or industrial pol-
lution. Here is a sampling of titles from the months surrounding the release of the
1964 Surgeon General’s report:73

The Council for Tobacco Research 283



“28 Reasons for Doubting Cigarette–Cancer Link” (Jul.–Aug. 1963)
“No One Yet Knows the Answers” (Jul.–Aug. 1963)
“Rare Fungus Infection Mimics Lung Cancer” (Nov.–Dec. 1963)
“March Birth, Lung Cancer Linked” (Nov.–Dec. 1963)
“Viral Infections Blamed in Bronchitis Outbreaks” (Mar.–Apr. 1964)
“Nicotine Effect Is Like Exercise” (Mar.–Apr. 1964)
“Lung Cancer Rare in Bald Men” (Mar.–Apr. 1964)
“English Surgeon Links Urbanization to Lung Cancer” (Winter 1964–65)

As silly as these may sound today, a physician casually perusing the Tobacco and
Health Report in the 1950s or 1960s might well have been led to consider cigarettes
only a trivial cause of lung cancer. Indeed, relying on this publication alone, one
would scarcely have reason to believe tobacco was causing any disease whatsoever.
A Hill & Knowlton memo from 1968 listed the following “Criteria for Selection”
for articles:

First, the reports should be on new research, if possible. It need not always deal with
some aspect of tobacco; for example, a report indicating some factor or factors other
than smoking may be involved in one of the diseases with which smoking has been
associated. Other examples:
• a report in which the statistics of a smoking-associated disease are questioned.
• one in which death certificates or classifications of such a disease are questioned.
• one showing that many lung cancers may be metastatic from some other organ.
• one indicating that a virus may cause human cancer, whether or not that cancer

is associated with smoking.
• one on research with animals, indicating that some other factor be involved with

carcinogenesis or ciliostasis [sic].74

The goal, in short, was to cast doubt on cigarettes as a cause of disease. Hill &
Knowlton made this explicit: “The most important type of story” (for Tobacco and
Health) was “that which casts doubt on the cause and effect theory of disease and
smoking.” And we know from correspondence preserved in the archives that some
doctors at least liked the publication. An Illinois Public Health official wrote,
praising “the willingness of industry to fight for truth in science”; others wrote to
request reprints, or to subscribe, or to find out where they could apply for CTR
funds.75

Quite a different impression would have come from the industry’s own Current
Digest, a newsletter distributed to “a controlled list” of industry friendlies by Hill &
Knowlton via the TIRC/CTR. This was a more honest organ than the Tobacco and
Health Report, summarizing tobacco and health research in the form of short ab-
stracts. Current Digest was produced from 1956 into the mid-1990s, though it was
always an in-house organ for executives’ eyes only—and always kept confidential.
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Though formally issued through the TIRC, the Digest was “almost entirely a Hill &
Knowlton production.”76

The Current Digest is important because it shows that the industry did make an
effort to keep up with the science on tobacco and health. Hill & Knowlton also com-
piled a catalog of the relevant papers published up to 1955, classifying these ac-
cording to whether they were “favorable” or “unfavorable” to the industry. Hill &
Knowlton graded hundreds of scientific papers according to whether they were use-
ful (A), neutral (B), or negative (C) for the industry’s PR effort; a section titled “To-
bacco Products Linked to Cancer,” for example, included twenty-two articles in the
“C” category, meaning that a cancer link had been established. Economists from
the University of York have analyzed such evaluations along with the literature ab-
stracted in the Current Digest, showing that the industry was actually fairly honest
(to itself) when it came to assessing whether literature was favorable or unfavor-
able on the cancer question. What is striking, though, is how this internal assess-
ment contrasts with the industry’s public pronouncements. The TIRC/CTR issued
annual reports beginning in 1956, claiming in each instance that the case against
tobacco had not been proved. The industry was two-faced on this issue, keeping
honest tabs internally on the evidence while pressing the “not yet proven” thesis
onto the general public.77

To summarize: What is significant is the contrast between the industry’s public
and private stance. Publicly, and loudly, the industry was always denying evidence
of hazards, typically by claiming this to be an “open question.” Privately, however, the
CTR was collecting medical reports on tobacco and summarizing them for internal
industry consumption. We also know that the scholars receiving funds from the CTR
had very different views about causation from those trumpeted via CTR or Tobacco
Institute literature. Michael Cummings of the Roswell Park Cancer Institute in Buffalo,
New York, has shown that the overwhelming majority of CTR grantees by 1990 agreed
with the public health consensus—contrary to the industry’s public stance. Cummings
wrote to more than a hundred former CTR grantees and found that among the sev-
enty-seven who responded only one was a smoker—and over 90 percent agreed that
most deaths from lung cancer were caused by smoking. All but one agreed that smok-
ing was addictive, and most also agreed that secondhand smoke endangered non-
smokers. Cigarette makers had not yet admitted any kind of harm from smoking,
but their own CTR grantees were clearly already convinced.78

OPARIL’S EXCULPATION

Clarence Cook Little died in 1971 at the age of eighty-three from a heart attack. Most
obituaries ignored or trivialized his tobacco work, and some even praised him—as
if in grotesque mockery of the facts—as “one of America’s foremost cancer re-
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searchers.” The New York Times mentioned his work for the companies but also par-
roted their line that evidence of health harms from smoking was based “largely on
statistical grounds.” The Times also characterized Little’s denials of tobacco–disease
links as his “hobbyhorse,” as if this were some kind of pet theory or idle indulgence.79

The fact is that for the last sixteen years of his life Little was little more than a
puppet for Big Tobacco. His public pronouncements were carefully staged, his ve-
neer of objectivity carefully protected. One reason for the establishment of the To-
bacco Institute as distinct from the TIRC in 1958 was to sequester Little from ex-
plicit trade association activity, allowing him to be “immunized” for use in litigation;
Little’s sequestration, though, was simply a ploy to maintain this illusion of inde-
pendence. The TI and the CTR were supposed to have different missions, but they
were actually part of one integrated whole. Revealingly, with the formation of the
TI in 1958 the TIRC’s budget declined by exactly the amount allocated to the TI.

The Council for Tobacco Research was shuttered in 1998 as part of the Master
Settlement Agreement reached between cigarette manufacturers and the attorneys
general of forty-six states. By this time, however, the body was already moribund.
The CTR had stopped accepting grant proposals on June 20, 1997, with the last grant
going to Judith A. Shizuru, a physician at Stanford’s School of Medicine, for work
on a project titled “Bone Marrow Stem Cell Transplants for the Treatment of Auto-
immune Disease.” The Council did not disappear but by the terms of the MSA was
no longer allowed to offer grants. Staffing was stripped down to a skeleton crew
of four, having as their sole purpose to respond to litigation. James F. Glenn, pres-
ident and CEO of the expiring body, in 1998 wrote to Stanford’s Judith F. Swain,
the first and only woman ever to serve on the Scientific Advisory Board, lament-
ing how the CTR had been “stripped of its benevolent and productive enterprise.”
Swain herself refused to attend the last few meetings of the SAB, having been sur-
prised to learn in recent months that “the Council may not have been totally inde-
pendent of the tobacco industry.” Swain therefore thought it “best that I resign from
any involvement with the Council.”80

Equally naive, though, would be to imagine the industry so easily giving up this
ghost. The CTR has in fact had a remarkable afterlife, principally in litigation. Even
after its closure and dismemberment, the CTR lives on as a kind of legal zombie,
touted by the industry as a legitimate research organ and as evidence of the cartel’s
stellar social responsibility. Scholars are actually paid to research the history of the
CTR as part of an effort to polish its reputation in court, where CTR research is up-
held as “good science.”

Such has been the argument of Suzanne Oparil, M.D., a former president of the
American Heart Association (1994–95) and ever since a paid expert witness for
the defense in numerous tobacco trials. Oparil is typically brought in to say that
the CTR was a legitimate scientific organization, turning a blind eye to the record
of lawyer involvement in the selection of CTR projects. Indeed she denies that a
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primary purpose of this organ was to give credence to the denialist project. She her-
self received substantial funding from the CTR—about half a million dollars from
1989 through 1995—and was on a first name basis with its research director.81 Her
testimony shows how easy it is for scholars to get drawn into the industry’s denial-
ist orbit; it also shows, though, how much of its courtroom defense has relied on a
continuance of the denialist project.

In June of 1997, for example, Oparil testified for the defense in Broin v. Philip
Morris, a class action suit brought on behalf of flight attendants suffering from ex-
posure to in-flight secondhand smoke. Under oath, Oparil claimed that the CTR
was “a legitimate valuable scientific research organization” supporting “cutting edge”
work of “excellent quality.” Oparil’s opinion was based on little more than a read-
ing of CTR annual reports and a few representative papers, though she also claimed
to have become an expert on the CTR—Sarah Palinesque—simply by accepting
funding from this organ.82 Her utility as a witness, however, stemmed from her will-
ingness to keep to the industry’s legal script. Asked whether she thought that smok-
ing caused cancer, Oparil characterized this as “a complex question” given that
smoking was not a sufficient condition for contracting the disease. Smokers were
at a higher risk of developing certain kinds of cancer, Oparil said, but she refused
to admit causality or that smoking was addictive. She also testified to having smoked
“at parties, or occasionally one or two cigarettes after dinner,” and that she didn’t
mind sitting in the smoking sections of restaurants or planes.83 She was also forced
to admit that she herself had never done any research “that supports the proposi-
tion that someone is more likely to get diseased because they smoke cigarettes.”

Oparil continued testifying for the industry for several years thereafter, keeping
pretty much to this same legal script. In Engle v. Reynolds she defended the right of
sponsors “to discourage or prevent publication” and denied that tobacco manu-
facturers had tried to cast doubt on the cigarette–cancer link. She also denied that
a causal link had been established between smoking and disease:

Q: Does cigarette smoking cause any disease?
A: By the strict definition of causality, no.

She admitted an “association” and various “risks” but would not come out and say,
yes, smoking kills:

Q: You do know within a reasonable degree of medical certainty that cigarette smok-
ing kills hundreds of thousands of people each year, don’t you?

A: That statement is a statement made based on epidemiologic studies and based on
the multiplication of an assessment of the increase in risks due to—which is at-
tributed to the use of cigarettes.

Q: And you find those epidemiologic studies very convincing, don’t you?
A: I—first—I—it’s difficult to respond specifically to that question. Because the
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specific studies that are used to make these statements and establish these statis-
tical risks are studies that are not directly known to me. These are old data. How
accurate they are is really not clear to me. How good the methods were to estab-
lish these levels of risks are also not known to me. I am not an epidemiologist.84

One might imagine a former president of the American Heart Association catch-
ing flak for collaborating so intimately with cigarette makers; the AHA, after all,
has taken strong stands against smoking since the 1950s and by the 1990s had only
harsh words for the industry. Judging from her long list of honors and awards, how-
ever, it appears that Oparil’s colleagues may not know about this side of her career.
Oparil was awarded the Founders Medal of the Southern Society for Clinical In-
vestigation and the President’s Achievement Award from the University of Alabama
in 1995, the year she was also named one of the nation’s “Top 20 Women Health
Leaders” by the Medical Herald. In 2002 Oparil won the AHA’s coveted Lifetime
Achievement Award, presented annually to an individual “who has had a lifetime
of outstanding achievements in the field of hypertension and has served as a role
model through service, research and teaching.” Did the AHA’s prize committee know
about Oparil’s defense of the tobacco industry in court? Would that have mattered?
What about the American Society of Hypertension, which elevated Oparil to the
office of president in 2006, following a power struggle amid revelations that the So-
ciety had taken large sums of money from drug manufacturers trying to broaden
the class of patients eligible for drug therapy? Is Oparil’s view that “smoking does
not cause hypertension” consistent with the state of the art as recognized by the So-
ciety? Does the Society for Hypertension condone the expression of such views in
a court of law?85

The American Heart Association’s official website highlights its struggle with the
tobacco cartel in the mid-1990s, remarking: “Despite strong opposition from the
tobacco industry, the American Heart Association continued to be an advocate for
the American public.”86 The irony is that the highest-ranking officer of the AHA
during these same years was not only taking money from the industry’s fraudulent
research arm (the CTR), but would also (subsequently) work for the industry as an
expert witness in court, denying addiction and causal links and helping to buttress
the central fraud of the conspiracy. People who wonder about the continued abil-
ity of the industry to defend itself against charges of fraud and conspiracy need look
no further than the willingness of such experts to service the industry in this man-
ner. All for a price, of course.
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Agnotology in Action
Doubt is our product.
Brown & Williamson, 1969

Deception has long been the tobacco industry’s bread and butter. And though we
probably cannot trace the strategy of manufacturing doubt to any one evil genius,
the strategy does have a history, and key players and principals. High on my list for
influentials would be Paul M. Hahn, president of the American Tobacco Company
and chief architect of the 1953 Plaza Hotel meetings where the denialist campaign
was set in motion. Edward A. Darr, president of Reynolds, seems to have helped
craft the “no real proof ” strategy, and Hill & Knowlton certainly helped polish this
turnip. The idea was simple: the industry would fight science with science, exploiting
Gibson’s law that “for every Ph.D. there is an equal and opposite Ph.D.” The court
of public opinion was more than a metaphor: the entire public sphere was turned
into a spectacular arena of deception, with tobacco on trial and two sides to every
story and cigarettes presumed innocent until proven guilty—with the bar for proof
set so high that no one could ever get over it.

From the archives we have a number of “smoking gun” memos and notes in which
this doubt-mongering strategy is made explicit. The most infamous, perhaps, is the
text of a speech attached to a memo dated August 21, 1969, from John W. Burgard,
vice president of marketing for Brown & Williamson, to R. A. Pittman, senior brand
marketing supervisor (and later director of advertising), and C. I. McCarty, who later
served as the company’s president and CEO. Here in this attached speech, titled
“Smoking and Health Proposal,” are these notorious lines:

Doubt is our product since it is the best means of competing with the body of fact
that exists in the mind of the general public. It is also the means of establishing that
there is a controversy. If we are successful in establishing a controversy at the public
level, then there is an opportunity to put across the real facts about smoking and health.1
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Burgard’s memo and the attached speech were squirreled away among seven tons
of documents produced by the company in response to a 1979 subpoena from
the Federal Trade Commission, part of a U.S. government inquiry into the in-
dustry’s marketing practices. The company had hoped to overwhelm the FTC by
the sheer volume of its response, but the strategy—known to lawyers as “dump-
ing” or “papering”—backfired as page after page was read by diligent FTC staffers.
(The entire treasure trove of documents would eventually find its way onto the In-
ternet, which still was tiny on the horizon when the “dumping” began). Burgard’s
memo was cited in a classified version of the FTC’s 1981 “Staff Report,” which rec-
ognized the doubt-mongering as cynical and a sham: “By emphasizing and play-
ing up areas where there is a genuine scientific controversy about the particular
effects of smoking, Brown & Williamson proposed to cast doubt on the validity of
the much larger body of uncontroverted medical evidence.”2 The memo was soon
thereafter leaked to the press: the Sunday Herald Leader of Lexington, Kentucky,
was the first to publish it—on July 5, 1981—but the Associated Press quickly picked
up the story, which found its way into hundreds of newspapers across the country.

STRATEGIES FOR CREATING D OUBT

There are other instances where the tobacco industry makes explicit this goal of
creating doubt, and not just in the United States. In 1984 in Britain, for example,
Keith Richardson of BAT described the strategy to fight “the case against smoking”
in an internal memo: “The Royal College of Physicians claims that 90% of all lung
cancer deaths can be attributed to smoking. There can be no doubt that this is widely
believed to be true and that lung cancer is the most emotive single issue. If we can
cast doubt on the relationship between smoking and lung cancer then we have cast
doubts on the entire case against smoking.”3 Similar confessions from other parts
of the world could surely be unearthed, if governments or attorneys had the power
to obtain the documents.

What kinds of strategies have been used to manufacture doubt? One of the more
common has been simply to assemble and reproduce statements by authorities will-
ing to deny the hazard. Dozens of such compilations were produced beginning in
1954, shortly after the counter-blast of the “Frank Statement.” Most had titles like
A Scientific Perspective on the Cigarette Controversy or How Eminent Men of Medi-
cine and Science Challenged the Smoking-and-Health Theory during Recent Hear-
ings in the U.S. Congress.4 That, though, has been just one of many methods to pro-
mote ignorance. Expressed as imperatives, others would include the following:

1. Publicize statements from scholars skeptical of the hazard.5 Fund the research
of these scholars to entice them to testify in court or in regulatory hearings.

2. Publicize examples of people living to a ripe old age despite decades of
smoking.6
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3. Raise questions about “anomalies” that seem paradoxical: why, if smoking
causes cancer, do some countries with high rates of smoking have low rates
of cancer? Why don’t laboratory animals exposed to whole fresh smoke
develop lung cancer? And so forth.

4. Redefine terms. Deny there is “tar” in cigarettes and insist on using words
like biological activity or hyperplasia rather than cancer or pre-cancer. Deny,
deconstruct, or trivialize addiction, turning it into a matter of semantics—
or “weak will” or free choice.

5. Wrap yourself in the authority of science. Contrast the “rush to judgment”
approach of anti-tobacco “fanatics” with the cautious “wait and see” attitude
of the industry. Insist on laboratory proof when faced with statistical evi-
dence, and on human studies when faced with laboratory evidence. Claim
also that the manufacturers know more about tobacco than anyone else, so
they should be trusted.

6. State that the evidence linking tobacco and disease is merely “statistical” and
then deride statistics as an improper method for reasoning about causality.
Finance your own epidemiology and publish this in engineering journals if
medical journals won’t take it. Then hire experts to say such studies are “diffi-
cult to refute” and make sure such remarks get coverage in the popular press.7

7. Put a positive spin on uncomfortable facts. Yes, some mice develop tumors
after exposure to cigarette tar, but don’t forget that many of these mice do not
develop tumors.8 Just like most smokers never develop lung cancer. And yes,
the surface area of the human lung is the size of a tennis court, but think of
this as a strength and not a weakness: think how dilute the smoke must be to
have to cover such a large area! Think of the body not as weak in the face of
carcinogenic onslaughts but strong in its capacity to resist such onslaughts.

8. Construct graphs and charts in such a way as to make it look like cancer trends
are chaotic (“graphic agnotology”; see Figure 29).

9. Hire journalists to write industry-sympathetic articles in the popular press
and pressure media organs to ignore or suppress reports unfavorable to the
industry. Threaten to withhold advertising from magazines that give too
much attention to tobacco–disease links.

10. Undermine the authority of health organizations such as the American
Cancer Society, the Surgeon General, the American Heart Association, or
the National Cancer Institute. Denigrate these as “advocacy” or “govern-
ment” organizations aligned with an anti-tobacco “cause” or “movement”
(with an “agenda,” etc.). Imply that such organizations are irremediably
biased or one-sided.

11. Hire historians to rewrite history from an industry point of view and then
use such scholars as experts in court. Hire lawyers who can convince juries
that the industry was never dishonest and operated a responsible business.

Agnotology in Action 291



12. Proclaim the smoking and health controversy to be “nothing new,” the “same
old same old,” and so forth. Plan for ways to make the public tire of hearing
about “accusations” against tobacco by deriding them as “old news,” “cen-
turies old,” overly familiar, “notorious,” and so forth.9

13. Keep people smoking by reassuring them that the industry is doing every-
thing it can to make cigarettes as safe as possible and claim the high moral
ground of corporate or environmental responsibility.

14. Always keep thinking of new ways to defend the industry.

Strategies of this sort are explicit in the industry’s internal documents. Burgard’s
memo from 1969 and BAT’s 1984 “cast doubt” confession are two of the more out-
rageous, but there are numerous others. The Tobacco Institute also occasionally let
the cat out of the bag—when they thought no one would be listening. In 1972 TI
Vice President Fred Panzer issued a memo talking about the “brilliantly conceived
strategy” of “creating doubt about the health charge without actually denying it.”
British tobacco researchers in the 1980s commented on how Philip Morris was pi-
loting a “global strategy” to deny secondhand smoke hazards, spending vast sums
of money “to keep the controversy alive.”10

In most instances the claim was simply that there was not yet sufficient evidence
to “convict” cigarettes of causing any real harms; the question of causation was sup-
posed to remain “open.” In 1969, when the New York Times announced it would no
longer publish cigarette ads without a health caution, the American Tobacco Com-
pany published a series of full-page ads in newspapers and magazines across the
United States carrying the headline “Why We’re Dropping the New York Times”:

Sure there are statistics associating lung cancer and cigarettes. There are statistics as-
sociating lung cancer with divorce, and even with lack of sleep. But no scientist has
produced clinical or biological proof that cigarettes cause the diseases they are accused
of causing. After fifteen years of trying, nobody has induced lung cancer in animals
with cigarette smoke.

We believe the anticigarette theory is a bum rap. . . . 11

Hundreds of similar examples could be cited.

INTERNAL AGNOTOLO GY

Now, one point rarely appreciated is that the industry’s propaganda was directed
not just outward to the smoking public but also inward to the cigarette makers’ own
employees and commercial partners. Reynolds’s president, E. A. Darr, took the de-
nialist message to his stockholders on July 8, 1954, assuring them that “no real proof
has been presented that there is a relationship between cigarettes and cancer.” Amer-
ican Tobacco presented this same message to its shareholders, reporting Hanmer
and Haag’s purported “direct evidence refuting anti-cigarette charges.” The com-
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panies’ annual reports often rolled out the “not yet proven” mantra, as did the many
newsletters printed for company employees and and their families (including re-
tirees). Liggett’s Annual Report from 1965, for example, reassured stockholders that
“the U.S. Surgeon General’s Report published last year was not conclusive” and that
“a great deal more research is urgently needed.” Lorillard’s president three years later
was expressly advised (by his research chief) not to bring up possible health harms
when talking with shareholders.12

In some instances company newsletters invited employees to “test” themselves
on the “tobacco/health issue” by answering mini-quizzes like

The cause of lung cancer is:

a. cigarette smoking
b. air pollution
c. unknown

Non-Smokers who contract lung cancer get the disease:

a. earlier than smokers
b. later than smokers
c. at about the same age.13

Or consider this extract from Philip Morris’s Call News, a newspaper distributed to
all corporate employees:

Philip Morris agrees with industry critics that cigarette smoking should be studied.
We disagree, however, with those who feel that all the answers are in. We maintain
that no causal relationship between smoking and health has been proved.

One thing seems abundantly clear to us: Without further research we will never
know the true answers. Further, assuming a causal connection between smoking and
illness, when one has not been established, takes attention away from the other im-
portant subjects for study.14

Notice here again this intimation of a danger in concluding that smoking causes
harm—by distracting from “other important subjects for study.”

The fact is that virtually all the industry’s classic denialist tactics were also di-
rected at the companies’ own employees. Copies of the Tobacco Institute’s Tobacco
and Health Report were sent to corporate staff, for example, to keep them plied with
the latest information on how “New Statistics Contradict Anti-Cigarette Theory” and
the like. Similar messages were sent to tobacco farmers and the many thousands of
retailers, wholesalers, and warehousers responsible for keeping the wheels of the
tobacco engine turning. Company lawyers were brought in to lecture to assemblies
of tobacco farmers, salesmen, or retailers on tobacco and health, and speeches along
these lines were read into the Congressional Record.15 It seems as if no audience was
off limits—including factory workers on the floors of tobacco plants.
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R. J. Reynolds, in particular, devoted a great deal of effort to keep its employees
properly aligned. A 1982 document lists the following means by which the com-
pany planned to “increase employee support of RJRT and management’s positions
on key tobacco issues”:

A. Smoking and Health—Public Relations is responsible for all employee commu-
nication necessary to conduct this corporation-wide campaign to increase
employee knowledge of company and industry positions on key tobacco issues.
1. Minimum of two stories on tobacco issues will be prepared for each issue

of Caravan [a Reynolds employee newsletter]
2. RJR World [another corporate newsletter] will be supplied with a minimum

of one story per month.
3. A minimum of three brochures on tobacco issues will be prepared and

distributed through RJRT break areas each quarter.
4. A minimum of three posters on tobacco issues will be prepared and placed

on all RJRT bulletin boards each quarter.
5. Minimum of two mailings to homes of RJRT employees and retirees will be

conducted to distribute significant booklets or other materials on tobacco
issues.

6. An information packet with appropriate RJRT and tobacco industry mate-
rials on tobacco issues will be put together for use in various ways. Packet
will initially be tested for use in Whitaker Park tour area [in Winston-Salem]
for visitors.16 [Etc.]

Newsletters intended purely for corporate eyes—and there are dozens—carried de-
nialist propaganda, reminding readers that even the American Medical Associa-
tion agreed that questions about smoking and health “remain unanswered.” R. J.
Reynolds’s Tobacco International Communiqué published elaborate refutations of
the lung cancer link, reassuring employees that there was “no demonstrated relation-
ship between smoking and any disease.” The same company’s Management Bulletin
went even further, twisting reports to make it seem as if moderate smoking might
even prevent cancer. As one early report put it: “A pack a day keeps lung cancer away.”17

SPAM SANDWICHES AT REYNOLDS
AND JOKES FROM PHILIP MORRIS

One motivation for internal policing came from surveys showing that employees
at Reynolds were paying too much attention to public media, including news re-
ports. In 1979, for example, an “Employee Attitude Survey” found that most of the
information available to employees was “anti-smoking in nature.” The company re-
sponded by establishing a Communication Program on Smoking and Health, the
goal of which was to deliver “pro-tobacco information to employees” through com-
pany newsletters such as Caravan, Longbow, and RJR World.18 Smoking and health
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propaganda was typically sandwiched in between more benign stories of birthdays
or promotions; this sandwich method was to play a role in the company’s new cor-
porate-wide “action program”: “Our basis approach on all corporate-wide commu-
nications will be to introduce at least two other issues in our communications be-
fore presenting any significant information on the smoking and health issue. Then
we will ‘balance’ information on smoking and health with material on a variety of
other issues.”19 (Surveys were sometimes used to influence voting behavior: in Los
Alamos County, New Mexico, for example, residents in one Reynolds-commissioned
poll were asked whether they agreed with the view of “some people” that “if the law
prohibiting smoking is passed, it will cause arguments and conflicts between
people, possibly even violence.” Local residents protested, recognizing such ques-
tions as surreptitious “campaigning against the ordinance.”)20

Smoking and health was also one of the topics covered in the training manuals
issued by Reynolds for its new sales personnel. The 1996 edition of Reynolds’s two-
volume, 549-page manual included a module on smoking and health designed to
instruct Reynolds sales reps on “how to respond correctly when faced with ques-
tions.” Employees were also instructed on how to talk to the press, with emphasis
on the line that while smoking was “a risk factor for certain diseases” it was “not a
proven cause.” A 1996 Issues Guide prepared for this purpose warned of the human
judgment involved in interpreting any statistical study, adding that animals forced
to inhale “fresh, whole cigarette smoke” had never developed cancer, heart disease,
or emphysema. And that estimates of hundreds of thousands of deaths from smok-
ing in the United States and millions globally were “without exception” based on
“complicated mathematical models” using “unproven” assumptions. And that the
smoke constituents most often blamed for cancer were also found in auto exhaust
and in broiled and grilled foods.21

Philip Morris printed similar guidelines, detailing how “the controversy” should
be spun. Employees were instructed on how to respond to questions on hot button
topics, with the bottom line always that there are “outstanding scientists who do
not accept as proven a causal relationship between smoking and disease.” Public
demeanor was part of the program: spokespersons were to appear calm and confi-
dent with “nothing to hide”; “you will undoubtedly know more than the other per-
son about the issues.” Humorous quotes were also to be handy, like Fletcher Knebel’s
“Smoking is one of the leading causes of statistics” and C. A. d’Alonzo’s “Sleep is to
be avoided, since most heart attacks occur then.”22 Cancer denial was the most ob-
vious and urgent imperative, but spokespersons were also to know that smoking
has “little or no effect on birth weight” and that smoking is “a practice, a custom—
not an ‘addiction.’ ” Such manuals tell us a great deal about how the companies
wanted us—and their employees—to think about cigarettes, with “guideline” chap-
ters explaining how to talk about cancer, addiction, public smoking, social costs,
advertising, and warning labels. Here is typical advice from one such manual:
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Avoid flat assertions that “smoking is not dangerous.” Our belief is that smoking has
not been established or proven to cause disease. We do not claim to have all the an-
swers and do not believe that the anti-cigarette crusaders have them either.

Analogies between cigarettes and alcohol are dangerous, since it is accepted that
alcohol is detrimental to health in many cases, and causes a wide range of social
problems. Consider animal fats, sugar or coffee.23

A higher level of indoctrination came from the industry’s College of Tobacco
Knowledge, an annual series of training seminars organized by the Tobacco Insti-
tute in the 1970s and 1980s to teach global tobacco elites how to communicate the
party line on smoking and health. The college attracted tobacco-industry apolo-
gists from all over the world, helping the global industry maintain a unified legal-
PR front on “the tobacco controversy.”24 Fifteen such seminars had been offered by
1987, training hundreds of legal and communications personnel from tobacco firms
around the world. BAT’s Christopher Proctor (no relation) organized similar pro-
grams in the 1990s under the rubric of “issues training”; in 1993 and 1994 alone
Proctor conducted issues and/or witness training in Zimbabwe, Singapore, New
Zealand, Costa Rica, Bali, and Shook Hardy’s own Kansas City, assisting also with
media briefings in a number of other locales.25

SELF-CENSORSHIP WITH CIGNA

A striking example of internal indoctrination involved covert censorship of the med-
ical information to which tobacco employees were exposed. Philip Morris in the
1990s was worried about its workers learning the truth, so it asked its insurance
providers to eliminate certain passages from the health information sent to em-
ployees. This self-censorship is remarkable enough, but perhaps even more aston-
ishing is that a reputable insurance company was willing to collaborate in such
brazen censorship, albeit for a price.

The background here is that Philip Morris, like many other large corporations,
provides its employees with health insurance, vacations, pensions, and treatment
for certain kinds of drug abuse. The company’s health insurance provider in the
1990s was CIGNA, one of the oldest insurers in the United States. CIGNA had be-
gun insuring marine voyagers in the nineteenth century and was the first Ameri-
can insurer operating in China. And like most other health insurers it provided in-
formation to its clients—in this instance thousands of Philip Morris employees—on
how to keep fit, how to treat a sick child, and so forth. What is hard to believe, how-
ever, is that CIGNA also allowed Philip Morris to limit what its workers were told
about the health effects of smoking.

Between 1996 and 1998, and perhaps at other times, CIGNA collaborated in an
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effort to censor the health information Philip Morris employees were receiving via
the quarterly Well-Being newsletter sent to everyone on the Philip Morris payroll.
And not just to Philip Morris the tobacco manufacturer but also to subsidiaries such
as Miller Brewing and Kraft General Foods, makers of Velveeta cheese and Oreo
cookies. In a recent analysis for the American Journal of Public Health, Monique E.
Muggli and Richard D. Hurt of the Mayo Clinic in Minnesota show how Philip Mor-
ris benefits personnel would review prepublication drafts of the newsletter, delet-
ing passages they found offensive or sometimes even barring the entire issue from
being sent out. Passages deemed objectionable included remarks about cigarette
smoke triggering asthma and an article advising people with high blood pressure
to quit smoking.

The spring 1996 issue of Well-Being, for example, was released only after removal
of an ad for a series of Time-Life videos narrated by Surgeon General C. Everett Koop.
The summer 1996 issue was not sent to Philip Morris employees at all, because (as
company censors put it) “several articles contained anti-smoking references.” The
winter 1996 issue was not sent out because the director of employee benefits at Philip
Morris didn’t want to pay $3,000 to replace an article containing this advice for
asthma sufferers: “Do not allow smoking in your home or in any other environment
that you can control.” The summer 1997 issue was not published because it contained
“objectionable” references to secondhand smoke. Philip Morris censors clipped out
smoking references from at least two issues in 1998, including a passage on the im-
portance of avoiding secondhand smoke when a child has an inner ear infection.
After censorship, parents with a child suffering from an inner ear infection were told
only to have the child blow his or her nose, to sleep with a pillow, and to keep good
hand-washing habits. With no mention of avoiding secondhand smoke.26

Philip Morris clearly wanted its employees not to know the truth about smok-
ing and went to great lengths to keep them in the dark. Even when it meant risking
the health of their children.

A similar callousness was extended to stockholders. In 1996, at the annual meet-
ing of RJR Nabisco shareholders in Winston-Salem, Reynolds chairman Charles M.
Harper responded as follows to a question from shareholder Anne M. Donley about
whether he thought it was right for children to be exposed to secondhand smoke:
The Chairman: I will not restrict anybody’s right to smoke. If the children don’t like

to be in a smoky room, and I wouldn’t like to be, they’ll leave. I don’t
know if you’ve got any grandchildren; I do. And if there is smoke
around that’s uncomfortable, they’ll leave.

Ms. Donley: An infant cannot leave a room.
The Chairman: Well—okay. At some point they begin to crawl, okay? And then they

begin to walk, and so on. Anyway, I guess that’s enough said. Thank
you very much.27
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IGNORANCE AS ETIQUET TE

Corporate higher-ups do often seem to have wanted to know the truth, and we’ve
seen how they kept up with current science while simultaneously fostering ignorance
among their own employees.28 And of course the scientific literature summarized
for upper management told a very different story from the industry’s public “no
proof ” bluster. It is also important to appreciate, however, how “bad news” circu-
lated—or failed to circulate—in such an environment.

Inside the companies, knowledge of cancer hazards seems to have been impo-
lite knowledge, a kind of dirty little secret you weren’t supposed to talk about, at
least not in ways that would stray too far from the party line. Corporate etiquette
made it hard to talk about cancer without a denialist slant. To accept the reality of
harms was like an expression of disloyalty, a traitorous act. Cancer concessions were
de facto threats to corporate security, which is perhaps one reason we often find
denials expressed in the language of “caution” or even “safety.” The industry por-
trayed itself as being “cautious” in calling for more research or better proof. One
can even imagine ignorance becoming honest in such an environment, through
a kind of self-imposed blindness. It was, after all, often “safer” for the companies
not to know, and the conditions needed to safeguard this ignorance were carefully
engineered. According to Helmut Wakeham, the most powerful researcher at the
world’s most powerful tobacco company, it was the view of Philip Morris lawyers
that “you couldn’t be criticized for not knowing something.” Self-imposed ignorance
was a calculated legal strategy, a means (as William Dunn put it) of defending the
industry against claims on behalf of “heirs and deceased smokers: ‘We within the
industry are ignorant of any relationship between smoking and disease.’ ”29

Evidence of this process of securing internal ignorance can be found in job de-
scriptions for new hires at the various companies. Jobs that required a certain PR
expertise, for example, often asked an applicant to recognize “the controversy.” In
1993 applicants for the position of “Scientific Advisor” at BAT were expected to be
aware that health authorities “continue to attack tobacco companies world-wide and
publicise papers alleging the ill-effects of smoking.” Applicants were also supposed
to be able to assist in “explaining the BAT position on smoking issues to internal
or external audiences.”30 The industry recognized the value of keeping itself in the
dark about certain matters, consistent with Wakeham’s view that you cannot be
faulted for what you don’t know.

Blame for creating ignorance in this realm cannot be restricted to the manu-
facturers, however. The industry has had many friends: in academia, agriculture,
government, sports, law, journalism, and virtually every other part of society. To-
bacco farmers tend not to be included as part of “the industry,” but they have cer-
tainly participated in doubt-mongering. The Tobacco Growers’ Information Com-
mittee published a newsletter beginning in 1958 containing much of this same
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denialist rhetoric. Growers’ associations and wholesalers were also members of the
Tobacco Institute, contributing funds and embracing its know-nothing, “no proof ”
posture.

Tobacco trade unions are not innocent in this respect. In the United States the
Tobacco Workers International Union was established in 1895 and in 1978 joined
with bakery and confectionery workers to form the Bakery, Confectionery, Tobacco
Workers, and Grain Millers International Union. (Oddly enough, the BCTGM’s
webpage presenting “Union Companies and Products” has a long list of things made
by the rank and file with no mention of any tobacco product.) When I checked in
2008 the union’s website listed two locals from tobacco manufacturing plants, one
in Greensboro and another in Richmond. The Richmond link wasn’t working, but
the Greensboro website directed me to a speech by the president of BCTGM Local
317-T, a Lorillard worker by the name of Randy W. Fulk, who rants about the “mind
boggling” statistics thrown up against the tobacco industry. Fulk says that Lorillard
has never encouraged anyone to smoke and compares smoking to driving a car with
a speedometer that goes up to 160 miles per hour (caveat emptor, in other words).
Government estimates of 400,000 Americans killed annually by tobacco he char-
acterizes as “propaganda” and invokes the Bible to remind us that “we will all die
of something.” He also claims that the costs of smoking have been “ludicrously ex-
aggerated,” citing Kip Viscusi’s macabre view that smoking actually saves society
money by lowering health care costs. (Viscusi is a Harvard economist who has
testified for the industry in court.) As examples, Fulk mentions “financial gains that
arise from lower nursing-home costs” and “foregone retirement pensions and So-
cial Security claims.” (Because smokers die earlier, he means to say.)31 It is sad to
see a shop floor steward so buffaloed by his bosses, but perhaps that is what we have
to expect from someone whose union requires him to defend his coworkers’ jobs,
whatever harms those might be causing to the larger community.

JOURNALIST S DROP THE BALL

Some historical ignorance of cigarette harms must be traced to the timidity of the
mainstream media, stemming from their financial dependence on cigarette adver-
tising. George Seldes was already lamenting this in the 1940s, but the strength of
this dependency grew in subsequent decades as advertising budgets soared into the
hundreds and eventually thousands of millions of dollars. Elizabeth Whelan of the
American Council on Science and Health in the 1980s showed that women’s mag-
azines receiving ad revenue from the industry were woefully reluctant to publish
anything critical of smoking or the tobacco cartel; Gloria Steinem, founding editor
of Ms. Magazine, once called this situation “a kind of prison.” Whelan more recently
has shown that in 1998 and 2000 tobacco ads in American women’s magazines out-
numbered anti-smoking messages by more than ten to one. In terms of number of
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pages published, cigarette ads overwhelmed anti-smoking articles by a whopping
thirty to one. Readers of Mother Jones in 2009 or Wired in 2010 or Ebony in 2011
may be surprised to find such magazines still publishing full-page color tobacco
ads—as if American Spirit cigarettes (manufactured by Reynolds) were any less
tainted than your ordinary redneck Camels or Marlboros.32

For many years, tobacco companies were able to use even highbrow organs like
the New York Times to push their “we need more research” message.33 In the mid-
1980s the Times allowed Reynolds to publish a series of ads disputing the science
linking smoking to heart disease. America’s “newspaper of record” continued to
print cigarette ads until 1999, when it finally bit the bullet and quit. In the 1970s
and 1980s the paper was repeatedly urged to refuse tobacco advertising but balked,
claiming that this would set a “dangerous precedent.” When the paper finally made
the right move and the sky did not fall, there was no more talk of any “dangerous
precedent.” What is perhaps most remarkable, though, is that for many years the
Times actually paid to place its own ads in the tobacco trade press—to drum up ad-
vertising business. One such ad, placed in the U.S. Tobacco and Candy Journal, of-
fered that “Lifestyles are made, not born.”34 In other words: please advertise in the
New York Times if you want to get more people to smoke your product!

Indirect ads for the industry still appear from time to time in the Times. On May
4, 2009, for example, the Washington Legal Foundation published an op-ed in the
paper attacking trial lawyers as part of an unregulated, greedy, “parasitic,” “multi-
billion-dollar” business that “restrains U.S. economic recovery.” Morton Mintz in
a commentary for the Nieman Watchdog pointed out that the Washington Legal
Foundation has close ties to the cigarette industry, which uses such groups as fronts
to get friendly opinions into the mainstream media. Journalistic penetration has
also been achieved through what Simon Chapman of the University of Sydney calls
“corporate schmoozing.” In 2008 Pfizer and Philip Morris sponsored a training pro-
gram for journalists in Brazil, with the endorsement and support of that country’s
largest newspaper, the Folha de São Paulo.35 Training sessions of this sort allow cor-
porate logos to appear in newspaper ads and give the sponsor a certain journalis-
tic street cred.

But journalists have also been coaxed into working more directly for the com-
panies. Stanley Frank’s ventriloquizing for the industry in True magazine is one out-
rageous example, but there are many others. In 1977, for example, the New York
writer Ruth Rosenbaum published an article in New Times magazine attacking the
American Cancer Society and the National Cancer Institute for their (not altogether
unfounded) mollycoddling of industrial polluters. Rosenbaum blasted the “cancer
establishment” as a “self-perpetuating bureaucracy,” 40 percent of whose funding
went to “barely reviewed” contract research, a mechanism inviting “abuse and poor
quality work.” The article made it sound as if Big Medicine had been unwilling to
take on Big Business, resulting in a self-interested suppression of alternative ther-
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apies. Rosenbaum accused the ACS’s Committee on Unproven Methods of being
“a network of vigilantes prepared to pounce on anyone who promotes a cancer ther-
apy that runs against their substantial prejudices and profits.”36 Readers came away
with an impression of the ACS as a bunch of self-satisfied defenders of medical or-
thodoxy, and indeed some people were fooled into regarding her article as a coura-
geous exposé. Carl Jensen’s left-leaning Project Censored, for example, honored and
reprinted Rosenbaum’s article in its annotated chronicle of “20 Years of Censored
News in the U.S.”37

Rosenbaum was fêted as a lefty maverick, but a search of the tobacco industry’s
archives reveals a more sinister story. Rosenbaum wrote her article with the help
of Hill & Knowlton, the industry’s public relations firm; she was also a personal
friend of Fred Panzer at the Tobacco Institute and he, too, helped her with it. None
of this was known to Jensen when he celebrated Rosenbaum’s review for his Project
Censored—nor, apparently, the fact that her articles had earned her invitations to
work for the industry in litigation. Jensen et al. relied on Rosenbaum when they
claimed that “the most serious problem with cancer research in this country has
been the lack of attention given to banning carcinogenic chemicals.” Tobacco is not
mentioned among these chemicals, and the real story missed by Project Censored
is that the attack on the American Cancer Society they naively endorse was crafted
with the assistance of the Tobacco Institute and Big Tobacco’s PR staffers.38

TOBACCO AS CHO COL ATE,
APPLESAUCE, AND FREED OM

Our focus has been on the creation of ignorance, but it is also important to realize
that the industry does not want the minds of smokers and potential smokers to be
empty: the goal is not an absence of knowledge but rather the insinuation of a specific
body of knowledge, or belief and feeling, that will further the continued legal sale
of cigarettes. The companies want us to believe we need more research, that it is
dangerous to jump to conclusions or to shut off debate. They want us to think that
smoking is safe, or at least safer than it used to be, or safe enough to be an “accept-
able risk.” They want us to think that it’s not so hard to quit, that addiction is really
only a matter of semantics, that smoking is an “adult choice,” that Winston tastes
good like a cigarette should.

The use of trivializing analogies is one way this is achieved. Tobacco is likened
to coffee, chocolate, brandy, or some other naughty yet legitimate pleasure. Nico-
tine addiction is also trivialized by comparing it to far less noxious “habits”—like
jogging or watching TV. Tobacco Institute VP Brennan Dawson in 1994 compared
smokers to “news junkies” and “chocoholics,” observing that nicotine was “also
found in things as scary as potatoes.”39 Sharon Boyse at British American Tobacco
was equally dismissive: “It has been suggested that smoking must be addictive be-
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cause it contains nicotine. So do many common vegetables, including tomatoes,
aubergines and potato skins. Are vegetable eaters also drug users?—physically de-
pendent on their ratatouille, perhaps, in the same way that heroin addicts are de-
pendent on their heroin?”40 Cigarette apologists have commonly defended smok-
ing by such means, likening it to applesauce, chewing gum, or Twinkies. A search
of the industry’s archives for “no worse than” returns hundreds of documents, with
cigarettes described as no worse than alcohol, chocolates, caffeine, coffee or dessert,
fatty hamburgers, milk, or sitting next to people with stinky perfume or bad breath.
Academics have been hired to generate such comparisons: Theodore H. Blau, a
Tampa, Florida, psychologist, in 1982 testimony before the U.S. Congress compared
smoking to attachments to “tennis, jogging, candy, rock music, Coca-cola, mem-
bers of the opposite sex and hamburgers.”41 Blau’s remarks were cited in a Tobacco
Institute press release, with no mention of his being on the take from the industry’s
Special Account No. 4—administered through the law firm of Jacob & Medinger.
And no mention of his being a member of the “Tobacco Institute Team.”

(The applesauce comparison is most vividly displayed in Peter Taylor’s marvelous
1976 interview with Helmut Wakeham at Philip Morris, preserved for posterity
in Death in the West, the film Philip Morris tried to suppress. Wakeham is asked
whether he believes that smoking causes cancer and responds that anything can be
bad for you if consumed in excess—even applesauce. Asked whether he thinks
people are dying from eating applesauce, he responds that if not, then only because
“they’re not eating that much.” He also dismisses the suggestion that doctors are an
appropriate source for health advice.)42

The companies want us to believe they are responsible corporate citizens. They
want us to think they have high moral standards, and they want us to know they
support anti-litter campaigns and sustainable agriculture. The overarching goal, of
course, is to generate good feelings for manufacturers and the tobacco habit. So cig-
arettes are to be thought of as more like chocolates and fine liqueurs and not so
much like crack cocaine or carcinogenic smokestacks. Dangerous perhaps in ex-
cess but fine in moderation, a kind of edgy adventure like sky diving or some other
extreme sport. And above all an adult choice, if not the last bastion of freedom.

Which is also why so much consternation has come from the fact that cigarettes
kill not only smokers but also lots and lots of non-smokers: fifty thousand per year
in the United States alone and perhaps ten times that globally. Hirayama and Tri-
chopoulos published rock-solid indictments of secondhand smoke as a cancer haz-
ard in 1981, and the U.S. Surgeon General and National Academy of Sciences by
1986 had concluded that the danger was real.43 Which means that smoking as ex-
perienced by most people is less a free choice than a toxic intrusion, a pollution of
personal space. Secondhand smoke turns out to cause far more deaths than oil spills
or air pollution or even nuclear accidents like Chernobyl or natural disasters like
earthquakes or tsunamis. Or all of the world’s modern wars. The specter of death
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from “involuntary smoke” also gave tobacco a new political dimension, poking a
big hole in the story of smoking as a free choice. And so required—at least from the
industry’s point of view—new ways to manipulate knowledge, belief, and desire.

Secondhand smoke was a serious challenge. Industry executives predicted a “dev-
astating effect on sales,” with people stopping smoking not just at work, but at par-
ties and on planes and in countless other social spaces. Here was the “anti’s silver
bullet.” As John Rupp from the law firm of Covington & Burling put it, secondhand
smoke had put the industry “in deep shit.”44

Cigarette manufacturers knew they needed an aggressive response, and the first
was simply to extend the denialist campaign that had been used against the main-
stream hazard. Secondhand smoke denial was, in a sense, the industry’s intelligent
design to an older generation’s young-earth creationism. Scientists were hired to
testify that “environmental tobacco smoke” (ETS) was a trivial or nonexistent haz-
ard and that more research was needed prior to decisive action. Cigarette-friendly
conferences were sponsored, along with research and political agitation. Front
groups and third parties were organized to spread this message, including the ETS
Consultants Program, the Associates for Research in Indoor Air (ARIA), the Cen-
ter for Indoor Air Research (CIAR), and an umbrella group called Indoor Air In-
ternational, created in 1989 to challenge nascent moves to restrict indoor smoking,
especially in California.45 A barrage of industry-funded advertisements helped cre-
ate a climate of broad public confusion surrounding the topic. The denials were well
funded and of global reach; Japan Tobacco’s website in November 2010, for exam-
ple, in the section on “Smoking and Health,” part of a larger treatment of “Corpo-
rate Responsibility,” comments: “We do not believe that the claim that ETS is a cause
of lung cancer, heart disease and chronic pulmonary diseases in non-smokers has
been convincingly demonstrated or that a reliable causal link between ETS expo-
sure and chronic diseases has been established.”46

Here again the work of analogies has been crucial. The industry has spent a lot
of time trying to get us to think of “environmental” smoke (ETS) as more of an an-
noyance (or nuisance) than a real cause of harms. ETS is more like a baby crying
on an airplane or a person with strong body odor or cloying perfume. The point, in
other words, is not just to insinuate ignorance, but to guide us away from danger-
ous thoughts and onto thoughts safe for the industry. The interest has been to cre-
ate not distrust in the abstract but rather distrust of certain bodies of knowledge—
of unfriendly statistics, orthodox medicine, the Surgeon General or the EPA or “the
government” more generally. Many different instruments have been used for this
purpose, from ridicule in political cartoons to the sale of American flags and copies
of the Bill of Rights. The hope has been to associate smoking with free speech, free
trade, patriotism, and the unfettered pursuit of happiness.

Which is also why so much money was shoveled to the American Civil Liber-
ties Union (ACLU), a freedom-loving organization famous for defending rights to
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march or to speak or, as it turned out, to smoke. Philip Morris in the late 1980s and
early 1990s gave the ACLU over half a million dollars, with Reynolds chipping in
several hundred thousand more. The money was funneled into the ACLU’s Task
Force on Civil Liberties in the Workplace, which fought for the right of smokers to
smoke on the job while doing little or nothing for non-smokers. A writer by the
name of John Fahs discovered the intrigue while working for the ACLU in the early
1990s and published some of the canceled checks in his 1996 book, Cigarette Confi-
dential. Morton Mintz then covered the story for the Progressive, telling how he him-
self had been asked to donate to the organization, advertised in beg-letters as sup-
ported “exclusively by caring, concerned people like you”—with no mention of Big
Tobacco’s apparent quid pro quo. The ACLU had fought for the freedom of smok-
ers to smoke—leaving the rest of us to suffer exposure to secondhand smoke with-
out any aid from “our nation’s guardian of liberty.” Even Melvin Wulf, the ACLU’s
legal director from 1962 to 1977, was appalled to hear of the ACLU’s taking tobacco
money, commenting that its basic integrity had been “corrupted by the attraction
of easy money from an industry whose ethical values are themselves notoriously
corrupt and which is responsible for the death annually of 350,000 to 400,000 per-
sons in the U.S. alone.”47

CREATING DESIRE

It is not enough to think about the industry as creating or destroying knowledge,
or even as creating and controlling desire. At the end of the day they really only
care about enticing behavior, meaning the shelling out of cold hard cash for ciga-
rettes. All else is secondary. Ignorance versus knowledge has only been an issue in-
sofar as these can be twisted to help keep selling cigarettes. So the mind is targeted
but also the gut, the emotions. Smoking is happy friends at the beach, an off-road
race, a keep-me-thin therapy, or sexual liberation or adult cool. Smoking is what
you do to relax or to unwind or to attract the opposite sex, or to overcome stress
or seal a deal. All of which has been the job of advertising—image making—which
trades in seductive semiotics and fantasies far from the real mortal ends of smok-
ing. We are encouraged to think of cigarettes as more like coffee or chocolate or a
very fine brandy—and not like choking phlegm and a ghostly shadow life in the
hospital with tubes up your nose. Smoking is not supposed to be like lead paint or
toxic waste or the white-knuckled grip of addiction but rather like hope and peace
and choice and the very satisfaction of life itself.
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Measuring Ignorance
The Impact of Industry Disinformation on Popular Knowledge

of Tobacco Hazards

After smoking Camel cigarettes for twenty-four (24) years, my lungs are as
clean as a whistle.
Sylvia Sindelar to Reynolds, April 28, 1958

Take old George Burns for example; he’s been smoking for (probably) 60 years
now, and is probably healthier than average for a man of his age. You might say
that old George is living proof that tobacco smoke is not harmful to health.
M. White to Reynolds, October 30, 1985

We’ve seen some of the techniques used by the smoke folk to manufacture and dis-
seminate ignorance. How, though, do we measure the success of such efforts? After
all, maybe the companies are right when they say that smokers have always known
that tobacco is bad for you, that knowledge of hazards is “common” or nearly uni-
versal. If that is true, then perhaps the companies are innocent, or guilty only of
puffery: if everyone is fully informed when they begin smoking, why should any-
one be upset when disease sets in? The manufacturers may well have lied in deny-
ing harms, but is it really fraud if no one believes you? What can we say about the
extent to which people have or have not known about the hazards of smoking?

Agnometrics may be a new word, but it is a well-developed field of inquiry. Since
the 1950s, in fact, polling agencies such as Roper and Gallup have been paid sub-
stantial sums to explore what people know and don’t know about specific topics, in-
cluding the dangers of smoking. Polls can be used to test the industry’s claim that
such harms have long been “common knowledge,” but there are other sources for
gauging popular understanding. There is the testimony of smokers themselves, as
revealed in letters written to the companies and telephone logs preserved in cor-
porate archives. We also have the industry’s own assessments of the extent to which
people appreciate the dangers.
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Here I want to explore these different ways of measuring ignorance, recogniz-
ing that there are difficulties in how we define some of the crucial terms. How do
we gauge what is common or uncommon knowledge? The tobacco industry in stak-
ing its claim for “universal awareness” likes to confuse knowledge and awareness,
ignoring the crucial difference between knowing that cigarettes are dangerous and
simply having heard this to be the case. The error is so blatant that one marvels at
its bravado: it would be hard, after all, to find someone who hasn’t “heard” that cig-
arettes may be hazardous—and the warning is right on the pack. But there are ob-
vious differences between awareness and belief. Many of us will have heard that some
people think there are alien spacecraft being held at Area 51 in southern Nevada—
but does that mean we actually believe it?

The industry seeks to perpetuate a similar confusion in its effort to prove that
the dangers of smoking have long been common knowledge. A body of knowledge
is common, they say, if large numbers of people have heard about it or have heard
someone putting it forward as true—which is convenient in the cigarette context.
Cigarettes in the United States have had cautions on the packs since 1966 and warn-
ings since 1970; most smokers have seen such labels or at least are “aware” of them,
so surely anyone with even half a brain must have been fairly forewarned. (The in-
dustry started making this argument when warnings were first proposed: people
didn’t need a warning since they already knew.) Common knowledge is also sup-
posed to be evident from the broad dissemination of writings by health authori-
ties, including discussions in textbooks or news media to which anyone but an os-
trich or a hermit must have been “exposed.”

But is this really evidence of public understanding? What, in fact, do people be-
lieve about the nature of harms from cigarettes? How seriously do they take such
threats, and how have such views changed over time? These are questions that can-
not be answered simply by looking at, say, high school textbooks or articles in mag-
azines and newspapers, as the industry wants us to believe. If convictions could be
measured simply by exposure to authoritative texts, then teachers would have no
need to assign grades; we could just grade the textbooks. The industry’s claim is
sort of like saying that everyone in the 1930s must have been a communist, because
communist literature was widely disseminated. Exposure is not a measure of be-
lief; what people know about a topic and what has been written (by others) are two
very different things—which the companies want us to conflate. They would rather
we not distinguish between “having heard that” cigarettes may kill you and believ-
ing this to be true. But surely people may have heard that tobacco may be harmful
without actually believing this is the case.

In court, the tobacco industry’s “common knowledge” experts go to great lengths
to confuse knowledge and awareness. Called to testify on what was known about
the risks of smoking at some point in time, these experts produce countless exam-
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ples of what people might have been exposed to—typically newspaper and maga-
zine articles and the like—inferring from this that smokers must have known what
they were doing. Media reporting on such topics is taken as evidence of “common
knowledge”: so if newspapers reported on, say, smoking as a cause of Buerger’s dis-
ease or bladder cancer, then ordinary people must have understood such dangers.
They were properly forewarned.

Surveys of actual attitudes and opinions tell quite a different story, however. They
make it clear that knowledge of smoking’s hazards has varied widely over time and
space but also by age, class, and sex—and (especially) by whether or not one smokes.
It turns out that smokers are significantly less likely to recognize hazards than non-
smokers and less likely to see themselves as vulnerable. Many smokers find it hard
to apply whatever knowledge they have to their own situation; they often feel that
they personally don’t smoke enough to pose a real danger, or that their brands are
not the really bad ones. Many people who smoke only a few cigarettes per day do
not even regard themselves as smokers. And a surprising number do not think there
is anything wrong with moderate smoking. The answers people give in such sur-
veys depend very much on how the questions are asked: virtually everyone will agree
that smoking might cause lung cancer, for example, while far fewer will realize it as
the major cause or that the evidence constitutes irrefutable proof.

There are several different ways to get at this changing history of ignorance. Here
we explore three different sources: public opinion polls, including qualitative assess-
ments based on interviews; consumer letters and logs of phone calls to and from the
industry; and statements by the industry itself about the nature or extent of popu-
lar knowledge. Sources such as these shed light on what people have or have not
known, and in a more reliable way than looking only at the media to which people
have been “exposed.” Exposure does not guarantee belief, any more than propaganda
guarantees patriotism. We have to look at what people actually believe, as revealed
by surveys, interviews, and testimonials in people’s own words.

So first the polls.

HAVE YOU HEARD? D O YOU KNOW?

In the United States polling agencies have been interested in what people know and
don’t know about tobacco since the 1940s. The first Gallup poll to address this ques-
tion dates from 1949, when 52 percent of American smokers were found to agree
that cigarettes were “harmful,” though the question was vague and didn’t distinguish
different kinds of harm—as in cancer versus cough. And no effort was made to gauge
strength of conviction or degree of concern.

More sophisticated polling techniques were developed in the 1950s. In 1958, for
example, a Gallup poll reported that “among cigaret smokers, the sentiment still is
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that cigaret smoking is not one of the causes of lung cancer.” George Gallup found
that when asked, “do you think that smoking is or is not one of the causes of can-
cer of the lung?” smokers answered as follows:

Yes, is a cause 33 percent
No, is not 43 percent
Undecided 24 percent

The report also showed that smokers of filter-tipped cigarettes were more likely to
believe in cancer causation (38 percent vs. 28 percent). And that nearly three quar-
ters of the smokers of unfiltered cigarettes said “no” or were undecided.1

Polling agencies hired by tobacco manufacturers came up with similar results.
Elmo Roper and Associates at Williams College in 1958, for example, was hired by
Philip Morris to conduct a study of smokers’ attitudes for the company. Five thou-
sand smokers from all across the country were asked several dozen questions about
the dangers of cigarettes and how these compared with other kinds of hazards. While
most of these people had heard that smoking had been linked to cancer—were aware
of a controversy—nearly 70 percent agreed that “as long as you are careful not to
smoke too much, cigarettes won’t do you any real harm.” And unprompted recall
of cancer was quite low. When asked to complete the sentence, “The trouble with
cigarettes is that they . . . ,” only one percent volunteered “could cause cancer.” And
only 3 percent offered that cigarettes could be “harmful to your lungs, wind, breath.”
A “Highlights” section of the report concluded that while cigarettes were regarded
as “bad for you to a greater extent than the other products we asked about” (air pol-
lution, climbing out of a bathtub, etc.) there was “surprisingly little concern” about
cigarettes. What little concern there was seemed “largely directed at the avoidance
of throat irritation and the consequent search for mildness” in the form of filters.
The survey found “fertile ground for promoting cigarettes as a good friend—a friend
that relieves tension, permits one to relax, and is comforting when alone or idle.”
The good news (for the industry) was that while fear of cancer was “certainly
present,” smokers seemed to be “more preoccupied with the fact that cigarettes make
them cough and cause sore throats.”2

Polls can of course be misleading, especially when a clear distinction is not drawn
between “awareness” and “belief.” A 1954 Gallup poll, for example, revealed that 90
percent of those surveyed had “heard or read about” the connection between smok-
ing and lung cancer, and this is often cited by the industry’s polling experts in court.
But when this same survey asked whether people believed what they had read—
that cigarettes could cause cancer—less than half of those polled answered “yes.”
And smokers were even less convinced. A 1965 Louis Harris poll found that when
1,250 Americans were asked whether smoking was a “major” or a “minor” cause of
lung cancer, only 20 percent of the heavy smokers said “major cause.” Twenty-four
percent said “minor” cause of the disease, and 56 percent answered “can’t yet tell.”
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Surveys conducted in 1966 for the U.S. Public Health Service found only 46 per-
cent of the adult population answering “yes” when asked, “Is there any way at all to
prevent a person from getting lung cancer?” Only 21 percent said “yes” in response
to the same question about emphysema and chronic bronchitis.3

Surveys have sometimes looked at the extent to which people are worried about
what they’ve heard. A 1956 series of interviews conducted by Lorillard Tobacco found
that most smokers had been unaffected by the recent cancer publicity and that since
many smokers’ friends and physicians still smoked there was little pressure to change
habits. Here, as in all such studies, smokers were found to be less knowledgeable and
less worried than non-smokers.4 That makes sense, given that many non-smokers
are former users who have quit, fearing for their lives. The ranks of smokers get de-
pleted of people savvy in such matters, pushing their average knowledge downward.

We should also not be surprised that people with different educational back-
grounds have learned about health harms at different rates. Prior to the 1964 Sur-
geon General’s report even doctors were slow to accept the reality of tobacco mor-
tality. The scientific consensus of major health harms emerges in the 1950s, but a
1960 poll conducted for the American Cancer Society by Chicago’s National Opin-
ion Research Center found that only a third of all physicians in the United States
were convinced that smoking was “a major cause” of lung cancer. Doctors were
asked, “Is cigaret smoking a major cause of lung cancer?” Only 33 percent said
“definitely,” with another 31 percent saying “probably.” Thirteen percent said “prob-
ably not,” 9 percent said “definitely not,” and 14 percent expressed no opinion. This
same poll revealed an astonishing 43 percent of all American physicians still smok-
ing cigarettes on a regular basis, with occasional users accounting for another 5 per-
cent. Of the 52 percent who didn’t smoke, more than three quarters were former
smokers who had quit when the cancer connection started generating publicity.5

SMOKERS WANT AND EXPECT TO QUIT

There are many graphic examples of ignorance in this realm—even among physi-
cians. Dr. Kenneth M. Colby in his 1951 Primer for Psychotherapists asked and an-
swered, “Should the therapist smoke during the interview? Why not?” Morris Fish-
bein, the former JAMA editor, in 1954 boasted to Lorillard’s chief of research, “I
offer on my desk nothing but Kents.” Some doctors scoffed at the 1964 Surgeon Gen-
eral’s report: as recently as 1984 one Virginia physician recalled it as “the opinion
of a bunch of eggheads” and “just another attempt by the d__ yankees to destroy
the tobacco industry.” The industry’s pollsters found results similar to those of the
American Cancer Society: a 1959 poll of American doctors conducted for Hill &
Knowlton and the TIRC found only 14 percent of physicians willing to say that the
cigarette–cancer link had been “conclusively proven”—with nearly as many (about
10 percent) admitting to having advised their patients to smoke.6
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Lung cancer of course is only one of smoking’s many maladies, each of which
has its own distinctive ignorance microclimate. A 1966 report on Philip Morris’s
secret Project 6900 concluded that while medical authorities had recognized a heart
disease threat from cigarettes, the general public was still “not fully aware of the re-
lationship.” A 1970 survey conducted by Roper for the Tobacco Institute showed
that most Americans considered smoking “only one of many causes” of smokers
being sicker—with only 24 percent recognizing it as “the major cause.” Most Amer-
icans by this time regarded cigarettes as “bad for you” in the abstract, but fully a
third thought that only heavy smoking (defined as 1.5 packs or more per day) was
dangerous.7 That is massive ignorance. If there were 60 million smokers in the
United States in 1970, this means that 20 million American smokers believed that
only heavy smoking was dangerous.

This same Roper poll also looked at quitting expectations. Fifty-nine percent of
those surveyed had tried to quit at some point, and among those who had man-
aged to quit only 12 percent said they had been advised to do so by a doctor. Few,
though, said they had no intention of quitting. One of the most striking findings
was that two-thirds of those interviewed said they didn’t even enjoy cigarettes but
rather smoked them just from habit. Only 32 percent said they enjoyed “most things
about smoking.” Enjoyment was even rarer for smokers of menthols (26 percent)
and filtered cigarettes (28 percent). Answers differed significantly by brand: 42 per-
cent of all Benson & Hedges smokers said they enjoyed smoking, for example, as
compared with only 29 percent of Marlboro smokers. Not even a quarter of all Kent
smokers enjoyed their habit and only one in five smokers of Kools.

Does this mean that the makers of Marlboro, Kent, and Kool were doing some-
thing that made people smoke while also making them not like it? Or just that people
who didn’t much care for cigarettes smoked Kools, Marlboros, and Kents? Several
companies by this time were beginning to juice up their cigarettes, making them
more potent by means of ammonia chemistry (see below on “crack nicotine”); Kent
cigarettes also seem to have appealed more to what the industry called “guilty” smok-
ers, people who disliked smoking but thought that low-delivery cigarettes would
be less likely to cause them harm. A surprisingly large fraction of Kent smokers (over
20 percent) said there was “nothing good about smoking.” Light smokers were less
likely than heavy smokers to enjoy smoking, and women were less likely than men.
Only about one in three female smokers said they enjoyed the habit. African Amer-
icans were less likely to enjoy smoking than whites, and for the entire sample en-
joyment was so rare that when people did like smoking they were called “enjoyers”
and considered “rather unique.”8

This is an insufficiently recognized but crucial fact: most smokers dislike smok-
ing and don’t like the fact they smoke—which has become increasingly true over time.
A 2007 Gallup poll found an astonishing 81 percent of smokers in the United States
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saying they would like to quit, with a comparable percentage considering them-
selves addicted. These pollsters concluded, “Current smokers widely agree on two
things—they are addicted to cigarettes and they would like to quit.”9 It could well
be that the very survival of the industry depends on the perpetuation of this myth,
that people who smoke do so because they “like” it. The reality is that few smokers
like the fact they smoke.

RANKING HAZ ARDS

Surveys conducted in the 1960s and 1970s reveal an increase in public apprecia-
tion of hazards, though opinions did not change as fast as one might imagine. A
1964 poll conducted just prior to the release of the Surgeon General’s report found
only 25 percent of smokers believing that smoking was “a major cause” of lung can-
cer. An industry survey later pointed out that the Surgeon General’s report caused
this to jump to 46 percent, a substantially higher figure but not yet even a major-
ity. Doubters also remained dominant in Britain, where a 1964 survey of five thou-
sand people found 60 percent skeptical of any connection between smoking and
cancer. Twenty years later, in 1984, another British poll found about half of all adults
disbelieving that smokers were more likely to suffer from heart disease. And only
one in four realized that smoking fewer than twenty cigarettes per day conferred
an increased risk of lung cancer.10

Interpreting such surveys, we should keep in mind that the answers people give
will depend on how the questions are asked. Virtually everyone will answer “yes”
when asked, “Have you heard that smoking may cause cancer?” But fewer will give
the same answer when asked, “Are you convinced that smoking is the leading cause
of lung cancer?” Asking about proof will also reduce the number answering in the
affirmative. In 1967 a telephone poll conducted by C. E. Hooper for the Tobacco
Institute found that when 1,996 people were asked whether the U.S. government
had “proof ” that smoking causes serious health problems, only 48 percent of heavy
smokers answered “yes.” One goal of this poll was to find out whom people were
willing to blame for ill effects from smoking, with the remarkable result that over
90 percent of those polled agreed that “the smoker has himself to blame.” Only about
10 percent said that cigarette manufacturers should shoulder any of the blame. Wide
variance was found by age and level of education, however, and in ways we today
might find surprising. Very few young people (only 8 percent) were willing to say
that cigarette manufacturers should be blamed, whereas people aged fifty-five and
older were far more likely to attribute fault in this manner (21 percent)—perhaps
because they were more familiar with the grip of addiction. Nearly 30 percent of
those with only an elementary school education blamed the manufacturers, com-
pared with only 7 percent of those with a college degree. For reasons that are not
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entirely clear to me, educated people were far less willing to hold the industry re-
sponsible for health harms from smoking.11 It would be interesting to see if this has
changed in the intervening years.

Understanding this reluctance to blame the industry may help explain why ju-
ries have so often sided with defendants in tobacco litigation. For many years it was
virtually impossible to win a lawsuit against the industry. A 1964 Florida jury, for
example, refused to award damages to the family of Edwin M. Green, who in 1958
had died from lung cancer after several decades of smoking. The jurors, many of
whom were smokers, found cigarettes to be “reasonably safe and wholesome for
human consumption.”12 A later judgment found that while Mr. Green’s cancer may
well have been caused by his smoking of Lucky Strikes, the American Tobacco Com-
pany could not have known that smokers were increasing their risk (at least not as
of 1956 when his cancer was diagnosed). Of course neither the jury nor the judge
nor the attorneys bringing the case had access to the incriminating documents we
have today.

Polling has also revealed unrealistic expectations of how easy (or hard) it is to
quit. The U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) in a series of
polls conducted in 1968 and 1970 showed that teenagers had unrealistic expecta-
tions of whether they would ever take up smoking and how easy it would be to quit.
Close to 90 percent of those interviewed (smokers and non-smokers alike) didn’t
think they would be smoking five years hence, when the reality was that about 35
percent would be. Personal expectations diverged radically from statistical facts,
and what these and other surveys show is that young smokers have been poorly in-
formed about their capacity to quit. The HEW researchers also concluded that the
high fraction of those answering “yes” when asked whether smoking is harmful was
misleading, given that “there seems to be a feeling among young people who smoke
that cigarette smoking is detrimental to health at some time in the far distant future,
perhaps at middle age, but that they can smoke for a few years while they are young
and quit later as they approach the age when cigarettes might hurt them.”13 Young
smokers seem to regard the dangers of smoking as distant but also as transient—
like a bullet they may dodge if they are lucky and don’t indulge too much. Other-
wise put: they don’t appreciate the cumulative nature of the threat, which is differ-
ent from, say, driving too fast on the highway. Driving’s dangers are not cumulative:
the risk resets to zero each time you make it home. With smoking, however, each
cigarette does its own little bit of damage, which is never fully undone. This incre-
mental nature of the risk makes it easy to imagine that “just one more” can do no
harm, especially if one thinks that the body somehow cleanses itself between each
cigarette. In reality the lungs are an excellent filter, which is why smoking changes
them from a healthy pink into a speckled necrotic black.

This same study reported that the number of American teens using cigarettes
was growing at a rapid pace: from three million in 1968 to four million only two
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years later—with significant geographic and cultural variations. Teenagers in the
east were more likely to smoke than teenagers in the west, but smoking was also
more common in cities than on farms and in blue-collar than in white-collar homes.
And in homes with only one live-in parent. Children in homes where both parents
smoked were twice as likely to smoke as those from homes where neither parent
indulged. Sibling smoking was an even stronger predictor: girls with an older brother
or sister smoking, for example, were more than four times as likely to smoke as girls
with smoke-free older siblings. A curious fact about the 1960s, though, is that most
Americans still trusted the industry to tell the truth. A 1966 U.S. Public Health Ser-
vice survey found well over half of all smokers agreeing that people would not be
convinced smoking was harmful until “the tobacco industry itself ” made this ad-
mission. This same survey found over 60 percent of all smokers agreeing that the
cancer link was “not yet proved” because it was “only based on statistics.”14

The turning point for when a majority of smokers in the United States realized
that cigarettes are a major cause of death does not come until the 1970s and 1980s,
though most people still ranked smoking lower on the scale of hazards than the re-
ality as recognized by medical authorities. A 1972 Roper poll found only one in
three smokers realizing that a pack a day made “a great deal of difference” in how
long a person lived. Remarkable also is that not even one in ten ranked smoking
among the two or three things they considered most threatening to health—with
far more worrying about water pollution, food additives, and the safety of pre-
scription medicines. Most were aware that smoking was “bad for you,” but few took
this very seriously. That may be one reason smoking and cancer was so often the
butt of comedic humor: it just wasn’t taken very seriously. We don’t find a lot of
people making jokes about polio or malaria, because these were recognized as be-
ing rather horrific. Today, though, we no longer hear so many jokes about smok-
ers’ cancers—perhaps because people finally realize that the diseases caused by to-
bacco are pretty serious.

Roper conducted another poll for the Tobacco Institute in 1982—their eighth
such survey—and found smoking still “low on the list of things people are concerned
about.” Asked whether smoking a pack a day made “a great deal of difference in
longevity,” for example, only about half of those polled answered “yes.” (Living un-
der “a lot of tension and stress” was more often listed as something that was likely
to curtail one’s life, interestingly.) Many people were also poorly informed about
secondhand smoke, with only about two-thirds believing it was “probably hazardous
to be around people who smoke.” Non-smokers ranked secondhand smoke lower
on their list of concerns than drivers who don’t dim their headlights, parents who
fail to control an unruly child, and sitting near someone in a restaurant who hasn’t
used deodorant. Smoking was also ranked second to the last in a list of fourteen po-
tential hazards considered appropriate for governmental intervention, behind
crime, chemical waste, narcotics, nuclear radiation, air and water pollution, food
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additives, and a number of others. The survey concluded that both smoking and
secondhand smoke “have always ranked low” on the list of things people worry
about.15

Louis Harris and Associates did a similar poll in 1983, comparing the views of
ordinary American smokers to those of 103 health professionals. Deans of medical
schools and schools of public health and other scholars were asked to rank a list of
twenty-four steps people could take to improve their health, from most to least ef-
fective. As readers of this book will appreciate, “quitting smoking” was ranked num-
ber one by the overwhelming majority of medical scholars. When the same task
was assigned to a group of randomly sampled adults, however, quitting smoking
was ranked in tenth place, below “taking steps to control stress” and “getting enough
vitamins and minerals” and “having smoke detectors in the home.”16

This business of how much people know (or don’t know) has also been addressed
by regulators trying to find out whether the public has been adequately informed.
In 1981, as part of an inquiry into whether warning labels should be strengthened,
the Federal Trade Commission completed a five-year study of popular attitudes to-
ward smoking. More than a dozen carefully designed polls were consulted, including
surveys by Gallup, Roper, and Yankelovich, along with polls contracted privately
by the Tobacco Institute. The conclusion of this detailed synthesis, summarized in
a 330-page report to the U.S. Congress, was that despite more than a decade of warn-
ings “a great many Americans” still did not know much about the health risks of
smoking. Thirty percent were unaware of the relationship between smoking and
heart disease, for example, and nearly half of all women didn’t know that smoking
during pregnancy increased the risk of stillbirth and miscarriage. Twenty percent
didn’t even know that smoking could cause cancer. The situation had improved
somewhat by 1989, when Surgeon General Koop cited studies showing that about
15 percent of adults in the United States still held smoking not to be a major cause
of death or injury.17 Fifteen percent may not sound like much, but that was still
around 30 million Americans.

Global data are not so abundant, but we do have some interesting figures from
Britain. In March 1999 a MORI poll conducted for Britain’s Action on Smoking and
Health showed that 88 percent of British smokers didn’t know that smoking could
cause impotence. The British Medical Association used this to push for new warn-
ing labels on U.K. and E.U. cigarettes reading, “Smoking causes male sexual impo-
tence.” Scholars have also shown that many Canadians don’t realize that “light” cig-
arettes are no less deadly than regulars. In 2008 researchers from the University of
Waterloo looked at how people thought of cigarettes labeled “light,” “mild,” “smooth,”
and “silver” and found that cigarettes with such labels were consistently judged as
having a lower health risk than regular “full flavor” brands.18

Chinese surveys reveal similar gaps. In 1996 a study of Chinese smokers found
61 percent agreeing that tobacco did them “little or no harm.” And in 2009 Yang
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Gonghuan from China’s Center for Disease Control and Prevention reported that
67 percent of Chinese did not know that secondhand smoke could cause lung can-
cer. Many Chinese smokers seem to believe that foreign cigarettes are more dan-
gerous than domestics and that herbal brands are significantly safer. In a country
where nearly half of all physicians still smoke, we should probably not be surprised
that accurate medical information is not widespread.19

CHARTING IT S POWER TO CREATE D OUBT

Even today it is probably fair to say that the full range of harms from smoking is
not well known. Public understanding of tobacco has never been sophisticated, and
few people even today know there is cyanide in cigarette smoke—or insect excre-
ment or radioactive isotopes or “impact boosters” and “ameliorants” of various sorts.
Tar and nicotine are often misunderstood, as when people write to the companies
asking why tobacco cannot be “de-tarred” just as coffee is decaffeinated. Few seem
to know even the rudiments of cigarette design.20 There is a diversity even of expert
opinion when it comes to questions like whether smoking causes breast cancer—
so it is hardly surprising to find nonexperts in the dark. The more salient fact,
though, is that decades of industry propaganda have left their mark.

Indeed, we have some instances in which the industry set out to quantify the im-
pact of its propaganda, measuring the ignorance thereby created. In the late 1960s,
for example, Brown & Williamson conducted before-and-after tests of an adver-
tising message crafted to weaken public acceptance of smoking–disease links. Sep-
arate groups of smokers and non-smokers were asked, Do you regard the smok-
ing–health relationship as “proven,” “maybe proven,” or “not proven”? The goal was
to see whether an editorial attached to a Kool cigarette ad could weaken the confi-
dence people had that smoking was a proven cause of disease. As hoped, the frac-
tion of those answering “proven” dropped by more than 10 percent after being shown
the denialist ad. Smokers were more easily persuaded than non-smokers, with the
“proven cause” fraction dropping from 73 to only 60 percent. Those already in the
“not proven” camp were little affected, but the fraction answering “maybe proven”
doubled following exposure to the denialist message, from 7 to 15 percent among
non-smokers and from 14 to 28 percent among smokers.21 This was clearly the
opportunity the industry was looking for, these fence sitters vulnerable to the de-
nialist message. Cigarette companies after all don’t need to convince everyone; all
they need is enough converts to keep the enterprise going—meaning cigarette
sales—via whatever slivers of doubt can be insinuated.

We have other, equally blatant, examples of the industry charting its power to
create doubt. In the summer of 1973, for example, Tobacco Institute VP Anne Duffin
wrote to her superior, William Kloepfer, informing him that test showings of the
Institute’s propaganda film, Smoking & Health: The Need to Know, had generated
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“large and statistically significant shifts in attitudes favorable to the Tobacco In-
dustry.” A survey commissioned by the Institute showed that watching the film had
reduced by 17.8 percent the number of people agreeing that “Cigarette smoking
cause[s] lung cancer.” Duffin reported that the film had also caused more people to
agree that “the Surgeon General could be wrong about the dangers of smoking cig-
arettes” and that “reports have overemphasized the dangers of smoking.” These suc-
cessful results encouraged additional showings, and by October 1973 the film had
been viewed by “37,000 in community audiences . . . including 18,000 men, 9,600
women, 5,400 boys and 3,200 girls.” Four years later the film’s distributor, the Mod-
ern Talking Picture Service, reported that the movie had been shown to 318,724
people, including 38,851 boys and 27,429 girls. And that was just for one of several
industry-distributed films. An equally misleading propaganda piece, titledThe An-
swers We Seek, had been shown to 324,512 viewers by 1982, including tens of thou-
sands of children.22

TESTIMONIALS OF SMOKERS:
THE CONSUMER LET TERS

Public opinion polls show that millions of Americans still do not appreciate many
of the dangers of tobacco use.23 That is perhaps not surprising in a nation where huge
swaths of the population don’t know that humans share a common ancestor with
apes, or cling to the preposterous notion that Iraq—or the CIA or Israel—conspired
to blow up the Twin Towers of the World Trade Center or that Barack Obama is a
secret Muslim. H. L. Mencken once observed that no one ever went broke under-
estimating the intelligence of the American public; of course the real issue is not
lack of intelligence but rather the lingering effects from one of history’s most pow-
erful disinformation campaigns. What can we say about knowledge, beyond what
we’ve already learned from polls?

The letters written to the tobacco companies are useful in this regard, since here
we have the unfiltered testimony of consumers, or at least of those going to the trou-
ble of writing and mailing a letter. Tens of thousands of letters by people from all
walks of life are preserved in the industry’s archives, most of which are to or from
R. J. Reynolds, maker of Camel, Salem, and Winston cigarettes. People wrote to offer
suggestions or to lodge a complaint, or even to ask for help with medical bills or to
find out where they might buy their favorite brand of smoke. Still others wrote to
brag about their health, despite having smoked for thirty, forty, or even fifty years.
Much can be learned from such letters, as from the phone and email logs kept by
the companies recording comments or complaints.24

One thing we learn is that people have had lots of ideas about how the industry
should be running its business. “Suggestion” letters are preserved going back to the
1930s; people wrote to propose cigarettes that would make colored smoke or new
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ideas for tobacco substitutes or filters. Financial and marketing advice was offered,
along with advice on how to win a legal case.

Many of these letters recommend ways to make cigarettes safer—by adding cer-
tain chemicals or modifying some aspect of cigarette design. In 1954, for example,
two women from Pine Bluff, Arkansas, wrote to Reynolds suggesting that the com-
pany incorporate penicillin into its cigarettes, to help people ward off colds in the
winter. Other correspondents suggested packing cigarettes with the filter end up,
so workers with dirty hands could nab a fag using only their lips. Still others pro-
posed ways to fight anti-tobacco “hysteria” or “zealots,” or offered themselves as
guinea pigs to test claims useful to the industry—that smoking cures allergies, for
example. Smokers volunteered to serve as witnesses in litigation and asked for
advice on how one might sue for discrimination. A Vanderbilt engineer wrote to
propose stuffing wildflower seeds into the filter ends of cigarettes, so that butts
tossed from cars would end up germinating flowers, adding “beauty to our road-
side berms.”25

We also learn that many people have been profoundly ignorant about cigarettes.
One commonly encountered view is that simply having survived smoking is proof
it is safe. In 1985, for example, a Pocatello, Idaho, woman wrote to say she’d been
smoking for sixty years and found it “neither addictive, habit forming or fattening.”
A fifty-year Camel smoker from Granite Falls, Minnesota, reported that same year,
“This idea of smoking being bad for one’s health to me is a lot of malarky. . . . I don’t
think smoking is bad at all.” A Newcastle, Wyoming, man wrote of his view that
“drunk driving kills more people than smoking ever did,” and a man from Quebec
wrote to emphasize “how many lives have probably been saved, and most likely pro-
longed due to smoking when under stress . . . most likely many more than lost due
to lung disease!” (Reality check: in 2005, according to the U.S. Department of Trans-
portation, 16,885 Americans died from alcohol-related traffic accidents, compared
with 440,000 deaths from smoking.) Smokers characterized the cancer claim as bo-
gus, bunkum, balderdash, and baloney—and often jumped from this to complain
about people suing the companies. A woman in Casco, Maine, ruminated (in 1985):

I think the case of the woman suing for her husband’s death is full of baloney. I know
people who have died of Lung Cancer that never smoked.

Also no way can they pin point this is caused by cigarettes. When I put my white
lawn umbrella on the lawn in the summer and it is black in the fall—like soot—I am
sure it is not caused by cigarette smoke. In fact I don’t believe the lung association can
prove anything either. With so many other things in the air, where you work etc! I
love to smoke—why don’t people mind their own business. . . . This country is get-
ting just like Russia. No rights!

Reynolds was more than happy to agree, responding that “medical science” had not
shown that “any element in cigarettes, tobacco, or tobacco smoke causes human
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disease.” The true causes of human disease were to be determined “by scientific re-
search, not by statistics.”26

Many of these letters follow a kind of testimonial format: smokers claim to have
indulged for years without adverse effects, and the industry is urged to defend it-
self against charges from medical authorities or anti-tobacco fanatics. The cancer
evidence is often simply dismissed, as in 1970, when an Oklahoma City woman
wrote to inform Reynolds of her view that “all the hooy about cancer is all a big
nothing as far as I am concerned.” A Hartford, Connecticut, man in 1984 charac-
terized the cancer consensus as a bunch of “hysterical propaganda, shoddy science,
and bully tactics.” Many such letters are clearly from people with little formal edu-
cation, but some are from professionals with advanced degrees. The director of the
“National Institute of Inventors” wrote to say he had proof that “Smoking does not
create cancer”—and offered to share his secret for $5 million. A retired mathe-
matician formerly employed by the National Institutes of Health wrote that the war
on tobacco had been “a scam—the danger of smoking is vastly exaggerated.” And
many “alternate causes” are proposed for the lung cancer epidemic. Another man
from Hartford wrote to express his view that “cancer is caused by your emotions,
not cigarettes.” A retired navy man from Brooklyn protested all this talk about can-
cer as “a lot of bunk . . . you don’t get cancer from cigarettes, you get it from treated
foods.” Some of these skeptics linked the fingering of tobacco to other unwarranted
ideas, as when a Rialto, California, man compared the cigarette theory to Darwin’s
theory of evolution. Public health authorities were trying to “brainwash the coun-
try”: “That smoking causes cancer is a theory just like Darwin’s theory of evolution.
It’s someone’s idea of how things might be, but is by no means proven fact.”27

Ignorance of this sort is not surprising, given how hard the industry worked to
spread its denialist message. In 1958, for example, a Bloomington, Illinois, man
wrote to Reynolds asking about a rumor he had heard that Salem, “among a few
other brands, is conducive to lung cancer.” William S. Koenig from the company’s
public relations department wrote back to reassure him that despite all the “con-
fusing publicity,” the reality was that cancer claims were based “almost completely
on statistics” and disputed by “doctors and scientists of high professional standing.”
A similar exchange took place in 1959, when a Boston woman wrote to ask why the
companies didn’t “refute some of these allegations about cancer.” She was convinced
that “a great many doctors do not believe it” and that many people contract lung
cancer “who never smoked.” Reynolds wrote back, assuring her that many distin-
guished medical scientists had “failed to verify the charges of a causal relationship”
between cigarettes and lung cancer. Indeed the ongoing rise in cigarette consump-
tion had led the company to believe that “a vast number of consumers are of the
same opinion as you are.”28

Many other kinds of letters were sent to the companies. Parents complained about

318 Part III. Conspiracy on a Grand Scale



free cigarettes being sent to their kids (some as young as twenty months) and
protested infomercials disputing a hazard from secondhand smoke. Physicians
wrote to express their support for the companies, with some confiding in their be-
lief that moderate smoking was fine and problems arose only from overindulgence.29

People wrote to ask about tobacco ingredients, or to protest finding foreign matter
in their cigarette. (From Honolulu: “This letter is a complaint letter. I can’t smoked
this cigarettes. Because worm in cigarettes so dirty and gross! Reexamine this cig-
arettes. Please send new cigarettes to me.”)30 And while most of these letters sym-
pathized with the industry, many are more open-ended, asking whether cigarettes
really were as bad as people were saying. To which the industry invariably responded
with its denialist routine.

COLD HARD FACT S

The volume of such letters increased dramatically in the 1950s, and by the 1960s
R. J. Reynolds alone had more than a dozen people working in its public relations
department responding full-time, with the rhetoric in each case quite tightly
scripted. To a woman in Grapeview, Washington, Reynolds wrote, “notwithstand-
ing all the theories bandied about, actually the real cause of cancer in human be-
ings is still unknown.” And to a man in Cottage Grove, Oregon: “the truth is that in
spite of what the Surgeon General’s Committee had to say on January 11, the cause
of cancer in human beings is still unknown.” T. A. Porter from Reynolds’s Depart-
ment of Public Relations was a frequent author of such letters, which often included
his calming balm, “The fact still remains that the cause of cancer in human beings
is unknown. Research must go on to determine the real cause.”31

Reynolds employed skilled writers to draft such letters, and though each had his
or her own distinctive style, the common thread was reassurance. Thomas Dixon
concluded one such letter by emphasizing “the plain fact” that “notwithstanding all
the theories bandied about, actually the real cause of cancer in human beings is still
unknown. Condemnation by association has never managed to get very far with
the American people.” William S. Koenig from the same office characterized the
1964 Surgeon General’s report as having “nothing new in it, nothing that had not
been heard before. The fact still remains that the cause of cancer in human beings
is unknown. Research must go on and is still going on to determine the real cause.”
Thousands of letters offered this same basic message. Here is a version sent to a man
in Secaucus, New Jersey, reaffirming that “the case” against tobacco had “by no
means been proven”:

In spite of all the excitement stirred up, the cold hard fact is that no one knows the
cause of cancer in human beings.
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And another, sent to a woman in the Ideal Trailer Park in Ontario, California:

Now with regard to the present controversy relating to smoking and health, one in-
escapable fact stands out. No one yet knows the real cause of cancer in human beings.
The Surgeon General of the United States in releasing his committee’s report himself
indicated that there was a great deal yet to be known and rejected out of hand the sug-
gestion that no further research was needed.

And to a man in Punxsutawney, Pennsylvania:

I earnestly hope you have not lost sight of the fact that after all no one knows the real
cause of cancer in human beings. This statement can be made with positiveness,
notwithstanding all the statistical fireworks with which the anti-tobacco forces have
tried to dazzle and befuse the American public. All of us know that cancer was an afflic-
tion of the human race long before tobacco was introduced by the Indians to Euro-
pean explorers in the Seventeenth Century.32

Reassurances of this sort continued into the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s. Tim K. Cahill
in 1973, for example, wrote to assure a biology teacher from Drake University there
was “no conclusive evidence that the ingredients in tobacco are causative of any
disease.” To a teacher in Wellesley, Massachusetts, Cahill characterized recent work
on tobacco as full of “a great deal of misinformation” and “faulty statistical inter-
pretations.” Cahill et al. were especially fond of saying that the “cold fact” or “cold
hard fact” was that “no one knows the real cause” of cancer; and from 1964 through
the 1970s there are more than a hundred letters to the public using this morbid turn
of phrase.33 Reynolds’s PR department generated a seemingly endless stream of such
letters, always with this same basic message: “cold hard facts,” which in reality were
cold-hearted lies.

COMBING THE ARCHIVES

One thing we learn from this correspondence is that many ordinary smokers trusted
the industry and distrusted “the government,” the Surgeon General, and doctors
generally. The industry’s archives are full of letters from people ridiculing medical
authority, deriding all the cancer talk as “nonsense,” “hooey,” “hoopla,” “hysteria,”
“bunk,” “balderdash,” or “brainwashing.” Many of these letters warn about infringe-
ments on smokers’ liberty, as when a South Carolina man in 1991 cautioned that caf-
feine could be “the next to go”: “You could be arrested for having a second cup of
coffee and be hauled off to jail in your housecoat, with curlers still in your hair.”34

How widespread, though, were such sentiments? It turns out there is a fairly sim-
ple way to find out.

What is wonderful about the seventy million pages of documents now online at
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu is that they are full-text searchable by optical charac-
ter recognition—which means you can search a term, or string of terms, and ob-
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tain (theoretically) every document in which that term or string appears. Google’s
search engine works on essentially the same principle: you enter a phrase, and
Google will find and display that phrase wherever it appears. The same can now be
done with the tobacco archives. The archives can be combed for hot button ex-
pressions such as “cold hard fact” or “please destroy” or “no conclusive proof,” and
every document containing such a phrase will be displayed—theoretically. I say “the-
oretically” because the system is not perfect: documents that are handwritten, for
example, don’t generally show up, and not every odd font can be read, or old fuzzy
carbon copies or texts that are smudged or otherwise illegible. But the system is
fairly robust, and the possibilities virtually endless. The novelty (and utility) is ul-
timately in the form of search speed: rhetorical diamonds can be sifted from archival
dunes, and searches that might well have taken five hundred years if done manu-
ally can now be done in a matter of seconds. Scholars are going to have to think
much more about search theory, about new ways to comb and navigate through
massive online digital archives.

So how can this be applied to the consumer letters? One thing we can do is search
the archives for terms like propaganda or brainwash to see how or how often people
writing to the industry used them. We can then ask, when people used such terms,
were they using them against the tobacco industry or against public health au-
thorities? Whom did these people trust or distrust?

A search of “dt:consumer letter propaganda,” for example, returns 140 documents,
each of which is a consumer letter (dt: means “document type”) written either to or
from the industry containing at least one use of the word propaganda. Typical is this
1989 letter from an eighty-year-old Camel smoker in Pine Beach, New Jersey:

It is obviously impossible for government propagandists to state that smoking
shortens life since only God . . . and certainly not the government . . . knows how
long each of us will live and therefore cannot reasonably predict how many years
will ultimately be lost to smoking. . . .

Contrary to those who state, as if it were a scientific fact, that smoking causes
illness and shortens life, it has enabled me to live healthily into my eighties because
stress is the root of most illness. . . .

I expect you to defend your customers, not bow to governmental blackmail and
propaganda intended to fill Treasury’s coffers.35

Not everyone who used the term propaganda was referring to the government, how-
ever. Some people denounced the industry’s propaganda, as illustrated in this 1991
letter from “a concerned parent” in Vincennes, Indiana:

Gentlemen,
I am disappointed that a company can send propaganda to a boy that is only 17

years of age. Will you please stop sending CRAP through the mail to him. He is not
legally even able to buy your products.36
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So the question is, when the term propaganda is used in such letters, how often is
it used to characterize actions or opinions of the industry versus actions or opin-
ions of the public health community?

For those letters that have been preserved, it turns out that people have been
more likely to apply the label “propaganda” to public health authorities than to the
tobacco industry. Among the 140 letters using the term, 7 are from the industry
(all of which talk about public health propaganda) and 8 others are duplicates.
Among the remaining 125 letters, 70 are pro-industry, meaning that the reference
is to public health or governmental propaganda. And only 51 are anti-tobacco, com-
plaining about the industry’s propaganda—typically promotional materials or de-
nialist advertising. So people writing to the industry were more likely to worry about
medical than about tobacco industry propaganda.

Similar results are obtained when one searches for uses of the term brainwash
and related cognates (brainwashed, brainwashing, etc.). A search of “dt:consumer
letter brainwash*” yields 53 letters, more than three quarters of which reveal con-
sumers placing their trust in the industry. Here is a typical letter from a Hillsboro,
Texas, citizen worried about “brainwashing”:

I am appalled and angry at the misleading and erroneous information which is
bombarding and brainwashing the public by the news media with so-called health
hazzards [sic] as determined by “doctors.”

The facts are that people are living longer even to 100 years and over. These are
the people who were born at home with a mid-wife or other family member,
smoked, dipped and chewed tobacco and in their earlier years knew nothing of
“doctors” and their toxic drugs and medicine. . . . It is absurd that anyone would
attribute any problem to only one cause when every day the very air we breath [sic]
is contaminated with toxic fumes from factories, carbon monoxide from cars,
buses, trucks, etc., dangerous chemicals in drinking water and toxic chemicals used
by “doctors” in lab tests. . . . I can easily see where it would be to the advantage of
“doctors” to brainwash the public through whatever means, into believing that all
Americans problems are caused by cigarettes.37

Or consider this 1968 letter from a woman in Bel Air, Maryland:
Gentlemen,

Operation Brainwash has got me scared. . . . I have an excellent doctor who has
vanquished my depressive state . . . and who assures me that a pack a day and
twenty or thirty cups of coffee will do me no harm. He is far more competent in
internal medicine than the Public Health Service, which has strained “statistics” in
its cigarette attack. I’d be much interested in knowing how much lung cancer has
increased incidence as a result of their subtle scare psychology.38

Reading this entire set of “brainwash” letters, what we find is that correspon-
dents have been more likely to trust the industry than the public health commu-
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nity. Some people clearly believed the companies when they offered their reassur-
ances. Of course we don’t really know how representative such people were of the
general population; it could well be that industry supporters were more likely than
their opponents to write, for example. We don’t find a pro-industry bias among
correspondents in general, however, since those who wrote to the industry about
advertisements were critical of the industry by a ratio of about two to one.39 No-
table also is the fact that people who wrote to the companies were more likely to
say they were “addicted” than “not addicted.”40 All we can really say is that a sig-
nificant fraction of the American public seems to have taken the industry at its word,
or at least felt that “doctors” and “the government” were no more trustworthy than
the manufacturers.

Of course there are other kinds of letters that don’t mention health at all. A num-
ber of teenage girls seem to have fallen for the dark-haired mustachioed Winston
Man, for example, and wrote to request copies of his poster for their personal use.
Girls wrote on behalf of their (female) teachers, and mothers asked for such posters
for their daughters (to put up in their bedrooms). Anyone who doubts that such
ads appealed to teenagers should consider letters such as the following, sent to
Reynolds in 1976 from a girl in Wayne, New Jersey.

Dear Winston-Salem Co.,
During the last few months, I have greatly admired your Winston Box billboard.

It is the one with the man with dark hair and moustache.
I was wondering if you could possibly send me a copy. I would be glad to pay

a reasonable price for it. Please let me know if this could be worked out.
By the way, I have been smoking Winston cigarettes for nearly 3 years. And that’s

a lot considering I am only 15 years old.41

We also find letters of protest, many of which are heartwrenching. The compa-
nies often sent out promotional offers, and though some effort was made to weed
out the dead or underaged the volume was such—millions of mailings—that mis-
takes were sometimes made. In June of 1990, for example, a disgruntled parent wrote
to Reynolds:

I would appreciate it if you would stop sending my son your unhealthy literature
to try and sell him cigarettes.

Please take him off your filthy mailing list. He is only fifteen years old and we as
parents resent your corporation trying to brainwash our youth for your own greedy
purposes.42

Sharon Marvin of Mesquite, Texas, responded to a 1999 offer mailed to her home:
Please remove [my husband] from your mailing list—
I buried my daddy because of cigarettes. I’m not going to bury my husband

because of them.43
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Not everyone, though, was so polite or so well spoken. Many people returned
promotional items, as did Jana Clyne of Clive, Iowa, accompanied by a note saying
that the recipient “has been DEAD for 31 months” as a result of smoking. Clyne
scrawled “DEAD” in large capital letters all over the offer-insert and returned it to
the company.44 Others expressed anger in a form so harsh I cannot even print it
here. The word “filthy” often appears in such letters, as in, “How dare you name a
filthy cigarette after a noble Indian tribe and my home state?” (The reference is to
Reynolds’s Dakota brand.) Or: “Our only daughter died because of your filthy to-
bacco products.” Absent or invisible, of course, are the thoughts of those too dis-
heartened or angry to write to the companies—or the laments of those already dead.

THE “SIMPLE AND UNFORTUNATE FACT ”

Viewed in the aggregate, we can also find certain patterns in the letters written by
the companies. In 1986, for example, Miriam G. Adams, manager of consumer cor-
respondence at R. J. Reynolds, responded as follows to a certain Annette Rodrigues
from Cupertino, California, who had asked for information on smoking.

Despite all the research going on, the simple and unfortunate fact is that scien-
tists do not know the cause or causes of the chronic diseases reported to be asso-
ciated with smoking. The answers to the many unanswered smoking and health
questions—and the fundamental causes of the diseases often statistically associated
with smoking—we believe can only be determined through much more scientific
research. Our company intends, therefore, to continue to support such research in
a continuing search for answers.45

This exact same paragraph appears in hundreds of Reynolds letters to the public: a
search for the phrase “unfortunate fact” returns 660 separate documents, almost
all of which are letters from the company denying evidence of harms from smok-
ing. Indeed the archives preserve the original form letter instructing the firm’s PR
agents to use this terminology when answering questions about smoking and health.
A stamp on this document indicates that this phraseology was to be used for in-
quiries concerning “S & H” (smoking and health) in correspondence “Primarily for
Children.”46

Reynolds prepared hundreds of different form letters for such purposes. Form
letters were drafted for children, for “high school & below,” for people inquiring
about teen smoking or cancer or secondhand smoke or warning labels or tar and
nicotine yields—and so forth. Letters of this sort were usually handled by public
relations departments, but higher-level executives sometimes got involved. In 1977
William D. Hobbs, Reynolds’s chairman and CEO, reassured one angry woman from
Richmond, California, that “no element as found in cigarette smoke has ever been
shown to be the cause of any disease.” Hobbs assured her that “the questions of smok-
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ing and health are indeed still open” and that “the answers will be found through
careful research, not anti-smoking propaganda.”47

Not every letter, though, was judged deserving of a reply. Angry letters were often
simply ignored. In 1996 an exasperated woman from Charlotte, North Carolina,
wrote to Reynolds about her son:

I have a 16 year-old son who is addicted to cigarettes—he is very open about it
and wants to quit, but the addiction is so strong that thus far, he has been unable
to stop. My husband and I are both non-smokers—my father died of a smoking
related cancer at the age of 57. I also lost an aunt and a cousin to lung cancer—both
were heavy smokers. My son knows all of this, but he is as addicted to nicotine as
were my three now-deceased relatives. I find it totally ludicrous that you continue
to deny the addictive power of nicotine, and I am outraged that my young son is
now hooked to such a deadly product. He has no trouble buying cigarettes, even
though he is under-age. I want you to tell me what I can do—I am angry yet I feel
totally powerless to help my son, short of sending him at great expense to a drug
rehabilitation center. You tell me why 3,000 teenagers a day start smoking, and why
they cannot stop until, like my father, they are dead and buried way before their time.48

The policy seems to have been not to reply to such letters, which were numerous. In
1996, for example, a man from Metuchen, New Jersey, wrote to protest the company’s
call for people to speak out against tobacco regulation, accusing Reynolds of being
“nothing but organized thugs and criminals.” The company did not bother to an-
swer. Nor was any answer given to Meghan E. Colasanti of Denver, who in 1990 wrote
to ask, “Do you guys find it pleasing to kill people?” Colasanti’s letter, preserved in
Reynolds’s files, is stamped “Pub. Concerns—Unfav. NO RESPONSE” and filed as
part of a large collection of “unfavorable” correspondence, including missives com-
paring smoking to slavery or asking questions like, “Why are you still killing people
with your lousy cigarettes? You should be in jail for attempted murder.”49

Opinion polls and letters sent to tobacco manufacturers reveal many smokers
poorly informed about cancer, heart disease, and other cigarette-linked maladies.
Addiction also falls into this class, though many smokers do develop an intimate
grasp of this excruciating fact, as a result of trying and failing to quit. Most smok-
ers want to quit and eventually do try; smokers can even become “experts” in a
sense, experiencing addiction in ways quite foreign to non-smokers or to thirteen-
or fourteen-year-olds just starting to smoke. The sixty-year-old repeat quitter is un-
derstandably different from the novice in this respect. Letters documenting this des-
perate “awareness” have been preserved, as when a woman from Lakewood, Colo-
rado, sent Reynolds a 1994 letter she had published in Time magazine:

Your report [i.e., Time’s] on scientific experiments involving nicotine . . . quotes
a researcher as saying, “There’s an overwhelming body of evidence that it does
produce an addiction in humans.” No kidding! There is also an “overwhelming

Measuring Ignorance 325



body of evidence” when my rear end hangs out of our fireplace as I rummage
through six-month-old butts trying to find one long enough to light up again.
This is after I “quit” for the 173rd time in three years. And I consider myself to
be somewhat dignified! There’s your proof of addiction. No kidding!50

Smokers prior to this time, however, don’t seem to have liked using the term ad-
diction to describe their relationship to cigarettes. A 1982 Roper poll conducted for
the Tobacco Institute found 52 percent of smokers considering smoking “a habit,”
while only 25 percent considered it “an addiction.” An additional 19 percent vol-
unteered that it was “both”—a habit and an addiction. Roper’s conclusion: “smok-
ers consider smoking to be only a habit (52%) rather than an addiction (44%).”51

Of course when smokers try to quit, most learn fairly quickly how difficult that
can be. Quit attempts increased following the 1964 Surgeon General’s report,
which is when millions of smokers discovered the strength of their addiction. Thou-
sands of consumer letters in the industry’s archives incorporate the word addiction,
and by the 1980s the writers of such letters—judging from those that have been
preserved—were more likely than not to recognize they are addicted. People do seem
to differ in how easily or deeply they become addicted, but for most smokers we
cannot really say that smoking, as the industry wants us to believe, is a “free choice.”
Smokers may well “choose” to smoke when they are first trying cigarettes at the age
of thirteen or fourteen, but the reasons people start are quite different from why
they continue. New smokers are not yet addicted and haven’t yet learned how hard
it is to quit. The industry has known about this for decades, and more recent stud-
ies provide confirmation.

In 2001, for example, the Annenberg Public Policy Center of the University of
Pennsylvania published a sophisticated study—based on four thousand interviews—
showing that young people underestimate how hard it can be to quit. Ninety-five
percent of the adult smokers interviewed reported cravings stronger than they had
expected, and few were happy they had ever begun smoking. Over 80 percent ex-
pressed regret at having ever started. The survey also found that young smokers
had profoundly unrealistic expectations for how long they would be smoking: only
5 percent expected to be smoking five years down the road, when in reality most
would still be smoking.52

This was old news for the companies, of course, who had long realized that most
smokers—even young smokers—want to quit. Imperial Tobacco’s Project 16 had
come to this conclusion in 1977, based on their study of English-speaking kids in
Canada, where it was found that teenagers once hooked “cannot quit any easier than
adults” and that most likely “few will.”53 Cigarette makers realized that while smok-
ers start smoking for one set of reasons (advertising, peer pressure, etc.), they con-
tinue for very different reasons—with the most important being physiological ad-
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diction. Trying to quit gives you basically a crash course in what it means—what it
feels like—to try to loosen this addictive grip. The letters written to the industry,
and especially those from after the 1970s, make it clear that most longtime smok-
ers are painfully familiar with the realities of addiction. But this is a lesson most
often learned after trying to quit and failing, by which time for most it is already
too late—or at least too late without a painful struggle.

STATISTICAL JIGGERY POKERY

For decades the mainstay of the industry’s legal position has been that the public
has long been “well informed” about the hazards of tobacco. Defense attorneys want
us to believe that people make an informed choice when they decide to take up
smoking or fail to quit—and therefore have only themselves to blame for whatever
illnesses they contract. Smoking by this logic is a calculated risk, a “risky decision,”
as one well-paid expert likes to put it.54

We have already seen from opinion polls and customer correspondence, how-
ever, that lots of people have what charitably might be called “gaps” in their knowl-
edge. That is also the assessment of polling professionals, appalled by the tobacco
industry’s misuse of polls in litigation. In 1999 Lydia Saad and Steve O’Brien of the
Gallup Organization commented on how

Time and again, the tobacco companies have successfully convinced juries that the
connection between smoking and diseases such as lung cancer has been common
knowledge in the American culture for at least a century and, therefore, plaintiffs are
responsible for the results of their voluntary decision to smoke. . . .

[A] review of historical Gallup surveys suggests that there was, in fact, a high de-
gree of public doubt and confusion about the dangers of smoking in the 1950s and
60s. There may have been widespread awareness of the controversy over smoking, but
public belief that smoking was linked to lung cancer trailed far behind this general
awareness of the controversy.

The legal question at the core of these cases is whether average Americans (or av-
erage teenagers) understood the risks they were taking when they began smoking
thirty or forty years ago. Looking at Gallup data in the public domain, it is difficult to
conclude that they did.55

This poor state of understanding is hardly surprising, given how hard the indus-
try has worked to obscure such hazards. The basic script never varied much, de-
spite some variance in the rhetoric used to belittle or ridicule the evidence. I’ve
listed below some of the terms used by the industry to denigrate the science im-
plicating tobacco in health harms; such terms were used in correspondence with
the public but also in Tobacco Institute brochures, press releases and “white pa-
pers” and the like:56
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“Astounding,” “unwarranted, absurd” (1945)
“colored by prejudice” (1945)
“crude experimentation,” “mere opinion” (1945)
“half-truths in the hands of fanatics” (1946)
“at best, only suggestive” (1955)
“nothing new” (1957)
“opinions of some statisticians” (1957)
“oversimplified thesis” (1957)
“biased and unproved charges” (1959)
“scare stories” (1959)
“time-worn and much-criticized statistical charges” (1959)
“extreme and unwarranted conclusions” (1959)
“the tobacco guilt theory” (1960)
“modern Carry Nations in science” (1962)
“foggy thinking” (1962)
“the easy answer to a complex problem” (1962)
“largely a rehash of the same old data” (1962)
“easy answers that may turn out to be misleading or false” (1962)
“fanciful theories” (1964)
“wild guesses” (1964)
“propaganda blast” (1964)
“theories bandied about” (1964)
“guesswork . . . statistical volleyball” (1965)
“statistical fireworks” (1965)
“utterly without factual support” (1965)
“slanted publicity . . . exaggerations and misstatements

of fact . . . fantastic figure of 300,000 premature deaths
annually . . . so-called ‘new evidence’ against smoking” (1967)

“guilt by association” (1968)
“ ‘guesses,’ assumptions, and suspicions” (1968)
“this game of statistical volleyball . . . worse than meaningless” (1969)
“claptrap” (1969)
“contrived semantics” (1969)
“a bum rap . . . half-baked” (1969)
“speculation,” “suspicion,” and “repetition” (1969)
“statistical allegations . . . products of surveys and

computer tapes” (1969)
“ridiculous statements” (1970)
“colossal blunder” (1970)
“one of the great scientific hoaxes of our time” (1970)
“claims of the anti-cigarette forces” (1971)
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“repeated assertion without conclusive proof ” (circa 1971)
“a disservice to the public” (circa 1971)
“a great deal of misinformation . . . faulty statistical

interpretations” (1972)
“press-conference science” (1972)
“conventional wisdom” (1974)
“the health furor” (1975)
“speculations, and conclusions based on speculations” (1978)
“weak conjectures based on questionable assumptions” (1979)
“an amalgam of unproved charges, exaggerated conclusions

and largely one-sided interpretations of statistical data” (1979)
“media events, propaganda barrages, self-righteous zeal,

or cabinet-level fiat” (1979)
“half the story” (1981)
“dogmatic conclusions . . . inconsistent statistics” (1982)
“Orwellian ‘Official Science,’ ” “Scientific Malpractice” (1984)
“irresponsible and scare tactics” (1988)
“unfounded and sometimes ludicrous” (1991)
“the current fervor of anti-tobacco evangelism” (1992)
“flawed . . . real travesty” (1992)
“outrageous claims” (1995)
“bogus statistics” (1995)
“biased rehash of old news” (1995)
“statistical jiggery pokery” (1995)
Such attacks were widely distributed. Addison Yeaman, vice president and gen-

eral counsel of Brown & Williamson, managed to have one especially vituperative
tirade printed in the Congressional Record (December 4, 1967), launched with a
quote from North Carolina governor Dan Moore characterizing the recent U.S. Sur-
geon General’s report as “unwarranted harassment and unnecessary confusion cre-
ated by headline seekers using biased information.” Yeaman then mocked Surgeon
General William Stewart as basically a scientific fraud, warning that the nation’s top
medical cop either had “lost the quality of objectivity” or was “misinterpreting the
information available to him.” Yeaman went on to denounce the “vicious attack”
on the industry organized by

a formidable coalition of government agencies, legislators, fund-raising organizations,
propagandists, and do-gooders—all engaged in a crusade against tobacco . . . disre-
garding and even stifling the truth . . . doing slight [sic] of hand manipulations with
statistics . . . weaving a tangled web of propaganda and deceit . . . blind to all but their
own position . . . outright statistical nonsense . . . devoid of ascertained facts . . . a
shabby piece of propaganda . . . bamboozled . . . arrogance of bureaucracy . . . the dan-
gers of demagoguery and arbitrary government actions [etc.].57
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Yeaman’s bottom line: “no one—and I mean no one—knows whether cigarette smok-
ing causes any human disease.”

Yeaman’s vitriol in the Congressional Record was prefaced by an equally dismis-
sive rant by Samuel Ervin, the U.S. senator from North Carolina best remembered
today for his feisty role in the Watergate hearings. Ervin attacked Senator Robert
F. Kennedy’s reproach of the industry and had seventeen denialist screeds read into
the record. In Ervin’s view the arguments advanced in favor of the causal hypoth-
esis contained “little more than old platitudes, new hyperbole, and blatant nonse-
quiturs,” all based on statistics either “erroneous, irrelevant, or statistically mean-
ingless.” Ervin ridiculed the idea of requiring a health warning as an “absurdity”
and declared that Americans had “a right to know that there is no proof that smok-
ing causes lung cancer and heart disease.” Indeed it was “far easier to show statis-
tically that smoking cigarettes prolongs life.” The senator mostly followed the To-
bacco Institute’s playbook—he had obviously been well briefed—but also felt it
worth noting that the Encyclopedia Britannica (he doesn’t say what edition) defined
cancer as “an autonomous new growth of tissues of an unknown basic cause.”58 As
if archaic definitions could resolve matters of fact.

Ervin may have been just plain ignorant in this realm; lots of people were, after
all, and the senator may have been thinking only of the financial well-being of to-
bacco farmers in his native North Carolina. Such was still his view in 1972, when he
objected to a proposal for federal limits on tar and nicotine from cigarettes as requiring
“a police state far beyond that envisioned by Hitler.”59 It is unclear whether his opinion
changed after being diagnosed with emphysema, following a lifetime of smoking.

ASSUMPTION OF RISK

One thing we can say is that the industry’s assessment of popular understanding
has been opportunistic. In the 1950s and 1960s, for example, it was common to hear
them say that no one took such hazards seriously. By the mid-1960s, however, we
start to hear that everyone was “aware of the issue,” a theory first advanced as part
of a tactic to forestall warnings and to protect against lawsuits. Congressional hear-
ings on whether to require a warning label of some sort began shortly after the 1964
Surgeon General’s report, and the industry responded by claiming that people were
already aware of the “alleged health harms” caused by smoking—and therefore didn’t
need to be warned. The strategy was outlined at a secret meeting in May of 1964,
where the industry’s powerful Committee of Counsel decided to finance a survey
to help buttress the point: “At our meeting in Washington on May 7, 1964, a deci-
sion was reached to proceed, on a preliminary basis, with a public opinion survey
which we hoped would establish that there is a very high level of public awareness
concerning the health issue involving cigarette smoking. It was contemplated that
the results of this survey would be used as a basis for testimony at a Congressional
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hearing.”60 The survey had actually been proposed by two scholars of marketing
and communications—Gary Steiner from the University of Chicago and David
Berlo from Michigan State—who suggested to the committee that a public opinion
survey might help to provide “strong support” for the industry’s position that warn-
ings were unnecessary. As recorded by an attorney working for Arnold, Fortas &
Porter, the goal would be to try to establish six “basic propositions”:

1. That there is greater public awareness of the charges against smoking than
there is of numerous other important public issues;

2. That a very high percentage of the American public believes there are risks
to health involved in habitual smoking of cigarettes;

3. That the risk to health is overestimated (accepting as a basis for comparison
the statistics in the Surgeon General’s report and the Royal College report);

4. That there is substantially greater public awareness of the possible risks of
cigarette smoking than there is of such other health issues as the cholestorol
[sic] question, drinking and obesity;

5. That persons who do not know of the health issues probably would not be
reached by warnings in any event;

6. That advertising does not have as much to do with the social acceptability
of smoking as do numerous other personal and psychological factors.61

Projects of this sort were always carefully lawyered, and in this instance the Com-
mittee of Counsel sequestered polling results to make sure “unfavorable data” would
never see the light of day. All interviews, analyses, and statistical results were to be
forwarded to the committee; the goal was to reduce the danger of a successful sub-
poena and to make sure inconvenient findings “could be destroyed and there would
be no record in any office of the nature of the returns.”62

Similar arguments—about the universality of awareness—would be revived in
the 1980s, to counter calls to strengthen warnings but also to buttress the indus-
try’s “common knowledge” defense in court. Typical is the testimony of Reynolds
CEO Edward A. Horrigan on March 16, 1982, at congressional hearings on the ad-
equacy of warnings:

The evidence shows that over 90 percent of the American public is aware of the claim
that smoking is harmful. . . . This awareness level is virtually, if not totally, unprece-
dented in comparison to the awareness of the major issues facing this nation. The facts
demonstrate that the Federal Cigarette Labeling Act is working, that the public has
been made aware of the claimed health hazards of smoking, and that people are in a
position to make a free and informed choice of whether or not to smoke.63

Opposition to warnings and legal defense were the two main reasons industry lawyers
emphasized “universal awareness.” Indeed, this was precisely how the industry kept
winning all its lawsuits: the argument was that people had long known about the
hazards, or at least had known enough to make a free and informed choice.
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The oddity, of course, is that the companies themselves throughout this time were
refusing to admit such hazards, a disjoint finessed by radically separating expert
from popular knowledge. Expertise demanded caution and “more research”; pop-
ular knowledge—spun as “awareness”—was supposed to be universal. And so by
the 1990s the industry’s public stance on smoking and health had crystallized into
“We believe the general public has long been aware of the contention that smoking
may be injurious to health”64—but we ourselves, the experts, don’t believe there is
any proven harm from smoking. Such confessions were always carefully worded,
since the intent was not to admit that smoking was injurious but rather only that
some people had made this “contention.”

One last legal fact is relevant here. Historians of the law often point to the im-
portance of a 1963–64 treatise known as the “Second Restatement of Torts,” edited
by William Prosser and his colleagues at the American Law Institute and a bible of
sorts for American liability doctrine. Prosser et al. here state, in a famous passage
in Section 402A, that whereas a manufacturer might be held liable for selling “bad
whiskey” (containing, say, a poisonous contaminant), a maker of “good whiskey”
cannot. And the same is claimed for tobacco. A maker of “bad tobacco” might be
held liable, but makers of the good stuff cannot. The theory again was that people
were supposed to know that whiskey or tobacco can cause harm and that a prod-
uct to be defective would have to be unreasonably dangerous:

The article sold must be dangerous to an extent beyond that which would be con-
templated by the ordinary consumer who purchases it, with the ordinary knowledge
common to the community as to its characteristics. Good whiskey is not unreason-
ably dangerous merely because it will make some people drunk, and is especially dan-
gerous to alcoholics; but bad whiskey, containing a dangerous amount of fusel oil, is
unreasonably dangerous. Good tobacco is not unreasonably dangerous merely because
the effects of smoking may be harmful; but tobacco containing something like mari-
juana may be unreasonably dangerous.65

What is remarkable, however—and not discovered until recently—is that the Re-
statement (Second) of Torts (as it is also known) is partly a tobacco artifact. It turns
out that lawyers working for Big Tobacco—including H. Thomas Austern from Cov-
ington & Burling, chairman of the Tobacco Institute’s Committee on Legal Affairs—
were deeply involved in drafting this document, notably the tobacco-friendly Sec-
tion 402A, the founding text of strict liability. Elizabeth Laposata discovered the
intrigue in documents preserved in the archives of the American Law Institute,
where she found a record of tobacco industry attorneys trying to influence early
drafts of the Restatement, including the crucial passage about what can be consid-
ered “unreasonably dangerous.” Similar efforts were undertaken to influence the
Third Restatement, issued in 1997. We should perhaps not be surprised that Tobacco
tried to have its voice heard in such a crucial legal arena; what is surprising is how

332 Part III. Conspiracy on a Grand Scale



successful that effort has been. If American law exempts “good tobacco” from lia-
bility, that is partly because Tobacco helped draft the law.66

A FREE AND INFORMED CHOICE?

In court, the claim that the dangers of smoking have long been “common knowl-
edge” is deployed to suggest that smokers make a free and informed choice when
they light up. In private, however, the industry has been perfectly willing to admit
there is much that people don’t understand about cigarettes. Tar and nicotine num-
bers for many years were printed on packs, but few smokers knew the levels for their
preferred brands or (more important) the deception behind such numbers. And
few today know about the many poisonous gases in cigarette smoke—such as car-
bon monoxide and hydrogen cyanide. “Gas” became an area of intense industry re-
search in the 1960s, with the goal of reducing some of the more noxious ciliastats.
Several companies thought about educating smokers on this topic but quickly re-
alized this could backfire, stirring up fears of yet another tobacco menace. Smok-
ers didn’t seem to know or care about “gas,” so why raise the issue? Gas turned out
to be one of those many areas where the companies decided to “let sleeping dogs
lie.” American Tobacco had already decided this for carbon monoxide in the 1930s,
and forty four years later Brown & Williamson was still satisfied that “The subject
of ‘harmful’ gases in cigarette smoke is an issue of which the general public is
presently unaware.”67 And thankfully, from their point of view.

Radioactivity was treated in a similar manner. Harvard scholars had found ra-
dioactive polonium 210 isotopes in cigarette smoke in 1964, and the industry quickly
verified this fact, as we shall see in Chapter 26. Despite having several different tech-
niques to remove this isotope from cigarettes, however, the companies never took
such steps and never warned consumers. Public ignorance was clearly the indus-
try’s bliss—and Philip Morris made a conscious decision not to wake this “sleep-
ing giant.”68 Here, too, the industry preferred its customers ignorant.

There are other examples where the industry knew many people were in the dark
about specific aspects of smoking. Philip Morris research chief Helmut Wakeham
in a 1979 memo noted that people take up smoking long before they become aware
of its addictive grip, and Brown & Williamson about this same time remarked that
“Very few consumers are aware of the effects of nicotine, i.e., its addictive nature
and that nicotine is a poison.” The U.S. Federal Trade Commission in 1999 expressed
its concern that millions of Americans were wrongly interpreting the tar levels
marked on cigarette packs, imagining that a “5 mg” cigarette would deliver only
one-third the tar of a “15 mg” cigarette. The companies have long known that smok-
ers who switch to low-tar brands often end up smoking these more intensively, but
smokers have been poorly informed on this point.69

We should also keep in mind that there are many different kinds of tobacco use,
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each of which has its own ignorance micro-environment. Water pipes have recently
become quite popular on college campuses, for example, and many students smoke
“hookah” without even realizing this is tobacco—and no less hazardous. Most
hookah smokers believe water pipes are less harmful and less addictive than ciga-
rettes and that quitting will not be difficult.70 The industry appreciates such naïveté,
and depends on it to a certain extent. New tobacco fads often have health effects
that might not become manifest until twenty or thirty years down the road—which
means that a nimble industry can profit by changing fashions from time to time.
Think of people shifting from pipes or cigars to cigarettes, thence to long-stemmed
holders, king-sized, filters, menthols, “hi-fis,” slims, hookah, oral snuff, snus or
“e-cigarettes,” and so forth, apparently ad infinitum. Plus ça change . . .

Of course the industry itself is part of the public, and their long-standing refusal
to admit any evidence of harms has always created certain difficulties in the realm
of logic. How could knowledge of hazards be “common,” for example, if the man-
ufacturer wouldn’t even admit it? This is perhaps the biggest contradiction in the
industry’s “common knowledge” defense: if everyone always knew, why were man-
ufacturers so adamant in denying proof? The industry for many years denied the
reality of harms but also any knowledge of harms even among its own research staff.
Milton E. Harrington, Liggett’s former president and CEO (1964–72), in 1985 re-
sponded to questions along these lines by insisting that “Nobody in the company
thought smoking was harmful.”71

The example of Sam Ervin shows that politicians have also been ignorant in this
realm—which is hardly surprising. Politicians have often ignored tobacco hazards,
perhaps for fear of offending a powerful source of jobs and potential donations. U.S.
presidents have been required by Congress to issue an annual proclamation on can-
cer control ever since 1938, for example, recognizing April as “Cancer Control
Month,” and the remarkable fact is that neither smoking nor tobacco was even men-
tioned in any such proclamation until 1977, when President Jimmy Carter stated
that the fight against cancer depended on the willingness of Americans “to alter
their eating, drinking, and smoking habits and to seek early and appropriate med-
ical care.” (Carter in 1978 irritated health officials in his own cabinet when he
claimed that cigarette manufacturers were striving to make smoking “even more
safe than it is today”—implying it was already safe.) Smoking was not mentioned
in any of the next four presidential Cancer Control Month proclamations, and
Ronald Reagan did not issue a strong statement until 1984, when he announced
that avoiding smoking was the “single most important step which can be taken” to
decrease one’s risk of cancer. Smoking has figured in most subsequent presidential
statements but not in Bill Clinton’s from 1998 or 1999 or in George W. Bush’s from
2004. President Obama—himself a smoker until 2010—in his 2009 proclamation
noted only that smoking “accounts for thousands of cancer deaths every year” and
that quitting “can greatly reduce the risk of cancer.”72
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Pundits and presidential contenders have sometimes denied even the reality of
harms. Senator Robert Dole of Kansas, while campaigning for the presidency in
1994, denied the addictiveness of smoking, comparing it to drinking milk. The con-
servative syndicated columnist James J. Kilpatrick as recently as 1985 was still pub-
lishing widely read articles with titles like “We Still Don’t Know if Cigarettes Really
Do Cause Cancer.” And Rush Limbaugh—the notorious disinfotainer—gained fur-
ther notoriety for this 1994 pontification: “It has not been proven that nicotine is
addictive, the same with cigarettes causing emphysema.”73

PHONE AND EMAIL LO GS

I should mention one final way to assess public understanding, using the records
kept of phone calls and emails to the various companies. The companies sometimes
kept logs of such calls, and these, too, reveal the persistence of ignorance even in
the face of long-established medical wisdom.

The background here is that like many other large corporations, tobacco man-
ufacturers often receive thousands of calls per day from consumers. In 1997, for
example, R. J. Reynolds received 260,000 calls to its consumer relations department,
plus an additional 400,000 calls via its outside telemarketing contractors.74 Philip
Morris fields an even larger volume, which can increase dramatically during peri-
ods of special promotions. At the turn of the millennium the company was receiv-
ing three to four million consumer-initiated calls per year, most of which were re-
sponses to promotions.75

Calls are handled in a number of different ways, according to what the company
hopes to gain from such communications. In the late 1980s, for example, Philip Mor-
ris launched a “Bill of Rights” campaign essentially to identify smoking as a form
of free speech. Toll-free numbers were created for people to call to obtain a free
copy of the Bill of Rights, and by 1990 the company had received over three mil-
lion requests for the document. An even bigger response followed the company’s
1993–94 Marlboro Adventure Team promotion, during which smokers were invited
to call 1–800 MARLBORO to obtain free brand-linked merchandise after accu-
mulating “Marlboro Miles” (for smoking that brand). The response was one of the
largest in the history of telemarketing, generating 900,000 calls in the first forty-
five minutes and 2.5 million during the first four hours. Nearly 10 million smok-
ers participated in the frenzy, which Philip Morris marketers characterized as “the
largest promotion in consumer products history.” Some 4 million orders were placed
and 11 million items shipped.76

Telemarketing on such a scale requires complex and coordinated management.
In 1993, for example, just to receive calls and process orders for its Marlboro Ad-
venture Team promotion, Philip Morris established a new 450,000-square-foot
“fulfillment facility” in Lafayette, Indiana, staffed by 350 employees, and a new Cus-
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tomer Service Telemarketing Facility in Kankakee, Illinois, with a staff of 25 to han-
dle phone orders. Philip Morris in the year 2000 expanded its call-receiving capa-
bilities, implementing natural-language speech recognition, standby promotional
and apology mail packages, and a “new attitude” tailoring personal service to the
individual smoker. Callers were given a personalized consumer ID and PIN to al-
low personal logins, and email and fax programs were installed to reach consumers
more quickly. For a time the industry hoped to replace its telephonic contacts with
fax, email, and web-based interactions, though phone calls apparently still remain
important, with texting and interactive web 2.0 advertising close on their heels.77

Philip Morris is not the only tobacco company to engage outside firms for such
purposes. R. J. Reynolds in 1997, for example, contracted with the Young Ameri-
can Corporation (YAC) in Young America, Minnesota, to handle its promotions
fulfillment at a cost of $11 million. YAC responded to over 400,000 phone calls to
the company that year, handling also certain aspects of computer security. YAC was
the largest fulfillment vendor in the country at the time, with 250 separate pack-
aged goods accounts. Three of YAC’s facilities in 1997 had operators constantly
standing by, with up to 350 staffers taking calls for the Camel maker. Brown &
Williamson’s operations were on a smaller scale, but in the 1990s the company con-
tracted with the Cognos Corporation to handle its telemarketing and data pro-
cessing, including help with assembling logs of calls to the company.

Though tobacco companies may receive millions of calls and emails in any given
year, only a tiny fraction are recorded and preserved in the online archives. Phone
logs are generally low on the industry’s priorities for retention, which is why they
don’t usually survive for very long. Phone and mail logs are typically held for only
a year prior to destruction,78 and those few that have survived are probably just the
result of either bureaucratic accident or the chance timing of a subpoena. I stum-
bled onto one such log while searching for references to one of my books: a caller
had recommended my Nazi War on Cancer and two of my other publications to
Brown & Williamson’s PR department, a recommendation buried in a set of logged
calls to the company from 1999 treating “Smoking and Health.”79

Brown & Williamson’s phone log from 1999 summarizes 129 recent calls to the
company in which “smoking and health” was the principal focus. We usually have
only a sentence or two summary for each, but callers reveal a wide range of views
on cigarettes and their makers, from fawning sycophancy to derisive contempt (see
Figure 30).80 Accidents involving cigarettes are reported by a number of callers, as
are various kinds of contaminants in tobacco. A father called because his ten-month-
old daughter had swallowed some filters, for example, and a Japanese man called
because he had found a “glass fiber-like substance” in his cigarette and was “anxious
and worried about its harmfulness.” Some callers were looking for health informa-
tion: one wanted to know if the company had data about harms based on cigarettes
smoked per day; another asked whether smoking was addictive. Several were clearly
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irate: one said that the company “lied to our customers” about addiction; another
effused, “You are killing people with KOOL cigarettes. I hope you are happy.”81

Many of these callers reveal substantial ignorance. One had heard that whereas
filtered cigarettes cause cancer, nonfilters cause emphysema. Another expressed his
view that it was not cigarettes but rather cigarette lighters that cause cancer. An-
other asserted that “petroleum products cause more health problems than cigts.”
And another had heard Rush Limbaugh on the radio and endorsed his view that
“smoking is not addictive.” One was upset that people “blame every disease on cig-
arettes,” and another revealed his own personal cure for lung cancer—caused, as he
imagined, by a virus.

As in the written correspondence, many of these callers reported being in good
health despite having smoked for many years. This is a common refrain in the con-
sumer letters: a search for expressions such as “forty years” and “fifty years” returns
hundreds of documents, most of which are people bragging about having smoked
for decades without apparent harm. George Burns, the cigar-smoking comedian
who lived to the ripe old age of one hundred, is mentioned dozens of times in such
letters. A search for “George Burns” returns ninety-seven documents, most of which
are either contractual negotiations for the actor’s appearance in industry-sponsored
shows (such as Hollywood Palace) or letters from ordinary smokers extolling his
longevity.

One interesting aspect of Brown & Williamson’s phone log is that only six of the
129 callers were clearly angry with the company. One accused the company of hav-
ing “lied about cigt addiction,” another “ranted and raved” about how smoking “kills
people,” adding “You guys are worse than Hitler.” A much larger number, however,
were apparently unconvinced of smoking’s hazards. The sample size is not enor-
mous, but in these 129 calls touching on “Smoking and Health” callers were more
likely to say smoking did not cause disease than to say that it did. Email logs tell a
similar story: a 121-page Reynolds log kept by CEO Andrew Schindler snapshots
more than 1,400 emails from the year 2000, with correspondents (still) offering that
cancer is caused “by your emotions, not cigarettes,” or that people exposed to high
levels of radon “are prevented from lung cancer.” A Tyler, Texas, man in 1997 took
the trouble to fax a letter to Charles A. Blixt, Reynolds’s general counsel, assuring
him that “Microscopic Mites Cause Cancer Not Tobacco.”82

Perusing such correspondence, we learn that the techniques used by the indus-
try to respond to inquiries have changed dramatically over time. In 1958, for ex-
ample, the Tobacco Institute acquired its first electric typewriters—two sixteen-inch
Royals—at a cost of about $470 each. The IBM machines acquired in 1962 were even
more expensive ($535) and typically the costliest equipment in such an office. Type-
writers with storable memory meant that letters could be generated by changing
only the address and salutation, and in 1967 use of the IBM Magnetic Tape Selec-
tric was credited with allowing Reynolds’s public relations department to operate
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with eleven fewer people processing correspondence. Form letters were in wide use
by this time, as were computers by the 1970s and email by the 1990s. Automation
of correspondence allowed the industry to ramp up volume and to save on costs
while preventing potentially dangerous deviations from the syndicate’s PR and le-
gal lines.83

New clerical technologies (and media) are often easier to use and cheaper, but
they can also be used to target more consumers—in this instance smokers—more
directly. Highly focused communications also render marketing and promotions
essentially invisible to the non-smoking world. People who don’t smoke are often
shocked to learn that the tobacco industry still spends about $13 billion annually
on marketing and promotion just in the United States—mostly via discounts and
direct mail—since much of this is unseen by non-smokers. This is precisely how
the industry wants it: a fungus always grows best in the dark.

MORBID DISINFORMATION

Public opinion polls, consumer letters, and internal industry assessments make it
clear that the hazards of smoking were anything but “common knowledge” in the
1950s and 1960s—or even later in many respects. Smokers in particular seem to
have had a hard time grasping the breadth of the threat, which encompasses not
just lung cancer and heart disease but also emphysema, chronic bronchitis, cancers
of the lip, mouth, and tongue, blackening gangrene of the feet, injuries to the de-
veloping fetus, and myriad other maladies. Not to mention corruption of academia
and the legal profession.

Much of that difficulty can be traced to the industry’s coordinated campaign of
reassurance. The hucksterism of the 1930s and 1940s was followed by the “Frank
Statement” of 1954 and the barrage of distracting research, misleading ads, ma-
nipulation of governmental and professional organizations, and false marketing of
filters, “lights,” and low-tars. The companies said they would find and fix whatever
might be wrong with cigarettes and on occasion even promised they would “stop
business tomorrow” if genuine evidence of harms was ever uncovered. Such prom-
ises were never kept; indeed, the industry abandoned this responsibility while also
doing everything it could to prevent the public from learning the truth.

Tobacco use has now spread into other parts of the world, propelled by many of
the same strategies perfected in the United States. The golden weed already kills
about six million people every year, and that number will grow before it begins to
decline. Smoking rates are the ultimate proof of “common knowledge,” and while
total consumption peaked in the United States in the early 1980s there are many
places where cigarette use is still on the rise. And even in health-conscious Cali-
fornia we still have about eight hundred cigarettes smoked per person per year, a
figure not much lower than the global average. Each of these cigarettes is a mea-

338 Part III. Conspiracy on a Grand Scale



sure of the industry’s morbid campaign of disinformation, combined with the last-
ing grip of addiction. Ignorance is the seed, death the harvest.

It would be wrong, though, to place too much emphasis on knowledge or its
absence. The “consumer sovereignty” so often sanctified by economists places all
responsibility for tobacco death—or quitting—on consumer choice, giving the in-
dustry a free pass. We tend to forget that cigarette makers also have choices, that
they are the ones keeping nicotine in tobacco, fomenting addiction, robbing smok-
ers of their ability to make a free choice. So “full disclosure” is not enough; we should
not be satisfied with a highly addicted, even if highly informed, citizenry. And we
don’t have to grant unlimited freedom to manufacturers. The manufacture or sale
of cigarettes is not an inalienable right or the sine qua non of freedom; the oppo-
site is actually closer to the mark.

Measuring Ignorance 339



19

Filter Flimflam
The air you breathe through a Kent cigarette is several times cleaner than the
air you normally breathe in an average American city.
Harris B. Parmele, Director of Research, Lorillard Tobacco,
1954

The filters currently available are a hoax.
Alton Ochsner, Professor of Surgery, Tulane University, 1954

Overwhelming evidence had accumulated by the mid-1950s that cigarettes were
behind the explosive growth of lung cancer. Evidence was also strong that some-
thing in the tars in cigarette smoke was to blame. Fritz Lickint in Germany as early
as 1935 had concluded that nicotine was “probably innocent” of carcinogenic po-
tency and that benzpyrene was the more likely guilty party, basing much of his ar-
gument on Roffo’s work.1 Two decades later several dozen dangerous chemicals had
been identified in tobacco smoke—and not just carbon monoxide, ammonia, and
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons of various sorts (including benzpyrene) but also
carcinogens such as arsenic, chromium, nickel, and nitrosamines. Richard Doll in
a 1955 review identified arsenic, 3,4-benzpyrene, radioactive potassium, and a fist-
ful of tobacco-pyrolysis products as cigarette carcinogens,2 and industry scientists
would greatly lengthen this list in the 1960s and 1970s.

Tobacco manufacturers often conceded the existence of carcinogens in tobacco
smoke—albeit only privately. A December 24, 1952, report by Brown & Williamson’s
technical research department mentioned having isolated and identified several
cancer-causing chemicals in smoke, including “a carcinogenic hydrocarbon, ben-
zopyrene.” (This same document recommended that a “correspondence” be initi-
ated with Angel Roffo “by an independent laboratory not connected with Brown
and Williamson”—which would have been difficult, as the man had been dead for
six years.) Claude Teague in his 1953 “Survey of Cancer Research” acknowledged
the presence of carcinogens in smoke, as did his chemist colleague, Alan Rodgman,
in several of his reports for Reynolds. And Philip Morris scientists were not very
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far behind. In 1961 Helmut Wakeham presented a twenty-three-page report to the
company’s R&D Committee listing forty distinct carcinogens in cigarette smoke,
admitting this was only a “partial list.” (See again Figure 26.) The report also pointed
to a dozen additional “tumor-promoting” agents, including phenols, liquid paraffin
hydrocarbons, benzene, ethanolamine, and various organic acid esters. Company
officials appear to have been proud of the fact that, among the more than four hun-
dred compounds found in cigarette smoke by that time, Philip Morris had iden-
tified about fifty. Wakeham proposed a seven- to ten-year program to reduce “the
general level of carcinogenic substances in smoke,” with the goal of generating “a
medically acceptable cigarette.” The task would not be an easy one, he stressed; it
would require time, money, and “unfaltering determination.”3

None of these facts or plans was ever made public. Indeed it would have been
hard for the companies to acknowledge any kind of effort to remove carcinogens
from smoke, given their adamant refusal to admit their existence. There always was
this awkward gap in tobacco logic: if the tar in cigarette smoke was really nothing
to worry about, then why such a fuss about brand X being “lower in tar” than brand
Y? The companies never liked talking about cancer facts—as such. And outsiders
were never told about the steps taken by Wakeham and others to measure the car-
cinogenicity of specific compounds in smoke. We know about these efforts only be-
cause U.S. courts forced the disclosure of internal documents—aided by a handful
of courageous whistle-blowers.

What the archives also reveal, though, is the industry struggling to figure out
how one might eliminate—mainly by filtration—carcinogens and other poisons
from tobacco. Efforts of this sort go back centuries, depending on what you count
as a “filter.” Water pipes have been popular since the earliest days of smoking, with
part of the draw being this desire to purify the smoke by bubbling it through water.
(It doesn’t work: smoke from water pipes is just as deadly.) Hookahs and narghiles
are inventions of the Orient, though similar effects were obtained by the long-
stemmed pipes of Europe, with the point in each case being to cool the smoke—a
reasonable goal for those who believed that heat might be to blame for its irritat-
ing or carcinogenic properties. Filters became a topic of interest in the second half
of the nineteenth century, especially with the rise of manufactured cigarettes and
nascent caterings to health-conscious smokers. Cork, paper, wool, cotton, and a
number of other materials were tried, along with diverse physical and chemical
means and blending tricks, most often with the goal of protecting smokers from
some of the poisons known to be in smoke.

MANIPUL ATING NICOTINE

The first known efforts to develop low-nicotine tobaccos were by Karl A. Mündner
(1835–91) of Brandenburg, a German tobacco manufacturer and colleague of Otto
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Unverdorben, the first to identify nicotine in pipe residues. Mündner developed a
low-nicotine “health cigar” using selective breeding techniques and new chemical
extraction methods; his son Richard went on to develop filter-tipped cigars, using
filters made from wool and cork. Paul Koenig, director of Germany’s Reich Insti-
tute for Tobacco Research in Forchheim, in 1940 characterized Mündner as “the
first to combat nicotine through his discovery of a method to de-nicotinize tobacco,”
offering this as evidence of the moral responsibility of the German tobacco indus-
try then under attack from Nazi health authorities.4

Manipulation of the chemical properties of tobacco had also begun in the nine-
teenth century. High-nicotine tobacco plants were cultivated to obtain the alkaloid
for use as a pesticide, and by the 1890s techniques were available to lower or re-
move entirely the offending/entrancing substance. Germany’s Reich Institute for
Tobacco Research pioneered much of this research, exploring how to augment or
remove nicotine from tobacco through novel breeding techniques, grafting, and
chemical treatments. By the 1930s German manufacturers were able to produce to-
bacco containing “however much nicotine was wished.” And by 1940 fully 5 per-
cent of the entire German tobacco harvest was “nicotine-free.”5

American tobacco manufacturers kept a close watch on this European work and
knew from their own experience that tobacco plants could be grown containing
higher or lower levels of nicotine. They also knew that the alkaloid was easily re-
moved from the finished leaf simply by soaking in ammonia or even in water. Al-
kaloids are typically water-soluble, which is why it’s so easy to make a cup of coffee
or tea, both of which contain the caffeine alkaloid. The American Tobacco Com-
pany noticed Forchheim’s efforts to produce nicotine-free tobacco: a 1930 “Press
Memorandum” in the company’s archives acknowledges the German work, remark-
ing on how the nicotine content of tobacco plants “can be diminished or increased
by natural means” while still retaining traditional taste and aroma. Treatment with
chlorine and proper culture and fertilization could increase the nicotine to as high
as 12 percent, and close planting and a prescribed watering regimen could cause
it to be “almost entirely” eliminated.6 Countless inventors spent time designing
new ways to manipulate the alkaloid in the finished leaf. An 1882 patent obtained
by Richard Kissling in Bremen, for example, described “a novel process of denico-
tinizing tobacco” involving treatment of the leaf with calcium chloride, followed by
steam treatment to drive off the nicotine. Dozens of such patents were awarded in
the second half of the nineteenth century. Entering “nicotine” in the Google Patents
search engine turns up hundreds of other claims filed with the U.S. Patent Office,
many of which describe ways to adjust—or to eliminate—the nicotine in tobacco.
All of which should be kept in mind when pondering whether the industry has ever
“manipulated” the nicotine in cigarettes: they have been doing so for more than a
century.7
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HOPE AND HYPE—AND ASBESTOS

Filters have long been one of the primary ways cigarette makers tried to make cig-
arettes “safer”—with no great dishonesty originally attached to the practice. Cig-
arette holders, after all, were thought to have some virtue either in cooling the
smoke or in forcing it to travel through a series of barriers, causing it to lose some
of its noxious power. In the 1930s and 1940s filters were typically made from pa-
per, wool or cotton, though it was fairly quickly realized that pretty much any
porous or fibrous material would work just as well—or as poorly—as anything else.
Denicotea’s filters were made from silica gel crystals, and the American Tobacco
Company tried a porous clay porcelain. Germans developed a large number of fil-
ter materials and filed for patents in both Europe and the United States.8

The first American filter cigarette of any commercial significance was Brown &
Williamson’s Viceroy, rolled out in May of 1936 with a $300,000 advertising fan-
fare. Slogans claimed a “safer smoke for any throat,” and sales reached 400 million
sticks in the first six months. This wasn’t too bad for a newbie, but nothing was taken
from the really big brands selling in the tens of billions per annum. Filtered ciga-
rettes remained pretty much a novelty throughout the 1940s, and some brands
(Philip Morris, for example) even bragged about offering “unfiltered” smoking plea-
sure. Viceroy’s sales tapered off and reached a nadir in 1946, having captured only
about a tenth of one percent of the American market. Lucky Strike that year sold
more than a hundred billion sticks, whereas the nation’s leading filter sold only a
couple hundred million.

Those ratios would change dramatically in the 1950s, as the companies reori-
ented advertising and production to address the so-called health scare. Viceroy by
1956 would be churning out more than 23 billion cigarettes but couldn’t even keep
ahead of the number two filter, Lorillard’s upstart Kent. (Leading the pack was
Reynolds’s much-hyped Winston, which sold a whopping 40 billion in 1954, its first
year on the market.) By 1958 Lorillard’s flagship brand, Kent, had outstripped Brown
& Williamson’s Viceroy, and all of the other companies were scrambling to out-gim-
mick each other in what quickly became a filter flood.

I’ve highlighted the duplicity campaign launched with the 1954 “Frank Statement,”
but filters were a fraud built into the cigarette itself. (Think about it: if filters are so
great, why don’t we ever find them on cigars?) The whole point was to convince a
worried public—with little or no evidence to back it up—that baffles and barriers
of various sorts in a “filter tip” would somehow reduce the deadly tars in smoke.
The hope, and implicit hype, was that carcinogens might be trapped and filtered
out. Hundreds of different filter gizmos were patented for cigarettes in the 1930s,
1940s, and 1950s, which makes one wonder about the patent approval process. The
most popular were based on cellulose acetate for the fibrous “tow,” or “filtering,” ma-
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terial, but filters were also made from crepe paper, wool, cork, cotton, and plastic
foams and fibers of various sorts to which silica gel, activated charcoal, and numerous
other substances had been added. Physical barriers were tried, along with microfibers
such as nylon, rayon, dacron, polyester, fiberglass, and crocidolite asbestos.

Yes, asbestos. This deadly mineral fiber was the secret ingredient in Kent’s Mi-
cronite™ filter, rolled and sold to millions of Americans from 1952 through 1956.
An estimated 15 billion cigarettes were smoked through Kent’s Micronite “blue
asbestos” filter—by as many as four million smokers—and the company knew quite
early on that bits of the mineral fiber could escape from the filter end of the ciga-
rette.9 Lorillard’s competitors even sounded the alarm, albeit not very loudly:
Liggett & Myers in 1953 advertisements hinted that use of a “mineral” filter was
unsafe, prompting John H. Heller of Yale—a distinguished medical physicist—to
write to the company asking what exactly was meant by this “non-mineral” boast.
Liggett responded by noting that the use of minerals such as asbestos or glass in a
filter “exposed the smoker to the possible danger of drawing mineral dust out of
the filter into his lungs,” leading possibly to “diseases of the pneumoconiosis type
such as silicosis, asbestosis, etc.”10

And as if that weren’t bad enough, hundreds and perhaps thousands of workers
were exposed while making the stuff for Lorillard. Asbestos dust levels were so high
in the factories making these filters that many workers fell ill and died from lung
cancer or mesothelioma. These were veritable death factories, wherein a higher pro-
portion of employees died than in any other known asbestos plant.11 When the Lo-
rillard company finally stopped attaching asbestos filters to its cigarettes in 1956
the switch was made quietly, without alerting anyone to the change (or the danger).
And cigarette stocks were not pulled from the shelves. Retailers just kept selling
them until they were gone. Those few packs that escaped unsmoked are now collec-
tor’s items, fetching hundreds of dollars on auction sites like eBay. And researchers
take them apart to study what smoking them must have been like. The industry has
been conducting such studies since the 1950s—which may well be why Lorillard’s
head of research, Alexander Spears III, died of mesothelioma, a disease found al-
most exclusively among people exposed to asbestos. Spears died from this lung-
corrupting malady in 2001, seven years after testifying before Congress that smok-
ing posed no known health risks.

Lorillard scientists knew that asbestos might pose a health hazard but seem not
to have worried too much about particles entering smokers’ lungs. On November
13, 1951, Lorillard’s Harris B. Parmele wrote to his executive vice president, Robert
M. Ganger, assuring him that asbestos was not fraying into the smoke of Kent cig-
arettes, based on measurements of the force required to smoke such cigarettes. One
worry was that people might suck extra hard on a very tight filter, especially since
smokers were already known to pull harder on filtered cigarettes “in an attempt to
compensate (!) for the large proportion of smoke removed by the filter.”12
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We shall return in a later chapter to this question of compensation, which turns
out to be the main reason “low-tar” cigarettes aren’t any safer. Here I should also
note, though, that Lorillard considered using its Micronite filter material to make
surgical masks, with the goal of celebrating these in advertisements for the ciga-
rette. The plan was to announce the masks only after making sure that asbestos
would not make its way into the lungs of surgeons.13 No such precautions were taken
with Kent cigarettes, which were not thoroughly tested for fiber release until after
they were being sold to the public.

“CLEANER THAN THE AIR YOU NORMALLY BREATHE”

Smokers flocked to filters in the 1950s, believing these to provide some genuine
margin of safety. Lorillard’s Kent (asbestos) cigarette, for example, skyrocketed from
essentially zero sales in 1952 to more than 8 percent of the American market within
six years. Colorful and sciency names were often given to such gimmicks, names
like millicell and selectrate and alpha cellulose. Cigarettes were sold with “dual,”
“chambered,” “granulated,” and “deep weave” filters; others boasted filters with elab-
orate (or at least fancy-sounding) “gas traps” or “safety zones” of one sort or an-
other. New Vision cigarettes had “tri-phase filters,” Brown & Williamson’s Belair
came with a “recessed” filter, and Philip Morris sold “fluted” filters. Old Gold’s
patented “spin filter” was said to “spin” and “cool” the smoke; Parliament had a “star
filter”; Reynolds had a “Multijet” filter; the Canadians had a “percolator” filter—
and so forth. Smokers bought these contraptions believing harmful chemicals were
being removed, and the industry did nothing to disabuse them of the illusion. Quite
the contrary.

In the midst of this filter fest, grandiose claims were advanced on their behalf.
Lark’s charcoal filters were compared to water purification devices and to air fil-
tration systems used in hospitals, spacecraft, and atomic submarines. L&M’s alpha
cellulose filter was a “miracle product” and “just what the doctor ordered”; it was
also “entirely pure and harmless to health.” Winston’s filter was not just “pure” but
also “snow-white”; Viceroy offered “Double-Barreled Health Protection” through
its “Health Guard” Estron filter tip. Tareyton’s activated charcoal filter promised a
taste “worth fighting for”; Kent’s Micronite filter incorporated the same material
used to remove “airborne radioactive materials” from atomic energy plants (i.e., cro-
cidolite asbestos). Brown & Williamson introduced an “all-tobacco filter” for its Ken-
tucky Kings (in 1960) to “fill the gap between regular cigarettes and brands with
artificial filters.”14

This last-mentioned claim is interesting, since cigarette manufacturers already
knew that tobacco itself was as good—or as poor—a filter as anything else. In 1935,
in a report evaluating cellulose acetate as a filter material, American Tobacco re-
searchers had concluded that the nicotine content of smoke from cigarettes with
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cellulose filters was “practically the same as that of ordinary cigarets.” Special fil-
tering devices, in other words, worked no better than the filtering action of tobacco
itself. Similar observations are found repeatedly in the industry’s archives, where
filters are often characterized as “gimmicks.” In 1946, for example, another Amer-
ican Tobacco report commented on how use of a filter tip on a cigarette was “actu-
ally of no benefit as far as filtration is concerned.” In fact, so this report concluded,
“tobacco is a better filtering agent.” That is why smokers were often advised to smoke
cigarettes only partway down, since the unsmoked half would trap many of the poi-
sons from the first half. Because tobacco itself was “an excellent filter.”15

Which also helps to explain why the American Tobacco Company, the world’s
largest tobacco manufacturer, with the world’s most sophisticated laboratories, re-
fused to move big-time into filters until 1963. (The company as a result suffered a
dramatic loss of market share, from which it never really recovered.) Those com-
panies that did produce filters did so mainly because they knew people would buy
them, thinking they were “safer.” But filters provided only an illusion of security.
The era of explicit medical claims was over, but the advertised implication was still
that atomic age technology would bring you medical peace of mind through ad-
vances in filter science. Liggett & Myers in 1963 compared its newly introduced
“gas trap” filter (incorporating charcoal, aka the “Keith filter”) to methods used to
purify the air “in atomic submarines and space capsules, where men must breathe
the same air over and over for days on end.” The suggestion was sometimes even
made that filters could make smoking safer even than breathing ordinary air: Har-
ris B. Parmele at Lorillard, for example, worked hard to show that “the air you breathe
through a Kent cigarette is several times cleaner than the air you normally breathe
in an average American city.”16

Ever clever, the industry farmed out part of this job of generating hype to the
public. Brown & Williamson in 1955, for example, sponsored a $50,000 contest for
college students, who were invited to submit names for a new and yet-unnamed
Viceroy filter. Thousands of entries were received from universities all across the
United States. Ten brand-new Ford Thunderbirds and an equal number of RCA Vic-
tor color televisions were awarded, along with 40 Columbia “360” K Hi Fi sets as
second prizes. The contest generated the desired attention: eighty-nine college news-
papers covered the event, yielding 712 column inches of publicity, plus extensive
radio and TV coverage.17 College students were prime marketing targets at this
point, with ads often splashed throughout university newspapers and magazines.

Companies also praised the virtues of filters in other realms of life. In 1971 the
American Tobacco Company offered smokers the opportunity to buy a cheap, Tarey-
ton brand water filter as part of its “struggle for cleaner, better-tasting water.” Smok-
ers had only to send in $5 plus two wrappers from their Tareytons. Tareyton ciga-
rettes, like the best water filters, were offered as exploiting the filtering action of
activated charcoal, a “black magical material” first proven of use “in the gas masks
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of World War I.” Better still, this same magical material was used “to protect air in
spacecraft, atomic submarines, hospitals and auditoriums.” Housewives were also
advised to discover what soft drink manufacturers had known for years, namely,
that “proper filtration makes a distinct difference in palatability—not only in a glass
of water itself but in such water-based products as coffee, tea, frozen juices, shell-
fish, gelatins and vegetables.”18 Tareyton got lots of free publicity by this means—
since many newspapers reported on the water filter as a way to fight pollution.

Cigarette companies sometimes made their own filters, but the process was more
often contracted out to chemical manufacturers. Hoechst Celanese made cellulose
acetate filters beginning shortly after the Second World War and quickly became
one of the leading fabricators, the other being Tennessee Eastman, a division of East-
man Kodak. Cellulose acetate by 1950 had become the industry standard (often sold
under the Kodak trade name “Estron”), with U.S. production growing from 3 mil-
lion tons in 1953 to 22 million tons only two years later.19 Filters must have been
quite a sizable chunk of Kodak’s business, though no one seems to have researched
what the company thought about its aid to the cigarette business. (Kodak didn’t par-
ticipate in the conspiracy and therefore hasn’t fallen prey to tobacco lawsuits—
which also means we don’t have access to internal documents.) Outsourcing con-
tinued into subsequent decades: American Filtrona of Richmond, Virginia, made
“Fluted” plastic filters for Philip Morris in the 1970s but also the “low denier tow”
(the actual filter material) for B&W’s Capri cigarettes in the 1980s. The fibers most
commonly used were the same as those used for the tips of marking pens and high-
lighters, albeit not so tightly packed.

The companies liked using fibers as filter materials, since they were easy to pro-
duce and allowed manufacturers to introduce additives of various sorts. The fibers
could also be packed arbitrarily tight (or loose), allowing the manufacturer to block
as much or as little of the smoke as desired. Packed too tight, however, a filter would
not allow a smoker to obtain “satisfaction,” which is why many early filters were
loosened over the course of the 1950s. The industry developed elaborate techniques
by which to measure filtration “strength,” including a kind of barometer that basi-
cally told how hard you had to suck to obtain a requisite level of “taste” and “satis-
faction”—tar and nicotine, in other words. Manipulating fiber packing densities al-
lowed cigarette makers to control the rate at which smoke would enter the mouth
and lungs for a given strength of suction (“pressure drop”).

Health, of course, was the promised virtue of all cigarette filters. And as the
“health scare” unfolded, smokers moved en masse to suck up (and on) the new gim-
micks. So whereas in 1950 less than one percent of all cigarettes smoked in the
United States had a filter, by the end of the decade their share had streaked past 50
percent. The craze was hastened by clever ads but also by free publicity in the form
of media endorsements. Reader’s Digest in 1953 reported on studies by the AMA
showing that Kent’s Micronite filter removed more tar and nicotine than other lead-
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ing brands; the same magazine in 1957 identified Kents as having “filter tips that
really filter.”20 Boosted by such free (and misleading) advertising, sales of Lorillard’s
flagship brand took off like a rocket. From only 495 million sticks in 1952, sales
rose to over 3 billion in 1953, 14 billion in 1957, and 36 billion in 1958. Sales grew
from 300 million per month to 3 billion per month in only ninety days, following
the popular magazine’s endorsement. Reader’s Digest gets lots of credit for sound-
ing the alarm on tobacco harms, but in this instance billions of asbestos-laced cig-
arettes were smoked as a result of the magazine’s ill-informed endorsement.21

No one at Reader’s Digest seems to have minded—if they even knew—that the
author of this first piece of puffery, the 1953 article, was a longtime confidant of the
American Tobacco Company who had quietly helped that firm navigate the health
scares of the 1930s. Clarence W. Lieb, a New York physician, had been a member
of a tight industry circle he referred to as “our research council,” meeting with Vice
President Paul Hahn, Research Director Hiram Hanmer, and others at the com-
pany to plan responses to news reports of cyanide, carbon monoxide, lead, arsenic,
and acrolein in cigarettes. Lieb had even testified to the “convincing proof ” of the
merits of “toasting” in a letter to American Tobacco President George Washington
Hill, which Hill later used to defend his company against FTC charges of bogus ad-
vertising. Lieb had also helped Philip Morris defend its use of diethylene glycol as
a “less irritating” additive, and as late as 1953 had written a book identifying “ex-
cessive smoking” as two packs or more per day. The flood of new medical evidence
soon thereafter made him see the light, however, and by 1957 he had converted to
the cause of his former critics, characterizing moderation as futile and smoking as
“an enemy of the body . . . an enemy literally unto death.” Clarence Lieb is arguably
the first great tobacco industry insider, convert, and whistle-blower.22

A THERMODYNAMIC IMPOSSIBILIT Y

“Scientifically, the most effective filter ever developed to free cigarette smoke of im-
purities”—that’s what it said right on every pack of Kents. Lorillard, though, was
joined by every other company in making such claims. Some brands even had
healthy-sounding names: King Sano cigarettes, for example, were supposed to evoke
images of cleanliness, though nicotine deliveries were so low the company eventu-
ally went out of business. (Sano’s total alkaloids in 1961 were only 0.8 percent, low-
est among the top forty U.S. brands.)23 Cigarette history is littered with brands that
failed to keep their alkaloids high enough to ensure “satisfaction,” the industry’s code
word for nicotine. Who today has heard of Cubeb cigarettes, made from the leaves
of the Java pepper (in the first half of the twentieth century), or Vanguard cigarettes,
made from corn silk and sugar beets (in the 1950s)? Who remembers Bravo ciga-
rettes, advertised in 1966 as “a major breakthrough in safer smoking” with “absolutely
no nicotine”? (Made from lettuce, Bravos by 1971 accounted for not even one in a
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hundred thousand cigarettes smoked in the United States.) Even with big ad budg-
ets, low-nicotine brands like Next (Philip Morris, 1989) and Quest (Vector, 2003)
have never made much of a commercial dent. People smoke for a reason, and nico-
tine-free cigarettes sell about as well as alcohol-free rum or guns that shoot paper
bullets.24

Of course, the conspiracy not to admit health harms meant it was hard for cig-
arette makers to say what exactly these “filters” were supposed to be filtering out.
The implication was that dangerous chemicals were being trapped, though specifics
were rarely given. The bombast led to suspicion by congressional watchdogs, as in
1957, when the U.S. Congress convened a series of hearings under the leadership
of John A. Blatnik, a Democratic congressman from Minnesota, to investigate the
industry’s “false and misleading advertising.” Some of these inflated claims had been
punctured by Reader’s Digest, which had contracted with a chemical testing labo-
ratory to find out how much tar and nicotine was actually being removed by these
contraptions. Measurements showed that filters were not very effective: filters were
doing little to reduce tar and nicotine exposures, especially when cigarettes were
smoked down to a very short “butt.” Some filtered or king-size versions delivered
even more tar and nicotine than regulars—which Clarence Lieb attributed to the
use of special high-nicotine Burley. Blatnik’s committee heard a broad range of tes-
timony (though tobacco executives refused to participate) and concluded that cig-
arette manufacturers had “deceived the American public through their advertising
of filter tip cigarettes.”25

Filters did not in fact do what they were widely imagined to be doing, trapping
the bad stuff while letting the good pass through. Filtering per se was a no-brainer:
if all you wanted was to block stuff from entering your lungs, then any complex ob-
stacle in the path of the smoke would do. Respirator technology was well developed
by the 1950s, and you could even scrub all smoke out of inhaled air if you were will-
ing to wear a large enough apparatus. You could even just plug up the end of a cig-
arette and trap everything; but then you wouldn’t really be smoking, just sucking
on a dead stick.

The problem was that to actually smoke a cigarette, something had to make it
past the filter, and it never was entirely clear what that was supposed to be. Purified
smoke? Purified of what? What is the “clean” part of smoke? By the 1950s it was
starting to become clear that all smoke is poisonous; there is no such thing as “clean
smoke.” Cigarette smoke is just tar and nicotine and gases such as hydrogen cyanide
and carbon monoxide; take these out and you don’t have much left. And no one
seems to have liked the idea of inhaling empty vapors, though a kind of “nicotinized
steam” would later be explored in some of the industry’s more radical novelties of
the 1980s and 1990s (Reynolds’s failed Premier and Eclipse cigarettes, for example,
discussed in chapter 28).

A closely related difficulty—or really the same rub restated—is that filters have
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never been very selective. Already by the 1930s, in fact, we find this disturbing re-
alization at the highest ranks of the cigarette establishment. Hiram Hanmer, Amer-
ican Tobacco’s powerful research director, wrote to one of his superiors in 1932,
pointing out that while a filter could be constructed “which would absorb any de-
sired quantity of the constituents of the smoke,” this could not be done “without
sufficient change in character and flavor as to be readily detected and probably con-
demned by the habitual smoker.” Hanmer then added an observation that would
be key to the filter fraud of all subsequent cigarettes: the drawback of all such de-
vices, he noted, was that “they cannot be made to absorb selectively or propor-
tionally” without the resulting smoking becoming “unbalanced and unsatisfying.”
Philip Morris in 1958 had a blunter way of putting this: selective filtration of par-
ticulates at least was “a thermodynamic impossibility.” The difficulty was that car-
cinogens were being found in all parts of the smoke; there was no “clean part.” Wake-
ham made this explicit in 1961, confiding to his superiors that “carcinogens are
found in practically every class of compound of smoke.”26

Scholars outside the industry were never let in on this disturbing little secret—
that filters don’t really filter—though some of the industry’s sharper critics did man-
age to come to this same conclusion. In 1939, for example, the great Angel H. Roffo
noted that “tar goes wherever the smoke goes” and that it was “very naive” (una
gran simplicidad) to believe that filtration could destroy the carcinogenic powers of
cigarette tar. The AMA’s 1953 report on filters came to similar conclusions, noting
that when filter tips were replaced by an equivalent length of tobacco no less tar
was filtered out. Advertising Age in covering this report concluded that “filter tips
don’t filter much” and that Kent’s asbestos filter had actually been “loosened” in the
summer and fall of 1952 to allow an easier draw.27 Which also of course made it
easier to inhale the mineral fibers.

The take-home message is that the “filters” attached to the ends of cigarettes re-
ally aren’t filters in any honest sense of the term. Toxins accumulate in the ends of
such devices but are revolatilized as the cigarette continues to be smoked. Which
is no different from what happens in “unfiltered” cigarettes. Filtered cigarettes are
really no different from ordinary cigarettes with the tobacco more (or less) tightly
packed, making it harder or easier to obtain “satisfaction.” But it doesn’t really mat-
ter whether this stuffing is made from ordinary tobacco or some fibrous plastic sub-
stitute (as in all present-day cigarettes). Filters prevent a smoker from smoking past
a certain point on the rod, but that is hardly “filtration.”

“Filters” are gimmicks, pure and simple. Tobacco manufacturers realized this in
the 1930s, but the public was never told, apart from those few instances where ex-
tra-long cigarettes were advertised as having more “filtering capacity” just by vir-
tue of being longer. Axton-Fisher in the mid-1940s, for example, advertised a cig-
arette (Fleetwood Imperials) that was supposed to provide “extra filtration” by virtue
of yielding smoke “filtered through more tobacco”—provided of course (as the ad
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cautioned) you didn’t smoke farther down on the butt than you would an “old-size
cigarette.”28 Similar claims were made for king-size brands such as Pall Mall, which
American Tobacco touted as providing extra health protection because they “trav-
eled the smoke further” on the way to your throat (“fine tobacco is its own best fil-
ter”). It sounds rather strange today, but king-sizing was actually one of the indus-
try’s earliest ways to make a purportedly “safer cigarette”—with no more truth
behind this boast than claims for lights, milds, menthols, slims, naturals, or any of
the industry’s other gimmicks.

CHARCOAL FILTERS

If filters were (and are) a swindle, none of this prevented people—including the gen-
eral public—from conjuring up creative schemes for new and improved designs.
Hope springs eternal, as does hokum. The industry’s archives are full of letters from
ordinary smokers announcing “breakthroughs” of one sort or another, typically ac-
companied by an offer to share the invention, usually for a price. The American To-
bacco Company received so many mailings of this sort that it opened a file titled
“Public Relations, Suggestions, Filter Devices,” with entries dating from the early
1930s. People wrote to propose adding iodine or benzedrine to tobacco, or a “car-
bon monoxide remover,” or compounds designed to eliminate the cancer threat or
cure some other ailment. Correspondents proposed methods to remove the nico-
tine or the “bite” of smoke, along with techniques by which cigarettes could be made
“self-extinguishing.”29

Filters were widely regarded as gimmicks within the industry, but the 1950s
health scare—and America’s love for technical fixes—showed that money could be
made from the illusion. And as demand soared and competition increased, inno-
vations in filter designs continued apace, doing pretty much for human health what
tail fins did for automotive performance. Cellulose acetate became the industry
standard because it was cheap, but countless other materials were explored, along
with untold variations on the physical arrangement of the filter’s internal chamber.
Grooved, crimped, and perforated filters were introduced, including filters boast-
ing single or double barrels of various sorts. Filters sometimes combined paper and
cellulose acetate (“dual filtration”), though laminated and honeycombed con-
trivances were also popular. Lorillard tested an “Aqua filter,” and Philip Morris in
1959 tried introducing fungal spores into a filter—by opening and wetting it—hop-
ing that the filaments created thereby might have some salubrious effect. A lot of
effort went into crafting names for such devices: in 1964, for example, American
Tobacco’s advertisers came up with more than twenty different names for the filter
that was to accompany its new Durham-L brand (Fortifilter, Twinfilter, Triple Ac-
tion Filter, etc.).30 Fancy names helped cover the bluff.

One of the biggest hopes in the 1960s was for filters containing activated char-
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coal. Charcoal was already known to attract and bind organic molecules of various
sorts: carbon atoms are chemically promiscuous, forming bonds with many other
kinds of substances. Mineralogists have long torn their hair out over this, since car-
bon atoms will clamp onto and contaminate a mineral sample being prepared for,
say, electron microscopy or X-ray diffraction. Hopes were therefore high that car-
bon might help sequester some of the nasty stuff from tobacco smoke, and hun-
dreds of different kinds of designs were patented.31

The Buckeye Cellulose Corporation in 1963, for example, patented a filter made
from “beaten cellulose fibres, a hydrophobic latex, a wet strength resin,” and a sur-
factant containing carbon fibers. Eastman Kodak one year later patented a filter
made from crimped cellulose acetate containing “activated carbon bonded with
polyvinyl alcohol and methyl cellulose.” Other patents specified charcoal blended
with thermoplastic polymers, citric acid, or manganese dioxide. A 1952 British
patent described a powdered silica gel impregnated with chlorophyll, with activated
carbon, pumice, or asbestos listed as possible substitutes for the silica. Other de-
signs incorporated sawdust, methyl acrylate, vinyl acetate, glycol dimethacrylate,
and water-insoluble detran.32 The carbon itself was typically derived from wood of
various sorts, but sources ranged from carbonized coconut fibers to charred paper.

Charcoal filters hit the U.S. market in 1958, with Tareyton’s “dual action” (char-
coal + cellulose) device. Liggett & Myers followed in 1963 with Lark, which did quite
well thanks to its hoopla about “low ciliatoxicity.”33 Reynolds hoped for similar suc-
cess with its charcoal-filtered Tempo one year later, which is also about when Liggett
began testing a king-size charcoal filter called Devon. Philip Morris in 1964 intro-
duced its own charcoal filter, the Galaxy, along with a charcoal-filtered cigaretto
(smallish cigar) with the ascetic-sounding brand name Puritan (“which need not
be inhaled to be enjoyed”). Charcoal filters really only became popular in Japan,
however, where by contrast with other parts of the world the distinctive “carbon fil-
ter taste” actually came to be liked and, for non-menthol smokers at least, the norm.

EVERY THING GO OD AND PURE AND NATURAL

Several cigarette companies toyed with the idea of using filters to transport flavor-
ings or even soothing drugs and medications of one sort or another (recall Axton-
Fisher’s Listerine brand from the 1930s). Filters were built to incorporate flavorants
such as coumarin or menthol, or oxidizing agents such as manganese dioxide. And
experiments were done to see whether filters could be used to deliver nicotine. A
1969 design led the smoke through a labyrinth with added nicotine, menthol, and
sundry other unspecified “medicaments.” Nicotine filters—meaning filters designed
to deliver nicotine—were explored as part of the industry’s efforts to develop low-
tar smokes that would still have enough of a kick to keep smokers “hooked.” Which
is why Philip Morris in 1969 patented a filter containing carbon black with adsorbed
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nicotine: the idea was that tar could be lowered while keeping alkaloid deliveries
high—a common hope for the industry (and some public health authorities) in the
1960, 1970s, and 1980s.

Some filters incorporated mechanical devices or novel mineral compositions
such as perlite or vermiculite. Still others involved mazelike passageways arranged
to force the smoke to follow “a tortuous path.” Filters “of the impact type” caused
the smoke to accelerate against a surface coated with carbon, and in so-called cross-
flow filters smoke was made to pass through layers of a porous material arranged
in concentric tubes, with activated carbon sandwiched between each layer.34 Thou-
sands of patents were awarded for such devices, often drawn to look quite high-
tech and intricate, like little satellites or fortifications (see Figure 31).

All of these were essentially gimmicks. A Lorillard brainstorming session from
1976 illustrates this willingness to market illusions:

How about Old Gold with a new, improved “baking soda” filter? It’s crazy, but I thought
charcoal filters sounded pretty dirty and unappetizing, when I first heard about them.

We don’t know what effect a light sprinkling of baking soda in the filter material
would have, but we know what millions of consumers would think it might have. Bak-
ing soda is associated with everything good and pure and natural—and is even com-
patible with the idea of oral consumption. After all, it’s used for everything from bak-
ing biscuits to brushing teeth.35

The darker reality was that filtered cigarettes caused illness as easily as non-filtered
varieties. In 1962, researchers from the Roswell Park Memorial Institute in Buffalo,
New York, published evidence that tar extracts from the smoke of filtered cigarettes
caused cancer in laboratory mice.36 This caused nary a blip on the radar of either
health authorities or tobacco researchers, who by that time had realized the nature
of “the problem.” The biggest consequence, perhaps, was that the scholar responsi-
ble for the study, Fred G. Bock, started finding it difficult to get further funding
from the industry, given his willingness to admit real hazards.

TOXIN DU JOUR

It would be wrong, though, to imagine that this quest for novel cigarette designs
was entirely cynical. The fact is that for more than a decade most tobacco compa-
nies kept alive this elusive goal of selective filtration, hoping that if they could not
make a cigarette safe they could perhaps at least make it somewhat less deadly.37 A
common view was that whatever harm was being done could at least be lessened,
by eliminating some specific constituent or careful choice of blends or perhaps by
eliminating certain pesticides or fertilizers or finding some new and clever way to
manipulate smoke chemistry.

Targets here were numerous, and changed over time. Arsenic, lead, and acrolein
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were the big fears in the 1930s and 1940s, with benzpyrene coming under suspi-
cion in the 1940s and 1950s. Phenols and nitrogen oxides were hot topics in the
early 1960s, which is also about when cigarette designers peaked in their targeting
of ciliastats like cyanide and carbon monoxide. Nitrosamines and radioactive iso-
topes were worries from the 1950s, with episodic cycles of rising and falling inter-
est ever since. Cigarette manufacturers became frustrated with what was sometimes
called the “toxin de jour” or “compound of the month”—favorite refrains of Rodg-
man at Reynolds38—but they also felt they had to keep up this half-research, half-
charade, hoping against hope for a breakthrough.

And hopes were kept alive by a never-ending stream of mini-breakthroughs that,
for a time at least, were touted as solving some piece of this puzzle. Marlboro’s cork-
tipped selectrate filter, introduced in 1955, was supposed to remove a higher frac-
tion of furfural than of total particulate matter,39 and similar claims were eventu-
ally made for benzpyrene, cyanide, phenols, and formaldehyde. Efforts of this sort
intensified in the 1960s, with a rash of new patents. A 1962 patent claimed a method
to remove metal carbonyls; a 1963 patent claimed to remove nitrosyls and hydro-
carbonyls (via chelating agents). Some of these sound improbable: a 1964 patent,
for example, postulated a filter impregnated with “partially dried granules of
cheese,” preferably Parmesan, Swiss, or Romano. Two years later a patent proposed
a filter consisting of active charcoal or clay mixed with oxides of cobalt, copper, zinc,
silver, or molybdenum. We don’t usually think of the National Cash Register Co.
as engaged with cigarettes, but in 1966 that firm proposed a filter using an encap-
sulating material of gelatin or gum arabic. And charcoal filters kept getting tweaked:
the Pittsburgh Activated Carbon Co. in 1966, for example, patented a carbon filter
impregnated with monoethanolamine to aid in the removal of carbon dioxide from
cigarette smoke. The same firm obtained another patent that year using activated
carbon infused with copper sulfate to help reduce acetaldehydes. Other designs in-
corporated iron or zinc oxide or sepiolite, a clay also used for meerschaum pipes
and kitty litter. A German patent of 1971 praised the virtues of granular basalt, boric
acid, and sodium metasilicate; and Japan’s Tobacco Monopoly Corporation patented
a carbon filter coated with polyethylene glycol. Binding agents for such devices in-
cluded lactose, pectin, polyethylene, polyvinyl acetate, and thermoplastic resins of
various sorts. Australia’s Wool Research Laboratory explored sheep’s wool filters in
the 1970s.40

All of these had problems. It was sometimes possible to reduce a particular smoke
constituent, but this was always accompanied by the elevation of some other. Se-
lective filtration was eventually recognized as a mirage. Industry scientists came to
realize it wouldn’t work—or at least not without making the smoke unpalatable.
And since tobacco itself was recognized as just as good a filter—or rather just as bad—
the whole hope for filters as a path to a “safer” cigarette was pretty much in disarray
by the end of the 1960s. Epidemiologists a decade later would be showing—through
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the Framingham study, for example—that smokers of filtered cigarettes were just
as likely to suffer from heart disease as smokers of non-filtered cigarettes.41

Why, then, were filters so popular? Why did the industry start selling them, and
how did they become the sine qua non of smoking?

Filters were put onto the ends of cigarettes for three principal reasons: to lower
the cost of manufacturing,42 to keep tobacco bits from entering the mouths of smok-
ers, and to lure people into thinking that brand Alpha, Beta, or Gamma was some-
how safer. These are the real reasons cigarettes have filters—which is also why a num-
ber of critics have called for banning them. Filters are major polluters, cluttering
beaches, sidewalks, and urinals throughout the world. And since they don’t really
do what they are supposed to do, why not just ban them? Tom Novotny at San Diego
State University has launched such a campaign, stressing that filters are one of the
world’s single largest sources of trash, measured in terms of number of pieces. Most
of the six trillion cigarettes smoked every year have such attachments, and trillions
end up on beaches and roadways, clogging sewers and the gullets of beach birds. A
million tons of butts are discarded every year. And if tobacco does just as good (or
bad) a job at filtering, why not just eliminate them altogether?43

FILTERS ARE FRAUDULENT

“Filters” are frauds, a deception built into the fabric of the cigarette. Smokers have
been led to believe that bad stuff is being removed, but the fact is that filters really
just make it (slightly) harder to smoke—and even that depends on how tightly they
are packed. Cigarette manufacturers can allow as much or as little smoke through
a “filter” as they like, simply by changing its density. Of course smokers won’t buy
a cigarette they feel is too difficult to inhale: that’s why “easy on the draw” became
such a selling point; you didn’t want to have to be a vacuum pump to get your nico-
tine fix. The flipside, though, is that filters were made so loose as to be worthless.
Filters that let a lot of smoke pass (meaning all of them) really aren’t filters in any
sense of the term—they’re more like smoke speed bumps—and they don’t seem to
have done anything to reduce health harms.

An alcohol analogy is apt: imagine yourself as a reforming alcoholic, and trying
to reduce your intake by running your Jack Daniels through a series of fine-mesh
screens before you chug it down. Cigarette filters do about as much—or as little—
good.

Or think about drinking through straws of different diameters. Filters are basi-
cally like drinking through a somewhat thinner straw: you have to suck a bit harder,
but you end up getting the same “satisfaction.” Tobacco industry researchers rec-
ognized this as early as 1952, when Liggett & Myers’s research chief, Frederick R.
Darkis, noted the findings of Arthur D. Little, working with the company on filter
technology, that “the filters in use at present do not really take anything out of the
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cigarette.” Researchers at Ecusta shortly thereafter concluded that filters just reduced
the particle size of smoke while also increasing the volume of vapor-phase poisons.44

And by offering up an illusion of safety, smokers who might otherwise have quit
have been led to keep on smoking.

Filters haven’t made smoking any safer, which is why cigarettes still cause about
one death per million sticks smoked. One thing that has changed since the 1920s,
though, is the amount of tobacco in any given cigarette. Cigarettes today contain
only about half the tobacco contained in popular brands from the 1920s, which
means that on a per gram basis cigarettes today are nearly twice as deadly. That is
largely because—as we shall see in a moment—cigarettes today are smoked more
intensively than cigarettes in the past. Which means that all cigarette makers have
really managed to do is to extract more death from every gram of tobacco they put
into their products.
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The Grand Fraud of Ventilation
We must in the near future provide some answers which will give smokers
a psychological crutch and a self-rationale to continue smoking.
George Weissman, Director of Marketing, to Philip Morris
CEO Joseph Cullman III, on how to respond to the Surgeon
General’s report of 1964

Chief among the things keeping the filter craze going was that it helped sell ciga-
rettes. Many smokers had started worrying about their health, especially after the
grim and widely publicized epidemiology and animal experiments of the early 1950s
and increasingly after the Surgeon General’s report of 1964. The tobacco industry
realized that people were willing to switch to filters as seemingly “safer” and did
nothing to dissuade them from this myth. Indeed they were its chief architects,
championing filters as “cleaner,” “more effective,” or even “miraculous.” The com-
panies were happy to attach such contraptions onto their products, for three prin-
cipal reasons:

1. Filter materials were cheaper than tobacco, which meant that filtered cigarettes
could be manufactured at a lower cost than regulars;

2. Filters served sort of like cigarette holders, the chief virtue of which was to keep
little bits of tobacco from coming off in your mouth; and

3. Filters offered the illusion of a “safer cigarette,” helping the companies to move
product while also creating the impression they were honestly taking steps to
address the health problem.

All this required some fancy dancing, however, since the industry’s bluster was
that smoking had never been proven to cause any kind of harm. Hence this puz-
zle, at least for the outside world: Why, if there was no genuine evidence of harm,
was such a fuss being made about filters? If there was really nothing bad in smoke,
then what exactly was being filtered out?

No one ever said directly, though oblique hints were often dropped. Kents were
said to remove “harshness and bite,” while L&Ms were supposed to filter out “the
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heavy particles, leaving you a light and mild smoke.” Other brands were touted as
lowering the tar, nicotine, gas, or “nitrogenous” compounds. The companies rarely
went into specifics, preferring instead simply to intimate that filters were the “sen-
sible choice” or “just what the doctor ordered.” Brown & Williamson ads featured
endorsements by (fictional) astronomers, engineers, scientists, judges, and other
idealized eminents, all hawking Viceroy as the “thinking man’s filter.”

MEDICO-MACHISMO

It is important to appreciate that some within the industry were honest—albeit
naive—in hoping that some kind of “magic bullet” might be found to knock out or
neutralize the carcinogens in smoke. In the 1950s and 1960s great hopes were held
out for this ideal of “selective filtration”—that some Einstein of cigarette design
might somehow manage to come up with some new miracle filter, allowing the bad
in smoke to be cut out while letting the good pass through. And while nothing heroic
was ever found, tiny steps were taken accompanied by the companies’ PR trum-
pets. Lorillard in 1962, for example, claimed that the plasticizers it was adding to
filters had enabled it to eliminate many of the phenols in cigarette smoke, prompt-
ing other manufacturers to start using similar compounds. BAT in 1965 was hard
at work on designs incorporating a polyethylene-treated filter “selective for tar rel-
ative to nicotine,” hoping to keep nicotine levels high while lowering tar.1

Great claims were also made for carbon and charcoal granules and other sciency
pseudo-breakthroughs. There really was this “quick fix” magic bullet notion,
prompted by the examples of penicillin and petrochemical pesticides and the tri-
umphs of military science from the Second World War. Cars and rockets and med-
ical diagnostics were improving, so why not cigarettes? The 1950s were a time of
confidence in the power of science to solve human problems, and the examples of
jet engines, radar, rocketry, vaccines, antibiotics, and the newly harnessed powers
of the atom led to hopes that here, too, technology might come to the rescue. The
popular magazine Science & Mechanics as late as April 1968 hailed a new tobacco
additive, Chemosol, a mix of citric acid and deuterium oxide, as ushering in a new
age of “cancer-proof ” smoking:

The violent controversy over smoking and health promises to be ended soon. S&M
has learned exclusively of a new chemical compound that takes all the risk out of smok-
ing. It has just been perfected, after two years of concentrated experimentation. In
terms of possible health hazards, it provided fool-proof safety for smokers of ciga-
rettes, cigars and pipes. There has been nothing like it before in the history of scien-
tific tobacco research. . . .

By combining Chemosol-mixed tobacco with an activated carbon filter, the ulti-
mate in safe smoking is already within the public’s grasp. All that remains is for some-
one to manufacture and market the product commercially. When this happens, an
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estimated 90 million smokers in the United States alone—not to mention those many
millions more in other countries around the world—will be able to light up without
a loss of flavor. And without fear.2

Hopes were also voiced that even if cigarettes might be causing cancer, advances
in medical science would soon be curing it. Not everyone was so naive of course,
but we do find this perception that cancer was not such a big deal—or perhaps only
an affliction of the constitutionally weak. Hints of this medico-machismo can be
found in the popularity of self-experimentation in the labs of the tobacco compa-
nies. In June of 1948, for example, the American Tobacco Company had its entire
research staff—including Hanmer, Haag, and Larson—breathe vapors containing
purified smoke constituents to determine tolerance thresholds. Lucky Strike em-
ployees inhaled progressively higher concentrations of acetic acid, nicotine, am-
monia, acetaldehyde, and formic acid until a certain “threshold concentration for
consistently producing irritation had been determined.” The goal was to study the
“irritative quality” of such compounds under conditions resembling actual smok-
ing, but some enthusiasts went quite a bit further. Cornelius Rhoads, director of the
Sloan-Kettering Institute and a close American Tobacco confidant, volunteered to
have his own back painted with tobacco tar (by Wynder) to see whether tumors
would develop. (An allergic reaction apparently cut the experiment short.) Such
proposals are not common, but they do capture in microcosm the era’s oddly ma-
cho spirit of self-sacrifice—both for science and for one’s corporate sponsor. And
some sense of the perceived triviality of cancer, or at least an overconfidence in cures.
(Recall John Wayne’s braggadocio about how he would “beat the Big C”; he didn’t.)
Tobacco company employees were often called on to test new cigar or cigarette de-
signs, and in one such series from 1968 several members of American Tobacco’s
research staff ended up smoking cigars that had been irradiated by a cobalt 60 source
to test this as a means of controlling mold without sacrificing taste.3

FUMO LOUCO

We saw in the last chapter how hard it was—if not impossible—to design a filter
that would cut out, say, benzpyrene or phenols or aldehydes while leaving only “pure,
healthy smoke.” Cigarette smoke turns out to be so viciously complex that effective
filtration is virtually impossible—at least on the scale of a cigarette. Failure was in
a sense predetermined, given what it means to actually smoke a cigarette.

Recall again what happens when you light up a Camel or a Marlboro or a Mild
Seven. You begin by touching a sulfur match or petroleum flame to the end, while
oxygen from the surrounding air is pulled—by suction—through the rod to get the
thing burning. Following ignition, the smoker draws further on the cigarette, pulling
smoke through the tobacco column and into his or her mouth. Nicotine molecules
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(about 50 to 150 micrograms per puff) start wafting against nerves at the back of
the throat, causing an initial “throat catch” or “throat kick” sensed by the brain within
a matter of seconds. Smoke in the mouth is then combined with a larger volume of
external air, which is then quickly inhaled into the lungs and transferred by the blood
to the brain, creating the nicotine rush that tobacco makers pretty up as “satisfac-
tion.” More honest would be “temporary relief from the withdrawal symptoms of
nicotine addiction.”

Recall also the constitution of the cigarette itself, which is not just chopped leaf
with a paper wrap and filter plug. Cured tobacco leaf accounts for only about two-
thirds of the mass of a typical cigarette, with the rest being flavorings, moisteners,
and the paperlike reconstituted tobacco sheet known as recon or G-7 (up to 30 per-
cent by weight), along with diverse sugars and burn accelerants—plus of course the
filter, the paper, and whatever inks may be printed thereupon and glues holding the
whole together. Flavorings—including anesthetics like menthol and various pack
aromatics—account for a significant fraction of a cigarette’s heft: typically about 4
percent.4 Burning turns this all into a complex chemodynamic brew that transmo-
grifies over time as the hot, newly generated smoke is pulled through the intact por-
tion of the rod. This boils and/or burns the remaining “filler” while also transforming
it into thousands of different chemicals, some short lived, some more enduring. Part
of this moist, gassy, half-combusted load is then dropped into your mouth—nico-
tine is a small molecule and migrates easily through thin mucous layers—but most
moves on into the catacombs of your lungs, where the tar spray-paints onto the cells
lining the interior of that organ. Much of this crud is retained in the lungs, which
actually function as tolerably good “filters.” Hermann Druckrey in Germany in the
1950s showed that much of the smoke stays in the chest, as indicated by its lowered
fluorescence after passage through the lungs.

Filters by some tests lowered inhaled tar and nicotine, but usually only if the
“pressure drop” from mouth suction was held constant (a big “if ”). Cigarettes could
be made to deliver arbitrarily low levels of tar and nicotine simply by tightening the
filters—packing them more densely—but the companies quickly found that smok-
ers would not buy cigarettes on which they had to suck too hard to obtain “satis-
faction.” So the question became, how can machine-measured yields be lowered
without making filters so tight that people have to suck like a pump to savor their
chosen brand?

One solution was to lower tars as much as possible while maintaining a high
nicotine delivery. Lose the cancer, keep the addiction (“satisfaction”). Some early
proposals were radical in this regard. In 1958, for example, a Philip Morris scien-
tist wrote to his research director that since “evidence . . . is building up that heavy
cigarette smoking contributes to lung cancer” the company should explore an “all
synthetic aerosol to replace tobacco smoke.” An aerosol of this sort might contain
nicotine but “no tobacco tars.” Filter designs were also explored that would trap cer-
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tain particles while permitting “evolution of nicotine off the filter surface back into
the mainstream smoke.”5 Many other techniques were used to create low-tar “high-
impact” (i.e., high-nicotine) cigarettes—including genetic engineering.

Brown & Williamson in the 1980s, for example, collaborated with a California
biotech firm, DNA Plant Technology, to develop a strain of genetically modified
tobacco plants containing twice the nicotine of ordinary tobacco. Code named Y-
1, these high-nicotine plants were clandestinely grown in Brazil to hide them from
the prying eyes of U.S. public health authorities. Local farmers called it fumo louco—
crazy tobacco—for its large size and high nicotine content. Brown & Williamson
would later deny having grown tobacco of this sort, which caused the company all
kinds of grief when documents were uncovered showing that by 1990 it had two
million pounds of the stuff ready for consumer testing. FDA chief David Kessler
and his staff discovered the intrigue in the mid-1990s, prompting federal prosecu-
tors to charge the company’s supplier, DNA Plant Technology, with having conspired
to smuggle tobacco seeds out of the country. The scandal also helped convince fed-
eral authorities that cigarette makers were manipulating the nicotine content of to-
bacco to keep smokers hooked.6

Brown & Williamson’s high-nicotine Y-1 scheme has attracted its justifiable share
of scorn, but the company was certainly not alone in trying to develop high-nico-
tine tobaccos. Imperial Tobacco in 1985, for example, had a project to develop “a
Canadian High Nicotine Tobacco” to enable “more blending flexibility in develop-
ing recipes with low tar-to-nicotine ratios.” This was the company’s Project T-0576,
part of its broader leaf agrology program. RJR-Macdonald (Reynolds’s Canadian
affiliate) also tried to breed high-nicotine plants, and for similar reasons. The pub-
lic is often shocked by such revelations, but the fact is that high-nicotine plants were
sought as part of this broader effort to lower tar-to-nicotine ratios. The idea was
that smokers would not have to smoke so much to obtain a given level of “satisfac-
tion”—meaning less inhaled tar per unit dose of nicotine. Of course there are other
ways to think about this: high-nicotine cigarettes might mean the companies could
put less tobacco into a cigarette to deliver the same level of “satisfaction,” saving on
manufacturing costs. Or still less charitably: smokers could still be kept hooked,
even if they ended up smoking less. For these and other reasons, elevating nico-
tine-to-tar ratios became a priority of industry research in the 1970s and 1980s, by
which time the companies were clearly thinking of themselves as drug manufac-
turers, offering nicotine to smokers “in attractive, useful form.”7

FOUL, ROT TEN RUBBER

A major problem with this high-nicotine, low-tar approach, however, was that
people don’t seem to like high-nicotine cigarettes. A 1965 study at BAT’s Southamp-
ton laboratories showed that while it was not hard to elevate the “extractable nico-
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tine” in cigarettes, panelists smoking such cigarettes seemed to hit “a barrier, at about
1 mg ‘extractable nicotine’, which they were loathe to exceed.” Philip Morris’s
Project Kick failed on precisely these grounds: the goal had been to produce a high-
nicotine cigarette for Europe, but panel tests found that the cigarette made smok-
ers “feel ill.” Nicotine is a potent drug, and dosages above a certain level—especially
when inhaled—are difficult to tolerate. And not very tasty. When smoked alone the
alkaloid has “flavor notes” akin to those of burning rubber: “foul, rotten rubber,” is
how one Reynolds document describes it.8 That is one reason cigarettes are juiced
up with so many different chemical flavorants: you want to cover up this nasty nico-
tine taste. That is also why it is almost impossible to “overdose” on cigarettes (by
smoking them at any rate): you can only smoke so fast, and nicotine inhalation above
a certain rate is quite difficult to stomach. The interesting contrast here is with opium
or heroin, on which one can easily overdose, especially when injected. If nicotine
were injected or ingested rather than inhaled, we would no doubt have many more
fatal overdosings. Acute toxicity can and does result when babies swallow a ciga-
rette (it happens more often than you might think),9 or when tobacco workers han-
dle the leaf improperly (“green tobacco sickness”), or when smoking contests get
out of hand (think college parties). But none of these are very common, at least not
when compared to more familiar harms from smoking.

A different approach has been to add certain chemicals or physical agents to the
paper or the leaf, to help reduce either tar as a whole or specific carcinogens con-
tained therein. Hundreds of different preparations have been tried, from alu-
minum oxide to various carbon fibers, precious metal catalysts, burn accelerants
or retardants—even vitamins, chlorophyll, hemoglobin, and the previously men-
tioned Chemosol and Parmesan cheese. Chemical accelerants were added to make
the cigarette burn faster, which was really just another version of the “less tobacco”
cheat. The companies knew that if smokers could get only seven or eight puffs out
of a cigarette—rather than the traditional ten or eleven—the robot tar and nicotine
numbers would be reduced accordingly.

Eliminating cancer-causing agents from cigarette smoke was intrinsically dif-
ficult, however, since smoke is not like polluted water, which can be filtered (or dis-
tilled) and come out “clean.” The whole point of smoking is to inhale smoke, which
by its very nature is dirty. Smoke—to repeat—cannot be “purified”; there is no such
thing as “clean smoke.” Of course it is plausible that certain constituents will be more
dangerous than others, and the industry has looked for ways to reduce some of these
fouler components—chiefly polycyclics such as benzpyrene; ciliastats such as
cyanide or nitric oxide; metals and metalloids such as cadmium, nickel, and arsenic;
aldehydes such as formaldehyde; alpha-emitting polonium; or co-carcinogenic phe-
nols or tobacco-specific nitrosamines. Efforts in this direction almost always ran
afoul of the fact that blocking one kind of poison meant allowing some other kind
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to pass. Some of the tar could be blocked, for example, but this would generate more
carbon monoxide. Benzpyrene might be eliminated, but this might require addi-
tion of questionable nitrates or yield irritants of some other sort—like phenols. Fil-
tration turned out to be a messy many-body problem of near-infinite complexity,
quite apart from consumer acceptance. You could always make a cigarette deliver
so little “satisfaction” that nobody would want to smoke it: that, again, was the ex-
perience with many early filters, which started off too tight and were later loosened
to prevent rejection.

That is also why filters were often regarded within the industry as gimmicks and
why perceptions were so often in the sights of marketeers. In 1962, for example, at
a conference at BAT’s Southampton laboratories, researchers from the firm’s far-
flung foreign offices discussed a plan by Sir Charles Ellis to launch a research fa-
cility at Harrogate to test the “biological activity” (cancer-causing capacity) of dif-
ferent kinds of smoke. Robert M. Gibb of BAT Canada noted that the industry had
been frustrated by having to produce gimmick cigarette designs of one sort or an-
other; the industry needed some means of knowing “not what the facts were but
what people thought the facts were” with regard to filters. Explaining “how to sell
a gimmick” (i.e., filters), Gibb asserted that in Canada at least “you stated what you
thought people wanted to be told, and you made money by doing so.”10

BAT in this instance was worried mainly about the “threat” posed by Lorillard’s
announcement of a filter claimed to have successfully reduced phenols in cigarette
smoke. Wynder had been making a fuss about phenols since 1960 and had pro-
posed adding catalysts to speed up their destruction (by combustion). Lorillard was
the first to respond and by the end of that year was advertising a filter said to be ca-
pable of substantially reducing phenols, catching the other manufacturers off guard.
The “phenol crisis” was not that smokers were inhaling phenols; that had been
known since the nineteenth century, when the stuff was known as “carbolic acid”
(physicians had also used it as an antiseptic and an embalming fluid, and Helmut
Wakeham at Philip Morris commented on its presence in Lifeboy soap, Scotch
whiskey, and hospital disinfectants).11 The crisis was that a competitor was claim-
ing to have found a way to remove phenol from its cigarettes, violating the “gen-
tlemen’s agreement” not to go it alone on tobacco and health. Industry leaders had
quietly agreed since the mid-1950s not to make health claims but also to share what-
ever breakthroughs might come in this realm.12 The response from the other com-
panies was textbook tobacco misanthropy: not “My God, we’re poisoning our cus-
tomers!” but rather (in effect) “My God, Lorillard is going to capture part of our
market!” BAT worried that challenges of this sort would keep popping up, and the
organizer of this meeting—Sir Charles Ellis, BAT’s chief scientist—asked his col-
leagues to ponder what other “crises” might be looming on the horizon. (W. W. Reid
of Australia’s Wills Tobacco Company guessed it might be volatile acids or irritant
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aldehydes and ketones.) Ellis also speculated that phenols had been highlighted sim-
ply because Lorillard had not found a way to remove any of the many other poi-
sons known to be in smoke.13

FRAUD ON TOP OF FRAUD

Failing at filtration didn’t mean much to the companies, however, since the real goal
was reassurance, which turned out to be a great success. Half of all cigarettes sold
in the United States by 1960 had “filter” tips, a percentage that would continue to
climb for decades thereafter, as more and more smokers came to perceive a threat.
Competition also increased to deliver ever lower levels of tar and nicotine, as mea-
sured on the industry’s automatic smoking machines. The Germans had developed
such machines in the 1920s, and researchers working for the American Tobacco
Company had perfected them in the 1930s. Once every sixty seconds the machines
would take a fixed 35-milliliter puff of two seconds’ duration, “smoking” the ciga-
rette down to some preordained butt length—originally 30 millimeters and later
fixed at 23. Nicotine would then be extracted from the condensed smoke (“tar”)
and weighed, whence “tar and nicotine numbers.”14

Some at least within the companies also knew, however, that the tar and nico-
tine numbers produced by such tests were not reliable indicators of how much smok-
ers would actually inhale. Smokers would smoke a cigarette more or less intensively,
delivering higher or lower quantities of tar and nicotine. So long as people failed
to recognize this fact and fixated on the (misleading) numbers produced by smok-
ing machines, an opportunity presented itself to game the system, as we find in the
brilliant trick of ventilation.

To understand ventilation—the punching of tiny holes around the mouthpiece
of a cigarette to dilute the smoke stream—we must recognize that there are only so
many ways to reduce the tar, nicotine, or gas produced by a cigarette. Nicotine is
basically a no-brainer, since the alkaloid is easily removed simply by soaking the
tobacco in water or by steam treatments of various sorts. Philip Morris in 1961 had
two chief means by which nicotine could be removed: the Rosenthal process, which
involved reacting nicotine with “a gaseous compound such as ethyl bromide or chlo-
ride,” and the company’s own “selective extraction method,” by which the nicotine
in a blend could be reduced to only 10 percent of its original value. Cigarettes were
sometimes also redesigned for having too little nicotine, typically by altering the
blend. In 1978, for example, Philip Morris redesigned its Brunette Extra when an
early production run found the nicotine delivery to be “20% too low.” Nicotine con-
tent is easily altered by choice of leaf blend: a burley blend might contain 5.20 per-
cent nicotine, for example, whereas an oriental blend might have only 0.86 percent
(usually measured to within two decimal places). Alkaloid content can also vary
according to the conditions under which the plants are grown: hot and dry weather
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increases the nicotine, for example, whereas heavy fertilizing tends to reduce it. Po-
sition on the stalk also matters (the upper leaves are the most potent), as does when
the leaf is picked, and so forth.15

Cigarette manufacturers have long realized that nicotine-free cigarettes won’t sell,
however, so rarely has there been much of a push to lower nicotine below what was
sometimes called the “weaning” point. (Philip Morris’s Next brand is the most im-
portant exception: the company developed this 97 percent nicotine-free cigarette
in the late 1980s, using supercritical fluid extraction technology, at a cost of around
$300 million. The cigarette was a monumental flop.) Tar, however, is a different story.
Cigarette makers have never been too happy about the fact that tobacco tars accu-
mulate in smokers’ lungs. We’re already seen, though, how limited the options were
to do anything about this.16 To reduce machine-measured tar you can basically put
less tobacco in the rod, or hasten its burn rate, or stuff the cigarette up with a su-
per-tight “filter”—but none of these really work, if by “work” we mean lowering the
actual amount of junk delivered into your lungs. Gimmicks of this sort are easily
defeated, since smokers can smoke a low-tar cigarette and get a high-tar delivery,
simply by pulling harder on the rod or inhaling more deeply or taking larger puffs
or smoking farther down on the butt or holding the smoke longer or smoking more
cigarettes, and so forth. Tobacco manufacturers certainly could have made cigarettes
less deadly—by raising smoke pH back above 8, for example, which would have turned
cigarettes back into “little cigars”—but why bother when you could make people
think they were getting a safer cigarette simply by tinkering with the tips?

It may not seem like much, but ventilation is arguably the principal design fraud
of modern cigarettes (in contrast to flue-curing, which is the principal design flaw).
Highly ventilated cigarettes deliver low levels of tar when smoked on a smoking
robot, but humans are able to smoke such cigarettes in ways that deliver far more
tar and nicotine—by an order of magnitude. Because unlike the machines most
human smokers are addicted and crave a certain level of nicotine. Humans are also
able to defeat the tricks used to ventilate cigarettes—notably by covering the holes
punched for this purpose—allowing them to extract higher levels of tar and nico-
tine than what is advertised on the pack. Ventilation is the chief means by which
“light” cigarettes have been made light (ditto for “ultralight”), but smokers are able
to extract as much tar and nicotine from ventilated as from regular cigarettes by
the compensation mechanisms mentioned above. The first published evidence
emerged in 1980,17 but the industry knew about this quite some time earlier while
continuing to advertise such products as safer. Which is why ventilation must be
regarded as a deceit built knowingly into the cigarette: deceit by design. Ventilated
cigarettes—meaning virtually all modern cigarettes—perpetrate a fraud on unsus-
pecting consumers, who are not likely to know that cigarettes advertised as “low
tars” are no less deadly.

Ventilation—also known as “air dilution” or “shunting”—is really nothing new
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in cigarettes. An early form of the art was popular in vintage cigarette holders, which
often came with holes in their sides to “cool” the smoke or let it “breathe.” The idea
had a medical rationale even in the nineteenth century, since one common theory
was that heat from the smoke of a pipe might be what was causing all those can-
cers of the lip and throat. Perforated holders were imagined as helping to cool the
smoke, rendering it less harmful. By the end of the nineteenth century patents were
being filed for cigarettes with tiny holes punched in the tips, claimed both to im-
prove the quality of the burn and to help prevent disease.18

Heat turns out not to be much of a factor in cigarette carcinogenesis, but inter-
est in ventilation continued into the 1930s, principally as a consideration in how to
keep a cigarette lit. Lorillard researchers in 1933, for example, cautioned that ciga-
rette paper had to be porous to prevent a cigarette from going out between puffs.19

Keeping a cigarette lit was most often addressed as a matter of smoking conven-
ience, but the methods used—adding oxidizing agents, for example—also made it
easier for cigarettes to cause fires. Hundreds of thousands of fire deaths globally are
one consequence of this “convenience.”

(“Spontaneous human combustion” is probably also largely an artifact of the cig-
arette epidemic: accounts of people burning from no apparent cause multiplied to-
ward the end of the nineteenth century, when cigarettes were becoming fashion-
able. People were probably falling asleep while smoking, perhaps while overcome
with alcohol, and bodily fats could keep the flames alive for long enough to con-
sume large portions of the body.)

Ventilation was sometimes also seen as helping to eliminate certain poisons from
cigarette smoke. The American Tobacco Company in the 1930s did a series of ex-
periments to determine how paper porosity influenced tobacco combustion, with
the idea being that porous paper might help to eliminate some of the harmful alde-
hydes known to be in smoke. Hiram Hanmer in 1933 proposed yet another po-
tential use, noting that cigarette paper modified “towards greater porosity” would
produce “a dilution of the smoke with air,” increasing the mildness of Lucky Strikes.
Diluting the smoke in this manner would mean that a single puff would not con-
tain “as great a concentration of the normal components of the smoke.” Hanmer
wasn’t sure whether this would ever prove practical, given that the sensation of
smoking might be altered. Similar doubts were raised by Clarence W. Lieb, his Man-
hattan medical confidant, who believed that paper porosity would adversely affect
smoke composition “to a surprising extent.”20

Porosity by this time (the 1930s) was one of about a dozen physical features of
cigarette paper routinely manipulated by cigarette designers—along with thickness,
width, weight, whiteness, burn rate, tensile strength, stretch, opacity, texture, spots,
pinholes, and a couple of others. Porosity was measured—and adjusted—primar-
ily to ensure a proper rate of burn, so that smokers would have an even and pleas-
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ant draw. Reducing tar and nicotine was not yet given much thought, because there
wasn’t yet much demand for “safer” cigarettes.

Paper porosity comes to be more intensively studied—and manipulated—fol-
lowing the “cancer scare” of the 1950s. Cost was clearly one concern, since porous
paper tends to be lighter and therefore cheaper, pound for pound, than heavier va-
rieties. Use of lightweight paper also meant that smokers would burn and inhale
less smoke than they would from a heavier paper. Some people at this time still
thought that cigarette paper might be causing cancer, and there was this hope that
if the quantity of paper smoked could be reduced cigarettes might be made less
deadly. The idea also made sense to those who realized that cigar smokers don’t suffer
much from lung cancer. Cigars are not wrapped in paper, though the lesser lung
cancer burden as we now know—and must have been known to the industry in the
1950s—stems not so much from how they are wrapped but rather from differences
in smoke pH and therefore inhalability. With its high pH (about 8+), cigar smoke
is usually too harsh, too alkaline, to inhale.

Reynolds was one of the first companies to boast of using highly porous ciga-
rette paper. An ad campaign from 1959 claimed that Salems had this “revolution-
ary” new feature, described as “an amazing and exclusive cigarette paper.” High-
porosity paper was said to allow the smoke to breathe and to freshen and “soften
every puff.” Salem cigarettes were supposed to be “springtime fresh,” with the im-
plication that smoke through such a filter could be cleaner even than ordinary air.21

Other companies were quick to jump on this bandwagon: Lorillard heralded the
“Ocean-breeze freshness” yielded by Newport’s “super-porous Micropore paper,”
and Liggett that same year (1960) boosted its Chesterfield Kings as having “air-soft-
ened mildness” as a result of “special porous paper,” yielding a “cooler, smoother
smoke that’s mild.”

Paper cannot be made arbitrarily porous, however, without compromising its
strength. Which is one reason other ways were sought to allow fresh air to “dilute”
cigarette smoke—including ventilation by means of tiny slits punched around the
filter tip.

PINPRICKS AND L ASER SLIT S

Slit ventilation starts off innocently enough, as simply one among many cigarette
gimmicks. The theory was simple: tiny holes punched in the sides of the cigarette
(toward the mouth end) would allow fresh air to mix with the mainstream smoke,
lessening its toxic concentrations. Toxic chemicals are still produced, but in theory
some fraction of these will not be inhaled—not by the smoker at any rate—but rather
released as sidestream smoke. Early versions date from the nineteenth century; I’ve
mentioned cigarette holders, but holes were sometimes also cut into the sides of
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cigarettes, both to allow an influx of air and to expel or dilute poisons. A patent
awarded to a New York inventor by the name of Edward M. Harris in 1890, for ex-
ample, proposed a cigarette with about a hundred pinprick holes distributed evenly
throughout the paper, a design intended to aid in the outflux of “subtle, injurious,
and poisonous vapors” from the burning tobacco. These were vapors that, if inhaled
persistently, would be “harmful to the throat, sometimes causing cancer” or even
heart failure. Harris’s “punctured or perforated wrapper” was designed to “deprive
cigarettes of their baneful effects and render them innocuous” by allowing fresh air
“to commingle with the tobacco-smoke” during its passage through the cigarette
while also allowing “egress to any subtle vapors” such as “the oils of creosote” and
“the powerful alkaline, nicotine.”22

In these early years, ventilation wasn’t yet so different from paper porosity or
even the use of a cigarette holder. American Tobacco’s chief chemist in 1927 rejected
one such proposal by noting that holes punched in the sides of a cigarette would do
little to change smoke deliveries; the effect would be the same as using a perforated
cigarette holder and would simply “cause the smoker to draw harder in order to get
the amount of smoke he desires.” The company also realized that you could achieve
the same effect—diluting the smoke—just by putting less tobacco in the rod.23

Ventilation was not really taken seriously until the 1950s and 1960s, when to-
bacco makers revived a specific type of hole punching to reduce apparent tar and
nicotine yields—this time knowing full well that the trick did little or nothing to
reduce hazards. Philip Morris in 1949, for example, began contracting with outside
laboratories to explore “the ventilation principle” as a means to dilute inhaled cig-
arette smoke. A 1955 report by the same company mentions experiments showing
a 46 percent reduction in total smoke solids from three pinholes punched near the
mouth end of the cigarette. Smoke could be seen escaping from these (rather large)
holes between puffs, so new ways were explored to produce a greater number of
smaller holes, using a spark charge delivered by a Tesla coil.24 Spark puncturing of
paper was costly, however, and Philip Morris for a time shifted to the Ecusta Paper
Corporation’s method of mechanical perforation. Ecusta’s machines were able to
produce 800 holes per linear cigarette inch, with each hole being the size of a tiny
elongated pinprick (.007 × .020 inches). Philip Morris experimented with other de-
signs but quickly realized that cigarettes allowing too much influx of air would frus-
trate smokers trying to get their nicotine fix. A low “resistance to draw” forced smok-
ers to pull a huge volume of air into their lungs to get a satisfying quantity of smoke,
as air whooshed in from all these holes. An added problem was that cigarettes in-
troducing more than about 65 percent “by pass air” were difficult to light—since not
enough oxygen was being drawn into the ignition point. Philip Morris explored the
pros and cons of different arrangements, deciding that holes placed near the mouth
end of the cigarette would produce the most uniform smoke. (Holes punched all
along the rod tended to exacerbate the fact that the first puffs on a cigarette are also
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the weakest.) The technology was also appealing because it reduced machine-mea-
sured smoke solids (up to 35 percent) while reducing nicotine by a substantially
lower margin (12 percent). A number of different machines were introduced in the
1950s to produce such slits, and by the end of the decade several of the majors were
slitting their cigarettes. Spud cigarettes (Philip Morris) in 1958 had air vent per-
forations near the filter tip, and Lorillard had its “air-conditioned” Spring brand.
By 1960 other ventilated brands in the United States included American Tobacco’s
Riviera, Brown & Williamson’s Life, Philip Morris’s Alpine, and Liggett & Myers’
Duke.

None of these early ventilated brands made much of a splash. British manufac-
turers actually ridiculed the process, commenting (in private correspondence) that
similar ideas had been put forward four decades earlier in a children’s encyclope-
dia (they don’t seem to have known about Harris’s patent). Lorillard’s much-bally-
hooed “spark ventilation” they regarded as typical of the Americans’ ability “to make
the most of very little” and “the height of advertising prowess.” Looking today at
Lorillard’s actual ads leads one to think this a case of British understatement: Lo-
rillard had announced its “air conditioned” cigarette in a thousand-word full-page
spread in the New York Times, effusing over “an amazing electronic process that
ventilates Spring through microscopic windows.”25

More important than Britain’s ridicule, however, is the fact that cigarette man-
ufacturers already knew that the promise of dramatically lower tar and nicotine
yields was not entirely honest, given how smokers would actually smoke such cig-
arettes. One prompt for this (private) confession came in 1959, when a physician
at London’s prestigious University College Medical School, C. N. Smyth, published
a letter in the British Medical Journal claiming that ventilation holes could make
cigarettes less dangerous. The theory was that ventilation would reduce the tem-
perature of the burn and redistillation, thereby cooling and reducing the quantity
of smoke reaching the smoker.26 Herbert R. Bentley at Imperial Tobacco summa-
rized and commented on Smyth’s paper for his superiors, noting that this dilution
effect would be achieved only if

the smoker does not compensate for the increased dilution by taking a larger puff than
he would with a standard cigarette in order to draw into his mouth the amount of
smoke to which he is instinctively accustomed. In the manufacturers’ opinion most
smokers would in fact tend to do this.27

Bentley’s admission of the reality of compensation (“most smokers would in fact
tend to do this”) is significant, revealing that prior even to its widespread incorpo-
ration into cigarette designs ventilation was regarded as not likely to have any real
effect in reducing deliveries. Cigarette manufacturers knew this already in the
1950s—witness Parmele’s comment that smokers tend to pull harder on filtered cig-
arettes “to compensate for the large proportion of smoke removed”28—which is long
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before most people in the outside world knew that one of the chief means by which
cigarette tars would be lowered was dishonest.

The big push for ventilation doesn’t come until 1964, however, when the U.S.
Surgeon General’s report prompted the beginning of the end for ubiquitous smok-
ing. (America’s year of per capita “peak cigarettes” was 1963, with consumption top-
ping out at about 4,345 sticks for every man, woman, and child. Total consump-
tion wouldn’t peak until 1982, when some 630 billion cigarettes were smoked.) The
American Tobacco Company launched its super-low-tar Carlton brand on January
4, 1964; Carltons had been in the works for quite some time, but with the expecta-
tion of new health fears from the Surgeon General’s report a decision was made to
rush the new brand into production. The hope was to exploit “the cancer scare,”
again turning lemons into lemonade.29

Carltons were advertised as using a high-porosity paper, which, when combined
with a charcoal filter and “precision air vents,” produced a smoke quite low in tar
(as measured on an automatic smoking machine—we have to keep this crucial caveat
in mind). Carlton was one of the first successful “hi-fi” (high-filtration) brands: a
heavy promotion schedule helped of course, but the new brand was also aided by
endorsements even by scientists outside the industry, who argued that if you were
going to smoke you should at least choose a “low tar” brand. Gio Gori, deputy di-
rector of the National Cancer Institute’s Division of Cancer Cause and Prevention,
claimed as late as 1976—and indeed for some time thereafter—that most people
could smoke twenty or more Carlton-type cigarettes per day with virtually no ele-
vated risk from disease.30 Statements such as this earned him the enmity of con-
sumer advocates but a big reward from the industry: Gori in 1980 left the NCI for
an executive position at the Franklin Institute in Chase, Maryland, buoyed by a
$400,000 endowment from Brown & Williamson and cozy financial ties to the To-
bacco Institute.

The next popular high-filtration brand was True, a cigarette introduced by Lo-
rillard in 1966. True also used ventilation to achieve low apparent deliveries. Venti-
lated cigarettes by this time were being called “hi-fi” cigarettes—playing off the stereo
craze—though there really wasn’t much by way of filtration going on. One might as
well have said that adding water to fruit juice “filters” it. Ventilation was really just
a form of dilution, which is desirable only if less of the total product is consumed.
And dilution was easily overcome by compensation. Here the analogy with fruit
juice breaks down: you might well lower your intake of juice by diluting it, since
your stomach gets full. Diluting smoke with ordinary air does not “fill you up,” how-
ever, because smokers are addicted and cannot satisfy that craving without inhal-
ing a specific dose of nicotine. Cigarette makers knew about compensation, but they
also knew that “hi-fi” cigarettes often produced exceptionally high levels of vapor
phase chemicals (“gas”) such as carbon monoxide.31 Bottom line: tobacco manu-
facturers knew that the safety offered by highly ventilated “hi-fis” was an illusion.
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Carltons and Trues were made using new techniques for rapid cigarette slitting,
techniques quickly picked up and imitated by other companies hoping to capitalize
on the low-tar craze. And so by the 1970s most cigarette manufacturers had begun
using ventilation to lower (apparent) tar and nicotine deliveries. True was Lorillard’s
most important low-tar brand, but every company explored and implemented ven-
tilation. Indeed by the early 1980s an estimated 80 percent of American cigarettes
were ventilated. Demands of this sort prompted cigarette-machine makers to in-
crease the rate at which they could crank out slit-filter cigarettes. The Hauni com-
pany of Hamburg perfected a device using “needle blades,” and Molins of London
developed a method (in 1973) using lasers. Needle blades were notoriously finicky,
however, so Hauni developed its own improved method of punching holes using
lasers, which required no physical contact with the cigarette. Electric spark perfo-
ration was also improved, and some paper companies specialized in preperforated
paper. Speed was key, and some machines used by Philip Morris could perforate
cigarette paper at the rate of five thousand linear feet per minute.32

There were of course other means to lower tar and nicotine yields. I’ve mentioned
the move to put less tobacco in any given cigarette, mainly by using “puffed” or ex-
panded tobacco or by reducing the diameter of the rod or mixing in nonburnables
like glass, ceramics, or inert chalklike materials of one sort or another. Another trick
involved increasing the combustion rate of the tobacco by adding chemical accel-
erants such as sodium or potassium citrate—which would basically burn up the cig-
arette so fast you’d have less time to inhale its smoke (with increased deaths from
fires a pesky side effect). Reconstituted tobacco sheet was also used for this pur-
pose: nicotine was extracted in the course of its manufacture, so low-nicotine sheet
could be used to manipulate final yields. All these methods and more were put in
place and helped to reduce machine-measured yields. But ventilation was really the
only way to push significantly below the 15-milligram tar mark defined by the in-
dustry as its arbitrary cutoff for “light” cigarettes. Machine-measured tar deliver-
ies had fallen from about 35 milligrams in the 1950s to about 20 milligrams by the
1960s, but values much lower than this required ventilation.

And so by the 1970s cigarette makers were routinely using filtration, expanded
tobacco, blending tricks, burn accelerants, recon, and (especially) ventilation to
achieve low tar and nicotine numbers. “Efficiency of filtration” was an expression
often used with reference to these lowered deliveries, though this again was mis-
leading, given that ventilation was really just dilution—and even then only under
the conditions of idealized smoking simulators. Dilution (i.e., ventilation) was com-
monly measured as the fraction of fresh air compared against the total volume of
smoke inhaled through a cigarette: Philip Morris’s Project Peter Pan, for example,
was an effort from the late 1970s to develop Lark, L&M, and Chesterfield cigarettes
for the European market using a filter ventilated to yield 12 percent dilution. Project
Gamma was an effort by the same company to produce a Virginia cigarette deliv-

The Grand Fraud of Ventilation 371



ering 4 milligrams of tar at 45 percent dilution. Some cigarettes had dilutions as
high as 99 percent—ultra-lows like Philip Morris’s Cambridge brand, for example,
developed through the company’s Trinity Project, which yielded less than .1 mil-
ligram of tar on smoking robots.33 Tar and nicotine levels could in fact be pushed
arbitrarily low simply by adding more—or bigger—ventilation slits. Cigarette mak-
ers knew that they could increase the “efficiency of filtration” to 50, 80, or even 99
percent just by creating ever draftier cigarettes; they also knew that the process was
deeply fraudulent.

HOW WAS VENTIL ATION FRAUDULENT?

Imagine you are worried about your weight, and someone offers you a “light” or
“diet” version of your favorite beer, which turns out to be the same old brew but
now accompanied by a special kind of straw through which you are required to
drink. This straw has a ring of tiny holes cut around the mouth end, which mixes
air in with your beer as you try to suck it up. How would you feel about such a beer
being advertised as “light” or “diet”? Imagine further that a testing agency has been
established with sophisticated machines designed (by the beer industry) to deter-
mine the rate at which one’s caloric intake is lowered by such means, so that beers
mixed with, say, 50 percent air were classed as “lights,” while those with an air-to-
beer ratio of, say, three to one were “ultralights.” Would that be a legitimate busi-
ness? (One can of course imagine a straw with so many holes that you don’t get any-
thing to drink at all—just air.) And just to complete the analogy: what if the holes
on these straws were placed close to the mouth end so people could cover them
easily with their fingers or lips, allowing them to imbibe air-free beer, or as much
beer as they wanted, with no dilution?

That is very much how ventilated cigarettes work. Most of the “light” and “ultra-
light” cigarettes sold over the past thirty or forty years have these tiny air intakes,
which is the principal means by which cigarettes are made “low tar.” You might as
well say that whipped cream is “low cal” compared with cream straight from the
carton. Which is also why the actual tobacco smoked in today’s cigarettes is no safer
than anything made a century ago. (On a gram-per-gram basis it is actually dead-
lier, since the low-alkaline blends introduced with flue-curing allow smokers to in-
hale. And filters have reduced smoke particle size, producing cancers deeper in the
lungs, making them harder to identify and harder to treat.) Cigarette makers learned
that by careful placement of these holes they could fool the machines used to mea-
sure tar and nicotine deliveries—along with the smokers buying into the whole “low-
tar” scam. And the odd fact is that key elements of this deception were revealed to
the outside world in the 1980s, when cigarette makers called Brown & Williamson
to the carpet for advertising a “99% tar-free” cigarette delivering only a single mil-
ligram of tar and only a fifth that mass of nicotine.
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FRAUD ON TOP OF FRAUD ON TOP OF FRAUD

Brown & Williamson’s ultra-low-tar Barclay, launched with great fanfare in 1980,
was unusual for several reasons. It was the most expensive launch in cigarette his-
tory, with $150 million allocated for advertising and promotion. It was also one of
the first cigarettes to make successful use of a toll-free 800 number, which customers
could call to redeem coupons for a free carton. And it was the most radically ven-
tilated cigarette, using a design quite different from brands such as True or Carl-
ton. Instead of tiny ventilation slits, the new cigarette had four evenly spaced hol-
low tubes running lengthwise along the mouthpiece, allowing air to rush in from
a ring of holes punched around the filter, like miniature jet intakes. “Channel,” “by-
pass,” or “backflow filter” ventilation it was sometimes called.

Other manufacturers were infuriated by Barclay’s claim to be delivering only one
milligram of tar—which was (rightly) recognized as a deceptive underestimate, a
fraud on top of a fraud on top of a fraud we might say. (Filters were already fraud-
ulent, ventilation added another layer of deception, and Barclay’s bypass filter was
fraudulent even from the point of view of the companies making ventilated ciga-
rettes.) In June of 1981 R. J. Reynolds took the unusual step of appealing to the Fed-
eral Trade Commission for a ruling on claims being made for Barclay, explaining
how the cigarette had been designed to conceal its actual deliveries. Reynolds at-
torneys noted that while advertised as yielding only one milligram of tar, the Bar-
clay was really more like a 3- to 7-milligram device, with a comparable exaggera-
tion for its nicotine delivery. The deception was greater even for Kool Ultra 84s: in
a series of experiments with its competitor’s cigarettes, Reynolds found that this
nominally one-milligram cigarette was in fact an 11-milligram device when smoked
(on a machine) with all four of its air channels blocked.34

Reynolds’s complaint was a high-risk proposition, given that virtually all low-tar
cigarettes by this time were relying on ventilation to achieve their good marks from
the FTC’s smoking robots—including the “hi-fi” brands marketed by Reynolds itself.
Reynolds in the fourth quarter of 1980, for example, had nearly doubled the ventila-
tion of its popular Salem Lights, from 15 to 29 percent (29 percent ventilation means
that 29 parts of fresh air are mixed with every 71 parts of smoke). Then again in 1982,
the same company increased the ventilation of another of its popular brands from 25
to 41 percent while reducing the weight of the cigarette slightly. A “Strategic Analy-
sis” prepared for the company in 1982 confided that “RJR in the past has tended to
lower tar level mainly through air-dilution.”35 Brown & Williamson with Barclay may
have waded in too deep, but it’s not like the other manufacturers were entirely dry.

The tobacco companies also knew that cigarettes delivered highly variable quan-
tities of smoke, depending on how intensively people smoked them. An unfiltered
fifties-style Camel puffed on lightly would deliver far less tar and nicotine than the
world’s lightest ultralight, smoked to the bitter end in the manner of a seasoned
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marijuana connoisseur. Some companies even toyed with the idea of making cig-
arettes with adjustable delivery rates, allowing smokers to choose their own per-
sonal level of “satisfaction.” Philip Morris and Reynolds in the early 1980s both tried
marketing “dial a filter” cigarettes, outfitted with devices that allowed a smoker to
close or to open up ventilation channels to adjust their own smoke deliveries—from,
say, 3 to 10 milligrams of tar or vice versa.36 Dial-a-tar gimmicks lasted only a couple
of years but weren’t really even necessary. They weren’t necessary because smokers
were already able to extract however much nicotine (and therefore tar) they required
simply by adjusting their smoking behavior through the unconscious process known
as compensation.

COMPENSATION

I’ve mentioned Lorillard’s observation from 1951 that smokers of tightly packed
filters tend to pull harder on their cigarettes, to compensate for the reduced smoke
flow rate. Also BAT’s admission from later in that decade that smokers of ventilated
cigarettes would tend to smoke more cigarettes, or to smoke them more intensively,
to obtain their accustomed dose of nicotine. German manufacturers had made sim-
ilar admissions even earlier. In 1940, for example, Peter Schesslitz in Germany’s lead-
ing tobacco trade newspaper commented on the call for low-nicotine products:
“What is the practical consequence of reducing nicotine? If in fact less nicotine is
taken in, people will just smoke another cigar or cigarette. For every smoker re-
quires a certain dose of nicotine to be satisfied.” Schesslitz’s point was that it didn’t
make sense to reduce the nicotine in cigarettes, since people would just end up
smoking more. And so instead he suggested that manufacturers should try to take
out whatever in the tar might be causing health problems. Nicotine was “the most
important constituent” (wirksamste Prinzip) of tobacco, which is why nicotine-free
tobacco “will never succeed” as a mass consumer good. Nicotine was not the only
reason people smoke; they also smoke because they like the taste, the smell, and
the look. But the comfort, the stimulation they get from smoking—“that comes from
nicotine alone.”37

Some tobacco manufacturers were clearly aware of compensation in the 1940s
and 1950s, but the phenomenon is not intensively studied until the 1960s and 1970s,
with the push to develop ever lower tar and nicotine yields. Ventilation becomes a
crucial element in cigarette design during this period, and cigarette makers start wor-
rying about—and researching—how low nicotine deliveries could be pushed while
still keeping smokers hooked. And the companies start trying to better understand
the psychology and psychopharmacology of smoking. They also come to appreciate
that cigarettes could be designed to be elastic, allowing smokers to obtain virtually
any level of “satisfaction” simply by smoking their cigarettes more intensively.38
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Philip Morris had one of the most ambitious efforts of this sort. Helmut Wake-
ham in the early 1960s had stressed the importance of understanding the psy-
chology of smoking and launched a substantial effort to explore how and why
people take up and continue the habit. Smoking behavior was the main focus, but
the program encompassed things like why smoking increased one’s heart rate, the
impact of nicotine on brain waves, and whether smoking helped to reduce stress
or aggression—and how best to understand compensation. From the outset the
assumption seems to have been that compensation was real: Wakeham by 1969, for
example, could report that people who changed to weaker cigarettes “smoked more
of each one and/or more cigarets,” just as people who changed to stronger cigarettes
“smoked less of each one.” William Dunn, the company’s top psychologist (and Prin-
cipal Scientist), about this same time commented on evidence accumulated by Philip
Morris that since “the smoker adapts his puff, it is reasonable to anticipate that he
adapts to maintain a fairly constant daily dosage.”39

Compensation remained a focus of Philip Morris’s Behavioral Research Program
into the early 1980s. A crucial precondition for work in this area was the realization—
by the 1960s—that most “confirmed” smokers (i.e., most smokers) are addicted and
smoke to obtain the alkaloid nicotine.40 Hundreds of testimonials to this effect can
be found in the industry’s archives. Nicotine was said to be the “primary reason”
people smoke, the sine qua non of smoking, and “the substance people desire in
their use of tobacco”; nicotine delivery was supposed to be the “dominant specifi-
cation” of cigarette design, and so forth.41 Here is some of the (private) language
used to define nicotine during this period:

“the primary motivation for smoking” Philip Morris, 1969
“a powerful pharmacological agent” Philip Morris, 1969
“a potent drug with a variety of physiological effects” Reynolds, 1972
“a habit-forming alkaloid” Reynolds, 1972
“the dominant desire” Reynolds, 1972
“the sine qua non of smoking” Reynolds, 1972
“the goodies” Philip Morris, 1975
“very basic to the cigarette industry’s existence” Reynolds, 1976
“the psychopharmacologic agent in tobacco” Reynolds, 1976
“a critical mainstay of tobacco consumption” Philip Morris, 1977
“the all important pharmacological effect” Lorillard, 1978
“the most important component of cigarette smoke” Philip Morris, 1980
“the thing we sell most” Philip Morris, 1980
“the addicting agent in cigarettes” Brown & Williamson, 1983
“a product design parameter” Reynolds, 1990
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Corresponding definitions were given for cigarettes, and for smokers. Cigarettes
were “the vehicle of smoke” and the act of puffing “an injection of nicotine.” Sir
Charles Ellis at BAT in 1961 characterized smokers as “nicotine addicts,” while
others in the industry talked about smokers as “nicotine seekers” who smoked “to
maintain a constant level of nicotine in the body.” William L. Dunn at Philip Morris
asked his colleagues to think of the cigarette pack as “a storage container for a day’s
supply of nicotine” and the cigarette as “a dispenser for a dose unit of nicotine.”42

CL AUDE TEAGUE’S CONFESSION—
AND THE WHITEWASH OF THE NICOTINE KID

This last-mentioned request, by the head of Philip Morris’s Behavioral Research Pro-
gram, deserves some comment. Dunn—aka “the Nicotine Kid”—was the company’s
chief psychologist and organizer of a January 1972 conference on the island nation
of St. Martin devoted to explaining “why people smoke.” Code-named Project Carib,
and sometimes referred to as the “Caribbean Caper,” the conference brought to-
gether twenty-five experts in psychology, sociology, anthropology, and psycho-
pharmacology, many of whom were old industry cronies, to reflect on what Dunn
in his opening remarks called “the charm” of tobacco use. The conference itself was
not a secret—the proceedings were published43—but the published record tells quite
a different story from what Dunn et al. were saying about nicotine in private.

In private Dunn talked about cigarette smoke as “a drug” (“It is, of course”), con-
fessing this to his superior, Helmut Wakeham, and adding that this should not go
“beyond these walls” given its “dangerous F.D.A. implications.” Dunn hoped to be
able to predict “whether a trier will become a smoker” and compared smoking to
“an injection of nicotine.” The difficulty was that a cigarette that does not deliver
nicotine “cannot lead to habituation, and would therefore almost certainly fail.”
Wakeham himself had postulated a two-stage sequence for “Why One Smokes,” with
novices starting for “psychosocial” reasons whereas “confirmed smokers” continue
as “the pharmacological effect takes over to sustain the habit.” Wakeham identified
“the primary motivation for smoking” as being “to obtain the pharmacological effect
of nicotine”; that was indeed his “first premise.”44 Dunn also approved the follow-
ing description of how hard it was to quit, based on his company’s study of the 1969
attempt by the entire town of Greenfield, Iowa, to quit smoking “cold turkey,” co-
incident with the local filming of a movie with that title (starring Dick Van Dyke):

Even after eight months quitters were apt to report having neurotic symptoms, such
as feeling depressed, being restless and tense, being ill-tempered, having a loss of en-
ergy, being apt to doze off. . . . This is not the happy picture painted by the Cancer So-
ciety’s anti-smoking commercial which shows an exuberant couple leaping in the air
and kicking their heels with joy because they’ve kicked the habit. A more appropri-
ate commercial would show a restless, nervous, constipated husband bickering vi-
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ciously with his bitchy wife, who is nagging him about his slothful behavior and grow-
ing waistline.45

Dunn’s published conference volume paints quite a different picture. The book
makes only a couple of passing references to nicotine addiction, and gives a white-
washed, cigarette-friendly slant to “why people smoke.” Hans Selye from the Uni-
versity of Montreal talked about smoking as a “defensive mechanism” against stress;
smoking was a “diversional activity” that people “naturally turn to” to mitigate the
stimuli of modern life. Hans Eysenck emphasized personality traits: smokers were
“thrill” and “sensation seekers” who smoked more, just as they were “more active
sexually,” enjoying sex “in more different positions,” with “more prolonged love play.”
Norman Heimstra from the University of South Dakota postulated “a beneficial role”
for smoking in the realm of mental health, and Albert Damon from Harvard re-
ported on how Bushmen from the Kalahari Desert saw smoking as increasing “so-
cial rapport and kindness toward others.” Richard Hickey and Evelyn Harner from
the University of Pennsylvania admitted that smokers smoke to obtain nicotine but
also claimed that the alkaloid worked to alleviate hunger and sharpen mental fac-
ulties. Smokers were better drivers and better able to solve mathematical problems.
Hickey and Harner hypothesized that smoking “may be of benefit to some people
in the alleviation of hypoglycemia” and challenged the reigning medical orthodoxy
that smoking could be blamed for women having smaller babies. Much of this is
wrapped in the guise of complex charts and sciencey-sounding language.46 There
is no mention of the crucial fact of compensation, and no talk of how low-delivery
cigarettes were not likely to be lessening risks. The whitewash is perhaps not sur-
prising, given that the Council for Tobacco Research financed the junket and sev-
eral contributors were either CTR Special Projects operatives (Hickey, Eysenck, and
Selye, for example) or industry employees (Dunn himself but also A. K. Armitage
from Britain’s Tobacco Research Council in Harrogate).

Privately, however, Dunn was admitting that people smoke principally to obtain
nicotine, that most smokers are addicted, and that smokers switching to “light” or
“low-tar” cigarettes will smoke them more intensively to obtain their requisite nico-
tine fix. In March of 1973 Dunn reported on a Philip Morris study comparing smok-
ing behavior in 1972 to that in 1968, observing that smokers who had shifted to
lower-delivery cigarettes were now smoking “more cigarettes as well as more of the
rod from each cigarette,” confirming previous studies suggesting the operation of
a “tar and/or nicotine quota mechanism.” Smokers had adjusted their behavior “to
compensate for the decreases in tar and nicotine delivery of their cigarettes.”47 And
smoking was clearly not just a habit. In a 1974 presentation to Philip Morris pres-
ident Clifford Goldsmith, Dunn commented:

I’m sure you are aware of our belief people smoke for rewards they get from smoke at
the pharmacological level. . . . It’s simply not an adequate explanation to say that smok-
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ing is a habit, or that it is social behavior. . . . If this is true, then we would expect the
smoker to seek to take in that amount of smoke that does the job best for him. He is
going to regulate his intake to suit his need. . . . We are hypothesizing that the smoker
regulates his smoke intake. To suit his dosage needs he’ll take in more if the smoke is
low in tar, less if the smoke is high in tar. . . . It may be that the Marlboro smoker to-
day gets as much from his cigarette as the Philip Morris non-filter smoker got 20 years
ago.48

The other companies were working along these same lines and coming to simi-
lar conclusions. Claude E. Teague in 1972 in an internal Reynolds memo confided:

In theory, and probably in fact, a given smoker on a given day has a rather fixed per
hour and per day requirement for nicotine. Given a cigarette that delivers less nico-
tine than he desires, the smoker will subconsciously adjust his puff volume and fre-
quency, and smoking frequency, so as to obtain and maintain his per hour and per
day requirement for nicotine. . . . Thus, despite the philosophy of our critics, there can
be no virtue or logic in reducing per cigarette nicotine level below that desired by the
smoker. Additionally, if this be true, and if all leading cigarette brands deliver about
the same amount of “tar” per unit of nicotine—that is, all have about the same T/N
Ratio—then regardless of which cigarette the smoker choses [sic], in obtaining his daily
nicotine requirement he will receive about the same daily amount of “tar.” If, as claimed
by some anti-tobacco critics, the alleged health hazard of smoking is directly related
to the amount of “tar” to which the smoker is exposed per day, and the smoker bases
his consumption on nicotine, then a present “low tar, low nicotine” cigarette offers
zero advantage [!] to the smoker over a “regular” filter cigarette, but simply costs him
more money and exposes him to substantially increased amounts of allegedly harm-
ful gas phase components in obtaining his desired daily amount of nicotine.49

In a nutshell: the tar and nicotine values advertised by cigarette manufacturers (from
FTC ratings) didn’t mean very much. “Low tars” were a fraud, just as “lights” would
be in the decades following their introduction in the early 1970s.

THE SPECTER OF WEANING

These were serious matters, especially in the context of falling (machine-measured)
tar and nicotine yields. No one really knew how low nicotine could go before smok-
ers would start quitting; compensation obviously had physical limits, but no one
knew what these were. That, again, is one reason nicotine pharmacology was given
such attention: the fear was that nicotine levels might be pushed below some crit-
ical threshold, loosening the grip of addiction. Much of this was discussed in terms
of “weaning”—or worse. BAT researchers as early as 1959 worried that lowering
the nicotine content of cigarettes past a certain point “might end in destroying the
nicotine habit in a large number of consumers and prevent it ever being acquired
by new smokers.” Claude Teague a decade later talked about the danger of “wean-
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ing” as the “long term liquidation of the cigarette industry.”50 This was a worry
throughout the 1960s and 1970s—and not just in the English-speaking world.

In 1968, for example, British cigarette manufacturers reported on concerns ex-
pressed by the Japanese tobacco monopoly that “if nicotine level goes below 0.7 and
tar below 10 mg per cigarette, the consumers would not accept it.” This is a crucial
aspect of the history of cigarettes, this worry within the industry that if nicotine
levels were to fall below some critical threshold people might start to quit. Expres-
sions of concern along these lines can often be found in the industry’s archives, along
with discussions of how low nicotine levels could go while still keeping smokers
hooked. Philip Morris in 1965, for example, in a detailed plan for future cigarette
designs, recommended that while tar deliveries should be kept below 10 milligrams,
nicotine deliveries should be kept at 0.7 milligram or above. Teague at Reynolds cal-
culated a “minimum satisfying amount of nicotine” at 1.3 milligrams per cigarette,
with a “minimum practical” tar-to-nicotine ratio of about ten.51 Similar calcula-
tions were performed at the other companies. (N.B. These are calculations of nico-
tine deliveries, not nicotine in the actual rod. Nicotine in the actual rod was rarely
allowed to drop below about 10 milligrams per cigarette, and no cigarette was ever
commercially successful with much less than this amount. See the box on page 380.)

Evidence of a deliberate strategy of this sort—keeping nicotine levels above some
minimal level while reducing tars—can be found in many industry documents.
Philip Rogers and Geoffrey Todd of Britain’s Tobacco Research Council visited the
United States in 1964, for example, where they learned that Hanmer at American
Tobacco had been told that “it was important to keep up the nicotine content of the
smoke, while reducing anything that ought to be reduced.” Similar views prevailed
in England. Brown & Williamson’s head of research toured Imperial Tobacco’s fa-
cilities at Bristol and TRC research labs at Harrogate in 1965, reporting back that
“their approach seems to be to find ways of obtaining maximum nicotine for min-
imum tar.” Lots of different methods were being tried for this purpose, including
“addition of nicotine containing powders” to tobacco and “nicotine fortification of
cigarette paper.”52

Of course the industry’s public posture was rather different. The companies have
always insisted that tar and nicotine levels are somehow dictated by the biology of
the tobacco plant, when the truth is that these “travel together” only because man-
ufacturers choose this to be the case. Tar-to-nicotine ratios are the result of inten-
tional design and in no sense facts of nature. The common ten-to-one ratio in the
machine-measured deliveries of many cigarettes is a result of two rather different
decisions: (1) nicotine deliveries are kept as high as they are because to go much
below this risks “weaning” smokers from their habit; and (2) tar levels are kept as
high as they are because “flavors” are needed to mask the unpleasant taste of nico-
tine. Deviations from such designs are not difficult to produce, however. Nicotine-
free cigarettes were already being manufactured in the nineteenth century, and the
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How Much Nicotine Should Be Allowed
in Cigarettes?
The new FDA is barred from eliminating nicotine from cigarettes entirely, but noth-
ing prevents it from requiring a drastic reduction in nicotine to sub-addictive, sub-
compensable levels. Mandating such reductions will cause people to smoke far
fewer cigarettes and will result in dramatically reduced rates of death and disease.
How low, though, should nicotine levels be pushed to prevent addiction?

There has never been a commercially successful cigarette with less than about
one percent nicotine in the rod. Cigarettes weigh about a gram, so one percent
would be about 10 milligrams (mg) in the actual tobacco. Sano cigarettes in 1961
had only about 8 mg, lowest among the top forty brands in the United States, and
its failure is sometimes traced to its low nicotine numbers. Drop this to about one
milligram in the rod, and we would probably have a cigarette that could not cre-
ate or sustain addiction. Smoking rates would plummet. One could also, though,
build in a larger margin of safety.

Neal Benowitz and Jack Henningfield in a 1994 article in the New England Jour-
nal of Medicine made a case for allowing no more than 0.4 to 0.5 mg of nicotine
per cigarette (in the rod), based on their reckoning that people who smoke only
five cigarettes per day are usually not addicted. People who smoke only five ciga-
rettes a day typically have a daily nicotine intake of about 5 mg, which these au-
thors claim would be a threshold below which one could not “readily establish and
sustain addiction.” Cigarettes today contain an average of about 10 mg of nicotine
and deliver about 1 mg to the smoker—meaning a “bioavailability” of around 10
percent. Cigarettes can be smoked more or less intensively, however, and this
bioavailability can vary from 3 percent to as high as 40 percent. A (very) light or
cautious smoker might draw out only 3 percent of the nicotine in a cigarette, but
a (very) determined smoker might extract as much as 40 percent.

Assuming this maximum of 40 percent, how low would the nicotine content
of a cigarette have to be to guarantee that a smoker of, say, thirty cigarettes per day
would receive no more than 5 mg daily of nicotine? Benowitz and Henningfield
point out that if each cigarette contained only 0.4 mg of nicotine, then smokers of
thirty cigarettes per day could get only 30 × 0.4 × 0.4 = 5 mg per day. It would
therefore be very hard for anyone to become addicted by smoking cigarettes con-
taining only 0.4 mg of nicotine. Cigarettes of this sort could still cause disease, but
they would not be cigarettes to which one could become addicted. The tobacco
industry has the means to produce such cigarettes: supercritical extraction tech-
nologies, for example, allow the removal of up to 97 percent of the nicotine from
a tobacco blend.

Food and drug authorities should move quickly to reduce the levels of nico-
tine allowable in cigarettes. Short of barring cigarettes altogether, it would be hard
to name a policy with more dramatic consequences for public health. Millions of
lives would be saved, as smokers would be weaned from their addiction. Which
is, after all, what most smokers want.



industry has experimented with devices delivering nicotine only, meaning virtu-
ally zero tar (recently fashionable “electronic cigarettes” come close to this, though
they also typically deliver flavorants and humectants such as propylene or diethyl-
ene glycol). The industry landed on the 10:1 tar/nicotine ratio because this was what
sold—and was needed to preserve addiction. Nicotine-free cigarettes have never
been commercially successful, because they don’t create and sustain addiction. And
nicotine-only designs tend to be awkward and inconvenient—and usually taste
rather foul. And are poor alternatives to quitting.

ENGINEERING EL ASTICIT Y

The principal response to the threat of weaning, however, has been to design ciga-
rettes in such a way that smokers could obtain however much nicotine they wanted,
even from cigarettes rated low in tar and nicotine. (Here again the distinction be-
tween nicotine content and nicotine delivery is crucial, since “low delivery” ciga-
rettes usually contain the same amount of nicotine as regulars—typically about 10 mil-
ligrams in the actual rod—even though they deliver less when measured on smoking
robots.) Several different methods have been developed to enable this “elasticity,”
but the most important involve placing ventilation slits close to the mouth where
they can easily—and unconsciously—be covered by the smoker’s lips or fingers. The
phenomenon is known as “occlusion,” “hole-blocking,” “obturation,” or “lip drape”
and eventually becomes a key aspect of cigarette design.53

When did the industry realize that smokers could use such methods to defeat
ventilation? The companies must have known from the beginning that ventilation
could be gamed, but the first known studies attempting to quantify this effect date
from the mid-1960s. Philip Morris’s Project 1600 was an important locus for such
inquiries, and the project’s 1966 Annual Report makes it clear that smokers of low-
delivery cigarettes (“health filter smokers”) were adjusting their puff volume—
taking larger puffs—to obtain a constant smoke intake. Additional measurements
were done the following year, as part of an effort to see whether smokers might be
covering up the ventilation holes. William Dunn at Philip Morris supervised a num-
ber of such studies, exploring the extent to which “lipping behavior” might be com-
promising ventilation. Dunn and his colleagues had found that “partial occlusion
of air holes” was “likely among many smokers when the holes are placed in an 8 to
10mm band, measuring from the outer end of the tipping.” They also commented
on how ventilation holes were most commonly being placed at about 8 to 10 milli-
meters from the mouth end of the cigarette—precisely where smokers could easily
cover them up. The take-home message was clear: “We submit these results as further
evidence that smokers adjust puff intake in order to maintain constant smoke intake.”54

Over the next several years Philip Morris produced dozens of internal reports
on vent hole “occlusion.” William Dunn at Philip Morris was a leader here; in an
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operation given the code name Project Pandora he and his technical staff designed
elaborate setups to photograph smokers as they covered the holes. In one instance
the holes were so small that the cameramen had trouble getting clear shots, so they
ended up having to mark the holes with ink to see when they were being covered.
The researchers didn’t want the subjects to know what was being measured, so a
“cover story” was invented about the photographers needing something to focus
on.55 Studies of this sort showed that people smoking cigarettes with highly venti-
lated tips end up unconsciously covering the holes with their lips or fingers, allow-
ing them to extract more nicotine.

The industry regarded this as part of the more general phenomenon of com-
pensation, also referred to as “adaptation,” “titration behavior,” or “self-dosing.” And
the phenomenon was clearly regarded not as a negative but rather as an aspect of
smoking behavior that could be exploited. Cigarettes were in fact designed to be
“elastic,” meaning they could be smoked with different levels of intensity. Elasticity
made it possible for smokers to obtain high levels of nicotine even from cigarettes
certified as low-yield by FTC standards.56 So cigarettes designed to yield, say, half
a milligram of nicotine when tested on a machine would deliver twice that when
smoked by an actual human. BAT made this explicit in a 1977 document discussing
“minimum effective nicotine levels”: “The minimum effective nicotine level will de-
pend very much on the idiosyncrasies of individual smokers, but we should aim at
a cigarette delivering at least 0.5 mg of [machine-measured] nicotine. With appro-
priate design, including moderately low draw resistance, smokers will be able to
obtain up to 1 mg nicotine from such a cigarette.”57 Compensation, in other words,
allowed cigarette makers to design cigarettes that would deliver significantly higher
yields to people than would be recorded on automatic smoking machines.

That was clearly the virtue of Barclay’s radical bypass filter, whose inventor,
Robert R. Johnson, actually expressed his pleasure at having found a way to deliver
more tar and nicotine than the FTC’s machines would record. In a series of memos
sent to the company’s chief of research and other higher-ups in the company, John-
son waxed enthusiastic about having found “a cigarette that shows low deliveries
on machine smoking and much higher deliveries when people smoke it.” For John-
son et al. this was clearly not a flaw but a virtue—and an opportunity (hence the
patent)—with the key innovation being the “loss of filter ventilation by collapse of
tipping into the grooves during hard puffing.”58 The filters were designed to suc-
ceed by failing—and by fooling their users.

Cigarette manufacturers collected “delivery data” throughout the 1970s and
1980s, refining their understanding of compensation and how to deal with it. Ma-
chines were developed to more accurately simulate human smoking and to com-
pare the smoke inhaled by humans with smoke inhaled by the (less honest) ma-
chines used to establish tar and nicotine numbers. In 1975, for example, Barbro
Goodman, the scientist in charge of Philip Morris’s human smoke simulator pro-
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gram, reported on a study comparing Marlboro Lights and Marlboro regulars:
“Marlboro Lights cigarettes were not smoked like regular Marlboros. There were
differences in the size and frequency of the puffs, with larger volumes taken on Marl-
boro Lights by both regular Marlboro smokers and Marlboro Lights smokers.”
Goodman found that Marlboro Lights “delivered more TPM [total particulate mat-
ter] to the smoker” than standardized machines would indicate, suggesting that
smokers were taking larger puffs, puffing harder, or performing some other com-
pensatory behavior. Her report concluded that smokers of Marlboro Lights took
larger puffs than when smoking Marlboro (regular) 85s: “The larger puffs, in turn,
increased the delivery of Marlboro Lights proportionally. In effect, the M 85 smok-
ers in this study did not achieve any reduction in smoke intake by smoking a cig-
arette (Marlboro Lights) normally considered low in delivery.”59 Goodman’s report
circulated widely within the company, with copies going not just to her immediate
superior, Leo F. Meyer, but also to at least eight others in the company, including
Frank E. Resnick, director of the Philip Morris Research Center and later chairman
and CEO of Philip Morris USA. This was sophisticated science, using precise meas-
urements, multivariate statistical analysis, and careful controls. The data and graphs
alone took up more than ten pages.

Most manufacturers by this time were conducting similar studies. BAT in its
Southampton laboratories had a specially designed smoking machine (“puff du-
plicator”) that could be programmed to reproduce the smoking pattern of any given
human, complete with variations on puffing size, duration, timing, resistance to
draw, and so forth, collecting and measuring the effluent tar, nicotine, and gas.60

Philip Morris had a sophisticated “Human Smoker Simulator,” allowing it to mimic
and model any desired human smoking behavior. Imperial Tobacco’s machine, in-
terestingly, was known as a “Slave Smoker,” a nice complement to their private ob-
servation that people who try to quit soon learn they have become “slaves to their
cigarettes.”61

HANGING TO GETHER

Now back to the Barclay squabble. The Federal Trade Commission was convinced
by Reynolds’s charge of “design defects” in BAT’s cigarette and ruled in June 1982
that Barclay’s “unique filter design” precluded an accurate measure of tar and nico-
tine deliveries.62 The matter didn’t rest here, however, as the fraternal infighting was
soon dragged overseas. On September 2, 1983, Philip Morris paid for ads to be
placed in two leading Dutch newspapers, attacking Barclay’s claims (as BAT’s awk-
ward translation reveals): “People think that there exists no health danger anymore
now, but research in America has proved that smokers, who slightly compress the
Barclay filter between their lips, will take in six times as much nicotine and tar as
stated on the packing.” BAT was infuriated, calling this “the first occasion of which
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we are aware” in which a competitor had “raised the health issue to gain a com-
petitive advantage.” BAT lawyers also accused Philip Morris of breaking the law—
by using “comparative” and “misleading” advertising. BAT Chairman Patrick
Sheehy wrote to Philip Morris, accusing the Americans of making a “mockery of
industry co-operation on smoking and health issues” and inaugurating a “free-for-
all” in which the industry as a whole would suffer.63

Philip Morris realized it had made a mistake and reassured BAT of its desire for
the industry to “hang together,” especially when BAT withdrew from INFOTAB,
the industry’s global information clearinghouse (Philip Morris’s local Dutch oper-
ations were blamed for the embarrassing ads). BAT for its part knew the situation
was “legally and morally dangerous for the industry”; they didn’t want to harm IN-
FOTAB or the collaborative project more generally, they just wanted to be sure that
“all members stick to the rules for the future”—meaning no competition over health
claims and no maligning of other companies’ products.64

Ill will between the companies dragged on for years, however, as BAT kept ad-
vertising its Barclay as a one-milligram (tar) cigarette. Following threats of litiga-
tion in a number of countries, BAT’s American affiliate, Brown & Williamson, finally
met with Philip Morris and Imperial Tobacco to try to heal the rift. On January 19–
20, 1989, in a hotel room at London’s Gatwick airport, Philip Morris expressed it-
self as still “very unenthusiastic” about the claims being made for Barclay as “99
percent tar free” but also cautioned BAT against publicizing how actual human de-
liveries could deviate from the numbers indicated on cigarette ads and packs. Philip
Morris reminded Brown & Williamson that such comparisons were “extremely dan-
gerous for the entire industry,” threatening as they did to upset the whole low-tar
applecart. BAT finally promised to withdraw its one-milligram claim and Philip
Morris withdrew its complaints, to preserve the integrity of the conspiracy not to
air any dirty “smoking and health” laundry in public.65

The public health community by this time, however, was beginning to recognize
the fraudulent nature of low-yield cigarettes. Crucial here was a series of papers from
1980 by Lynn T. Kozlowski, a psychologist at the University of Toronto, who showed
that smokers of low-tar cigarettes “sometimes defeat the purpose of the smoke-di-
lution holes by occluding them with fingers, lips, or tape.” Kozlowski and his col-
leagues examined staining patterns on cigarette butts and found that as many as
two-thirds of all low-tar smokers were routinely blocking the slits punched into ven-
tilated filters. Lipstick marks were found covering the holes, and some smokers were
observed holding the cigarette with their teeth, allowing their lips to “occlude” the
holes. Some even admitted to covering the holes with tape or holding the cigarette
with both hands. The team also found signs of hole blocking on spent filters (apart
from the lipstick marks): the ends of obstructed filters were typically a homoge-
neous brown, whereas unblocked filters had a dark spot in the middle surrounded
by a less darkened ring (since clean ventilated air rushes in from the edges). Mea-
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surements of cigarettes with blocked and unblocked vents showed that smokers
could more than double the amount of tar and nicotine they were inhaling—and
quadruple their carbon monoxide. Kozlowski et al. followed shortly thereafter with
other articles in Science and elsewhere, concluding that tar and nicotine deliveries
had changed little over time, despite the much-ballyhooed introduction of “light”
and “low-tar” cigarettes.66

Scientists also started finding that the amount of tar and nicotine actually ab-
sorbed by smokers was pretty much the same, regardless of whether one smoked
high- or low-tar cigarettes. In 1983 UCSF pharmacologist Neal Benowitz published
an article in the New England Journal of Medicine on his discovery that smokers
were getting just as much nicotine in their bodies, regardless of whether they smoked
low- or high-yield cigarettes. Benowitz had been measuring a nicotine metabolite
known as cotinine in the blood of smokers and noticed that when he tried to cor-
relate cotinine levels with official tar and nicotine values listed for the brands ac-
tually smoked there was no distinguishable pattern—meaning no low-tar benefit.
Smokers of “high-yield” cigarettes had low levels of cotinine in their blood, and vice
versa. This shocking conclusion was announced in the title of his article, as was com-
ing to be the fashion in science: “Smokers of Low-Yield Cigarettes Do Not Consume
Less Nicotine.” An editorial in the same issue asked, “Are ‘low-yield’ cigarettes re-
ally safer?” The answer was a resounding “No.” Scholars henceforth would have to
acknowledge what the industry had known for years: people smoking “light” or
“low-tar” cigarettes were getting as much tar and nicotine as smokers of regular
cigarettes.67

This was an astonishing conclusion and spelled the beginning of the end for (pub-
lic) hopes that low-tar cigarettes would prove less deadly. A generation of public
health bureaucrats had credited the industry with making “safer” cigarettes, and some
had even worked with the companies to help design such products.68

What Kozlowski and Benowitz did not know, though, and could not have known,
was that they were basically reinventing wheels fashioned years earlier by the in-
dustry. Dunn at Philip Morris, for example, had been exploring compensation since
the mid-1960s, in a series of elaborate experiments on smoking behavior conducted
as part of the company’s Project 1600. By the mid-1960s Dunn and colleagues had
found strong evidence that “smokers adjust puff intake in order to maintain con-
stant smoke intake.”69 Compensation was so well known inside the industry that it
had many different names: I’ve mentioned “hole-blocking,” “obturation,” “lipping
behavior,” and “self-dosing,” but there was also talk of “finger-tip dosage control,”
“self-medication,” “accommodation,” “nicotine titration,” and a “quota mechanism.”
The companies also made efforts to quantify the phenomenon and to explore how
it might be used to guard against the threat of weaning.

One reason this is significant is that (some) health authorities throughout this
time had been advising smokers to switch to cigarettes delivering less tar and nico-
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tine. The 1981 Surgeon General’s report advised that people “switch to cigarettes
yielding less ‘tar’ and nicotine,” provided they didn’t change their smoking behav-
ior in other ways. David M. Burns, a distinguished pulmonologist who had also
served as one of the scientific editors of the report, later testified that if those prepar-
ing the report had known what the industry knew, they never would have made
that recommendation. Jonathan Samet, an epidemiologist (and pulmonologist) who
worked on other Surgeon General’s reports, put the matter as follows:

The 1981 Report did not fully take into consideration the phenomenon of compen-
sation, and how smokers smoke to get a certain amount of nicotine, and will even ad-
just their smoking behavior to get the amount of nicotine they seek or are accustomed
to . . . we didn’t know in 1981 the extent to which smokers would compensate after
switching to a “low tar” and low nicotine yield product.70

Samet et al. didn’t know, because the industry had never disclosed its extensive work
in this area.

MORAL REASONING, TOBACCO-ST YLE

Should the industry have publicized what it knew about compensation? Oddly
enough, this question was posed as early as 1974 by Philip Morris’s principal sci-
entist, Raymond Fagan, who came to a predictable conclusion in a discussion of
the company’s “moral obligation.” The memo is addressed to Helmut Wakeham,
Philip Morris’s vice president for research, and is one of the few instances in which
we find industry scientists engaging in moral reasoning: “Some concern has been
expressed concerning the moral obligation of Philip Morris (and perhaps the to-
bacco industry) to reveal to the FTC the fact that some cigarette smokers may be
getting more tar than the FTC rating of that cigarette.”71 Wakeham had mentioned
such concerns after a recent speech in New York, and the same question was raised
when he spoke again in Richmond. Fagan reassured his boss of the rightness of their
silence:

I believe that there need be no such concern, at least from a position of morality. It is
obvious that HEW knows that smokers can vary their intake. . . . The FTC tar and nico-
tine rating is an indicator of the delivery. The assumption upon which the numbers
is based is that the smoker’s puffing habits will not change. There is no assumption
that the number of cigarettes or that the number of puffs will change. Granting that
puffing behavior (puff volume, puff duration, puff interval) remain constant then the
cigarette with a lower FTC tar will deliver to the smoker less tar than a cigarette with
a higher FTC rating. And that is all the FTC and HEW are trying to do with the pub-
licized numbers.72

Actually, that is not all the Federal Trade Commission and Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare were trying to do with those numbers. The FTC was try-
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ing to provide a reasonable measure of how much tar and nicotine smokers could
expect to inhale, as part of its statutory duty to prevent “deceptive acts or practices.”
The numbers were supposed to be relevant to the question of danger. Lower-tar cig-
arettes were widely thought to be safer cigarettes; the companies had implied as
much in advertising, and policy recommendations had been constructed on this
basis. Senator Robert Kennedy in 1967 had proposed a federal sales tax pegged to
tar levels, and similar bills were proposed in the 1970s by Senators Frank Moss (D-
Utah) and Ted Kennedy (D-Mass.). The city of New York in 1971 passed a special
tax on high-tar cigarettes, acting on the initiative of Mayor John Lindsay. Govern-
ments in other parts of the world were also taking steps to mandate maximum al-
lowable cigarette yields, believing these to be of real health benefit. Britain’s High
Tar Tax went into effect in 1978, and a personage no less than Sir Richard Doll de-
fended such a tax in 1982. Several Middle Eastern states (Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Iraq,
Oman, Bahrain, etc.) passed maximum tar and nicotine standards (typically 15 and
1 milligrams, respectively) in the early 1980s, and the European Union in 1990 en-
acted similar restrictions, requiring maximum tar yields to drop from 15 milligrams
in 1992 to 12 milligrams by 1997.73 Many people in the public health community
had been led to believe that “low tar” meant “safer” and would continue along this
false path for years to come.

The tobacco industry likes to confuse this point in court, claiming basically that
everyone knew that the tar and nicotine figures reported to the FTC were only ap-
proximations and could not be used to predict actual smoking behavior. That is not
the crucial question, however, nor has it ever been. The question was never whether
the harmful effects of smoking depend on how or how much you smoke—that has
always been obvious—at least since the recognition of tobacco mortality. If smok-
ing is bad for you, then it is obviously worse to smoke more rather than less. Smoke
a cigarette farther down on the butt, or hold the smoke longer in your lungs, or in-
hale it more deeply, and you will get a bigger dose of poisons. Throw the cigarette
down as soon as you light it, and you won’t be exposed to much of anything. That
much is obvious—a banal truism—and beside the point.

The point is rather that cigarette manufacturers knew from early on that tar and
nicotine numbers were systematically flawed in the direction of underestimating
yields, due to compensation. Compensation was not taken into account in the FTC’s
decision to require publication of tar and nicotine levels; those measurements were
mandated to provide an index of what smokers could expect from smoking a par-
ticular kind of cigarette. Smokers did not know—nor were they ever told—that these
numbers were essentially meaningless.

Fagan, though, reports to his research chief at the world’s largest tobacco com-
pany that they had no “moral obligation” to inform government regulators that their
measurements were flawed. And then goes on to suggest that one way to get smok-
ers to lower their tar intake would be to “teach the smokers to smoke in a manner
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which gives him less tar.” There is no evidence the industry ever took such a step,
or even took it seriously. Fagan’s memo concludes (bizarrely) by noting that in the
history of human health, diseases have more often been conquered by changing the
environment (he mentions chlorination of water and pasteurization of milk) than
by changing behavior. The obvious conclusion would be to have cigarette manu-
facturers stop making cigarettes, but that is not where Fagan takes us. Nor does he
ever acknowledge that tobacco was the chief cause of the world’s rapidly worsen-
ing cancer epidemic and that men like himself were crucial agents in its advance.

AS DANGEROUS AS ANY EVER SMOKED

The cigarettes smoked today are as dangerous as any ever smoked. And as addic-
tive. Total alkaloid levels in virtually all cigarettes remain as high as in the 1950s—
kept between one and two percent by weight—since the industry knows this is cru-
cial for maintaining addiction. The billions spent by the industry on research have
really just brought us ever more perfect killing kits, dressed in ever more attractive
packaging. Smokers who smoke today’s filtered, low-tar, or “light” cigarettes are as
likely to suffer and die from smoking as earlier generations, a fact at variance with
decades of advertised assurances.

That was the shocking conclusion of the National Cancer Institute in its im-
portant 2001 publication titled Risks Associated with Smoking Cigarettes with Low
Machine-Measured Yields of Tar and Nicotine, better known as Monograph 13. This
carefully researched volume showed that low-yield cigarettes “have not significantly
decreased the disease risk” and that, in fact, the shift to such cigarettes “may be
partly responsible for the increase in lung cancer for long-term smokers who have
switched to the low-tar/low-nicotine brands.”74 Chapters by Kozlowski and Beno-
witz reviewed the case for compensation and the exploitation of “elasticity”; and a
long chapter on epidemiology by David Burns, Jacqueline Major, and Thomas
Shanks of UC San Diego, Michael Thun of the American Cancer Society, and
Jonathan Samet of Johns Hopkins explained how hopes for a decline in lung can-
cer from the shift to lower-yield cigarettes had not materialized. The authors cau-
tioned that the reduced particle size of smoke from filtration might even be caus-
ing an increase in lung cancers in the distant reaches of the lungs, making smoke
from low-yield products even more harmful.

NCI publications are not generally given to overstatement, and it is serious busi-
ness when they charge an industry with deception. The report was immediately en-
dorsed by the American Medical Association, which called for Congress to enact
legislation to allow the FDA to regulate tobacco and to protect the lives and health
“of all Americans from the specious lies the tobacco industry has spread for
decades.”75 Monograph 13 is significant for what it concludes but also for the kind
of sources it used to come to that conclusion. It is the first major U.S. governmen-
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tal report to use the extensive, formerly secret documents of the tobacco industry
to come to an assessment of a health hazard. This is an important breakthrough,
this recognition that we can no longer understand disease in the human body with-
out understanding the extent to which some corporate agent, by its decisions or
negligence, may have caused that disease. The tobacco industry for decades oper-
ated largely in the dark, with unimpeded access to the halls of power and virtual
freedom from regulation. That free ride is finally coming to an end, following
decades of doubt-mongering and duplicity.
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figure 1. Mayan smoking image (and glyphs) from the Madrid Codex, circa 1600. 
Hundreds of such glyphs are known, with separate symbols for smoking, tobacco leaves, 
tobacco smoke, and so forth. Exact provenience for this image is unknown, but scholars 
postulate a seventeenth-century origin in Peten or Tayasal. Enhanced image reproduced 
by permission from W+D Wissenschaft.

figure 2. “Do You Inhale?” 
American Tobacco developed this 

series of ads—drawn by pinup  
artist John La Gatta—to associate  

cigarette smoke inhalation with 
sexual satisfaction.



figure 3. Tobacco tax patriotism. Tobacco companies in the 1940s bragged 
about helping to boost the American war effort by generating tax revenues. 
Much of that braggadocio disappeared in the 1960s, when the industry tried  
to assume a lower profile. Part of the now-lost rhetorics of gigantism. From  
Sold American, May 15, 1944, Bates 990626163–6450, p. 27.



figure 4. Cigarette rollers in 
nineteenth-century America. 

Cigarettes were rolled by hand 
until the invention of automatic 

rolling machines in the 1880s. 
The girls and women employed 

for such purposes would typi-
cally roll two hundred to one 

thousand cigarettes per day, 
compared with the hundreds 
of thousands and eventually 

millions per day cranked out 
by machines. From Robert K. 

Heimann, Tobacco and Ameri-
cans (New York: McGraw-Hill, 

1960), 211.

figure 5. Bonsack machine from 1881. James Bonsack’s patented 
cigarette-making machine produced a continuous rod of compressed 
tobacco, which could then be wrapped with paper and cut to some 
regularized size. The Bonsack machine revolutionized the manufac-
ture of cigarettes, allowing as many as a hundred thousand cigarettes 
per day to be extruded. Cigarette making was one of the first examples 
of “continuous process” manufacturing. From Bonsack’s U.S. patent 
application, granted Mar. 8, 1881 (#238,640).



figure 6. Hauni Protos-M5. The Hauni company of Hamburg, Germany, dominates 
the world trade in cigarette-making machines. Hauni’s are the world’s fastest cigarette ma-
chines, capable of rolling about twenty thousand cigarettes per minute, or 10 million per 
eight-hour shift. These are some of the deadliest machines ever invented and crucial links 
in the causal chain joining tobacco leaf and death from smoking cigarettes. From Hauni’s 
website, http.//www.hauni.com.

figure 7. Candy cigarettes from the 1940s and 1950s were often packaged to look like 
the actual smoking article; candy cigarettes from the 1960s and 1970s were more often 
modeled on real cigarette brands but with names playing off those of actual cigarette 
brands (Kamel, Winstun, Lucky Stripes, etc.). Cigarette manufacturers encouraged brand 
infringements of this sort, which trained young children in the gestures of smoking. 
Private collection.



figure 8. “Just Like Daddy!” Harvard brand candy cigarettes from 
the 1960s. Candy cigarettes were a clever way for cigarette manu-
facturers to market a kind of tobacco toy to future smokers. Private 
collection.

figure 9. Marlboro kiddie packs. When the Philippine government passed a law barring 
distribution of cigarettes in packs of two, three, or four to restrict youth access, Philip 
Morris responded by creating dangle packs that could be divided into smaller packs for 
sale separately. The tobacco industry has been adept at circumventing onerous legisla-
tion. In the 1930s, when cigarettes were taxed per stick rather than per pack, the makers of 
Head Play cigarettes responded by creating packs containing eleven-inch-long cigarettes 
that could be cut into shorter segments, reducing the tax. Private collection, with thanks 
to Mary Assunta.



figure 10. “Don’t Wipe Out! 
Think. Don’t smoke.” Philip Morris 
in the fall of 2000 sent 13 million 
of these book covers to American 
high schools, with another 13 
million planned for distribution 
as part of an effort to (appear to) 
oppose youth smoking. What do 
the billowing clouds remind you 
of? How about those leafy brown 
mountains or the cool refresh-
ing snow? And what’s up with 
the snowboard? Notice also the 
(non-smoking) teen standing apart 
from the crowd—is that what teens 
really want? Philip Morris invested 
about $100 million in such ads 
from 1998 to 2002.

figure 11. “Right Decisions, 
Right Now.” R. J. Reynolds 

launched this campaign in 1991 
“to help counter peer pressure an 

adolescent may feel to smoke.” 
Note how the non-smokers 

are all younger and playing a 
game. The first player cannot 

even reach it properly but has 
to stand on tiptoe. The boy in 

the middle sports a flattop, and 
the youngster on the far right is 
wearing suspenders. How cool 
is that? “Right Decisions” im-

ages were sent to 60 percent of 
all U.S. junior high and middle 
schools, reaching an estimated 

three million students.



figure 12. “Tobacco Is Whacko If You’re a Teen.” Lorillard introduced this campaign in 
2002 in response to Philip Morris’s “Think. Don’t Smoke” campaign. Such images do little 
or nothing to discourage kids from smoking, especially given the insinuation that tobacco 
is fine for grown-ups. Ads of this sort are of legal value for the industry, which presents 
them as evidence that they don’t want youngsters smoking. Lorillard spent over $13 mil-
lion on this campaign. Some of these ads appeared in Marvel Comics’ “Fantastic Four,” 3 
(no. 58, Oct. 2002). What are the hidden messages in such ads?



figure 13. Nigger Hair tobacco. 
Many early tobacco ads were of-
fensive; there was also a Nigger Head 
tobacco and cigarette packs featuring 
racist images of Asians and/or Native 
Americans. Nigger Hair tobacco, 
made from Kentucky burley leaf “cut 
in long curly strands,” was sold be-
ginning in 1878 by the B. Leidersdorf 
Co. of Milwaukee, Wisconsin, one of 
many manufacturers swallowed up 
by Buck Duke’s American Tobacco 
conglomerate. Ads explained that 
the brand “got its name from its dis-
tinctive crinkly cut.” The name was 
changed to Bigger Hair in the 1940s, 
but the picture on the pack and tins 
remained the same. The brand was 
sold into the mid-1960s, by which 
time the figure had been labeled a 
“Fiji Islander.”

figure 14. Official Virginia Slims tennis umpire badge with the smoking “Ginny.” 
Umpires at Virginia Slims tournaments wore such badges, and brand logos appeared on 
tickets, napkins, neckpins, notepads, lanyards, press kits, pencils, VIP badges, and banners 
of various sorts. Philip Morris’s Ginny first appears as a silver trophy awarded at the 1973 
Boca Raton Virginia Slims tournament, and by 1975 the public was being offered “Ginny 
Jerseys” through the mail for $6 plus proof of purchase of the cigarette.



figure 15. Strategic 
philanthropy. Trans- 

national tobacco compa-
nies often support causes 

such as tree planting or 
hunger relief to create an 

appearance of being “good 
corporate citizens.” Here 

Philip Morris advertises its 
2008 donation of money 

to the Philippine National 
Red Cross.

figure 16. Marketing to African Americans. This plastic box of Kent cigarettes was pro-
vided as a free sample to African American physicians attending the annual meeting  
of the National Medical Association in Chicago, August 13–16, 1962. Personal collection.



figure 17. No words necessary? The semiotics of Silk Cut, a Gallaher brand cigarette 
widely smoked in Europe. Britain’s Gallaher Group began running such ads in 1984, fol-
lowing a British law barring cigarette manufacturers from using words or human images 
in advertising. Many dozens of such ads were run, which are among the most creative in 
the history of advertising.



figure 18. Cigarette pack sex. Laws banning the use of human figures in tobacco ads 
have prompted clever evasions, including this 2007 Israeli ad for Kiss cigarettes showing 
packs in some rather risqué positions. Russian ads for this same brand in 2011 featured 
blond teenage girls licking ice cream, with the slogan (in Russian): “If you’re not allowed 
it, but really want it, you can have it.”



figure 19. Alibi branding. Philip Morris has sponsored Formula One racing for many 
years, mainly as a way to promote its Marlboro brand. As governments began banning the 
use of cigarette logos on race cars, the cigarette maker introduced a more abstract “bar 
code” design similar to the font used in the Marlboro name. The bottom image shows 
Marlboro livery on the Scuderia Ferrari F1 for 2008; similar designs were included on hel-
mets, uniforms, and so forth. The bar code design was abandoned in July 2010 in response 
to public outcry about this subliminal advertising. For additional images, see http.//www.
graphicology.com/blog/2010/4/28/292-the-sneakiest-design-ever.html.



figure 20. Listerine cigarettes. 
The Axton-Fisher Tobacco Co. 
sold these medicated cigarettes 

in the 1930s. Personal collection.

figure 21. Vending machine 
ad on a matchbook. Personal 
collection.



figure 22. Cigarette packs for your dollhouse or toy soldier. Most such toys are minia-
ture versions of genuine brands, prompting us to ask, Who was making these? Does this 
constitute brand infringement? And if so, why did tobacco manufacturers allow such 
infringements? Personal collection.

figure 23. Tobacco tar tumors on the ear 
of a rabbit. Following months of “painting”  
with cigarette tar, Angel H. Roffo of Argen- 
tina was able to produce tumors on the ears  
of experimental animals. From his El tabaco 

como cancerígeno (Buenos Aires: Imprenta 
de la Universidad, 1936).



figure 24. “The Führer Has Called Us! And We All Say ‘Yes!’” The Vereinigte Tabak-
Zeitungen was Germany’s leading tobacco industry publication in the Nazi era; here in 
this issue from April 8, 1938, Hitler’s annexation of Austria is celebrated.



figure 25. “Results of Accelerated Animal Tests.” The Ecusta Paper Corpora-
tion supplied these secret test results to Lorillard on July 1, 1953. Ecusta’s secret 
experiments showed that tars extracted from the smoke of cigarettes caused 
cancer when painted onto the shaved backs of mice. Data are attached to a 
letter from Lorillard’s J. J. Blanchard, Director of Manufacture, to H.B. Parmele, 
Director of Research, Lorillard, Inc., July 1, 1953, Bates 00065829 and 00065830.

figure 26. Carcinogens in tobacco smoke. Tobacco manufacturers for de-
cades denied that smoking caused cancer, but here a Philip Morris document 
from 1961, authored by the company’s director of research, lists numerous 
carcinogens known to be in cigarette smoke. The plus signs (“+”) indicate  
potency. From Helmut Wakeham, “Tobacco and Health—R&D Approach,” 
Nov. 15, 1961, Bates 1005069026–9050, p. 9. This is one of millions of docu-
ments discovered through litigation in the 1980s and 1990s.



figure 27. Lung cancer mortality as a function of cigarette consumption in eleven 
nations. Richard Doll in Britain in the 1950s published this chart, showing a consistent  
relationship between a country’s cigarette consumption and its lung cancer mortality 
twenty years later. Data are for males only. First published in 1955, Doll’s chart was  
reproduced in the 1964 U.S. Surgeon General’s report, from which this image is taken  
(p. 176). From this chart, one can show that one lung cancer death results from every 
three million cigarettes smoked, with a time lag of twenty years.



figure 28. “A Frank Statement to Cigarette Smokers.” This full-page ad appeared on 
January 4, 1954, in 448 newspapers throughout the United States and may well be the  
most expensive single-day ad ever run up to that time, costing in excess of $244,000  
just for newspaper space. The “Frank Statement” launched the cigarette industry’s  
denialist conspiracy.



figure 30. Brown & Williamson’s telephone log from 1999. The makers of Kool, Viceroy, 
and Barclay cigarettes kept this record of calls to the company on “Smoking and Health 
Issues.” One cannot read such logs without realizing that many smokers remain ignorant 
about the health impact of cigarettes. Here the first of eight pages, Bates 06000308–0315.

figure 29. Graphic agnotol-
ogy. Here the Tobacco Institute 
is suggesting that since cancer 
trends are chaotic, smoking 
cannot be to blame. Note that 
lung cancer is not shown. From 
the TI’s Smoking and Health, 
1964–1979: The Continuing 
Controversy, Jan. 10, 1979, Bates 
1005057750–7926, p. 104. This 
document was distributed 
to the press one day before 
publication of the 1979 Surgeon 
General’s report, to steal that 
document’s thunder.



figure 31. A typical cigarette filter patent from 1958. Filters never really 
worked, if by “worked” we mean made cigarette smoking safer. Thousands 
of different designs have been contrived, incorporating myriad different 
additives and physical baffling. This particular device incorporated “frag-
ments of lung tissue of calf, fowl, sheep or hog, preferably in powdered 
or pulverized form.” Countless other designs can be found by searching 
Google Patents or the industry’s internal documents.



figure 32. “Considering all I’d heard . . . ” True cigarettes, made by America’s oldest 
continuously operating tobacco company (Lorillard), were a highly ventilated brand  
introduced in 1967. The oblique reference here in this ad from 1976 is to diseases caused  
by smoking, but the companies rarely made such claims explicit.





figure 33. Bulletin of the History of Medicine, masthead and table of contents from the 
Spring 1993 issue, with callouts for scholars working for the tobacco industry. Thousands 
of scholars have worked for the industry, though such collaborations are often not publicly 
disclosed. Gerald Grob was offered tobacco money but he refused; they wanted to pay him 
even while he slept.



figure 34. Dr. Kool. Paperweights in the form of Brown & Williamson’s penguin mascot 
were sent to physicians throughout the United States as part of an effort to promote this 
popular menthol brand. Note the doctor’s bag and stethoscope. Menthols were introduced 
in the 1930s in Kool cigarettes but were not very popular until the “cancer scare” of the 
mid-1950s, when sales of menthol brands skyrocketed. Smokers were given the impres-
sion of a cooling sanitary freshness, and regarded menthols as a “healthier smoke.” By the 
1960s menthols were being heavily marketed to African Americans.

figure 35. Restaurants for many years allowed separate sections for smokers, a practice 
likened by critics to having “a peeing section in a swimming pool.” Municipalities are now 
banning smoking in conjoined housing and in outdoor spaces where people congregate, 
since smoke can travel far from its point of origin—in the form of microplumes, for ex-
ample. Cartoon by David Wiley Miller, 2005. Reprinted with permission.
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Crack Nicotine
Freebasing to Augment a Cigarette’s “Kick”

A cigarette is the perfect type of a perfect pleasure. It is exquisite, and it leaves
one unsatisfied. What more can one want?
Oscar Wilde, The Picture of Dorian Gray, 1891

Let us provide the exquisiteness, and hope that they, our consumers, continue
to remain unsatisfied. All we would want then is a larger bag to carry the
money to the bank.
Colin C. Greig, Structured Creativity Group, British American
Tobacco, commenting on Wilde’s rhapsody, 1984

It has always struck me as odd when people are shocked to learn that the tobacco
industry has “manipulated” nicotine chemistry. What should we expect? Nicotine
manipulation is not even necessarily a bad thing: if you’re going to smoke, you’d
probably just as soon have your nicotine manipulated as left to chance. Whiskey
makers know—and can control—how much alcohol will end up in their product,
and drug makers of course calibrate dosages quite precisely. Heroin users die be-
cause their doses are unregulated, uncontrolled.

The presumption behind the shock seems to be that tobacco should be as “nat-
ural” as possible. And the industry itself has cultivated this image of the cigarette
as a folksy, down-home product that is honest, simple, and unadulterated (albeit
now “controversial” and “risky”). But tobacco has never been a natural phenome-
non, not as used by humans at any rate. Like olives or ayahuasca, tobacco leaves
have to be painstakingly cured and processed prior to consumption. For this alone
we cannot condemn the cigarette. The real indignity stems from precisely how and
why cigarette makers have manipulated nicotine chemistry—which has been dis-
honest but also deadly. Cigarettes were designed to appear to be safe, when the man-
ufacturers already knew they were not. We’ve encountered the nested frauds of fil-
tration and ventilation, made possible by a crafty exploitation of compensation. But
it’s also important to realize that the chemistry of tobacco has been manipulated in
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a deceptive manner, with the goal of keeping smokers hooked. Smokers have been
encouraged to switch to brands promising ever lower yields, without being told that
the nicotine in those brands has been juiced up chemically to increase its potency.
Think of cajoling an alcoholic, “Here, have some vodka, we’ve taken out some of
the alcohol!”—while secretly increasing the potency of those molecules that remain.
Nicotine freebasing is comparable, and consequential. This simple chemical trick
helped propel Marlboro from obscurity to the world’s most popular cigarette—and
still today helps keep smokers smoking.

SEX WITHOUT ORGASM

Nicotine, as Claude Teague at Reynolds used to say, is the sine qua non of smok-
ing.1 People smoke to obtain this simple alkaloid, which stimulates the brain and
eventually leaves the hard mark of addiction. Hints of this beguiling twist were rec-
ognized prior even to the discovery of the nicotine molecule: Christopher Colum-
bus is said to have observed with regard to his sailors taking up the pipe, “It was
not within their power to refrain from indulging in the habit,” and King James I in
his notorious Counter-Blaste to Tobacco worried that “he that taketh tobacco can-
not leave it, it doth bewitch.” The great French traveler Jean-Baptiste Tavernier wrote
from Persia in 1640: “Men and women are so addicted that to take tobacco from
them is to take their lives.” Mark Twain is famous for his quip that smoking was
easy to quit; indeed he had done so many times.

It was not until the twentieth century, however, that the mechanisms by which
nicotine railroads the brain came to be deciphered. The British physiologist John
Langley was a pioneer in this realm, using nicotine to map the cholinergic periph-
eral nervous system. In a series of experiments using curare, nicotine, and other
psychoactive chemicals, Langley and his collaborators postulated the existence of
“receptor” sites in cells that would receive and transmit the chemical instructions
involved in all neurotransmission (indeed we still talk today about “nicotinic
cholinergic receptors” throughout the body). Lennox M. Johnston of Glasgow, Scot-
land, in a widely read article in Lancet later showed that people injected with nico-
tine eventually develop a tolerance, and then a dependence, and that people de-
velop cravings when the injections stop. Johnston, much of whose work was
“suppressed by smoking medical editors,” proposed that tobacco use was “essen-
tially a means of administering nicotine, just as smoking opium is a means of ad-
ministering morphine.”2

Cigarette makers would eventually come to realize that the impact of nicotine
could be manipulated, even while keeping its quantity in any given cigarette fixed.
In the 1940s, for example, Lorillard scientists at the company’s Middletown, Ohio,
branch explored the possibility of adding urea and other alkaline agents to ciga-
rette paper to raise the pH of cigarette smoke. A letter of April 11, 1946, from the
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company’s chief chemist to the head of its Committee on Manufacture noted that
a number of different buffers and bases had been added, causing the production of
“a volatile base when the cigarette is burned.” Sodium bicarbonate, soda ash, caus-
tic soda, and caustic potash all were explored for this purpose, as were compounds
such as ammonium phosphate, triethanolamine, and hexamethylene-tetramine.
Ammonia was selected as “about the only material that we know of which is easily
volatile”; the problem was therefore to find “a compound which contains bound
ammonia that will be liberated by heat of combustion.”3

Here are some of the early glimmers of the “freebasing” revolution that would
rock the industry in the 1960s and 1970s, propelling Marlboro to the top of the cig-
arette charts. There was not yet any point, however—not in the 1940s or 1950s—
to boost the potency of nicotine. Tobacco chemists were still looking mainly for
ways to make smoke “milder,” and acid-base manipulations were done mainly to
reduce harshness from corrosive acids or (more often) bases. There was not yet much
of a demand for low-nicotine products, and manufacturers felt no urgency to aug-
ment nicotine’s potency. Tobacco researchers knew that free nicotine could be re-
leased by increasing pH, and even knew that free nicotine had a greater physiologic
impact.4 But that was more or less a curiosity, since there was not yet any push to
lower yields.

With increasing publicity of the cancer hazard, however, cigarette makers be-
gan trying to lower tar and nicotine deliveries and to better understand how nico-
tine works in the body. Countless schemes were devised to lower nicotine levels—
which wasn’t terribly hard from a manufacturing point of view. The alkaloid is
water-soluble, so a simple soaking will remove most of it from the leaf. (That is one
reason hand harvesters sometimes suffer from green tobacco sickness: tobacco
leaves wet from the morning dew can transfer nicotine to the skin, causing poi-
soning or even death for long-term handlers. Contact with sweat on the skin can
have a similar effect.) Breeding techniques were also developed to produce low-nico-
tine plants. Europeans were ahead of the curve in this respect, and by the 1930s
Germany’s state-financed (pro-)tobacco research laboratory, the Reich Institute for
Tobacco Research at Forchheim, had engineered tobacco plants containing very lit-
tle nicotine: about 0.15 percent as compared with the usual 2 to 3 percent in regular
cured leaf. For a one-gram cigarette, this meant 1.5 milligrams of nicotine instead
of the usual 20 to 30 milligrams.

Here again—just to remind the reader—we are talking about nicotine content,
not nicotine yields or deliveries. The distinction is crucial: content is how much is
actually in the cigarette; delivery is how much enters the smoker’s body when the
cigarette is smoked in some standardized manner, typically on a smoking machine.
Deliveries can vary widely, since smokers can smoke a cigarette more or less in-
tensively—which is why regulators when they decide to limit nicotine in cigarettes
must focus exclusively on content, not deliveries. Only reducing the actual content
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in the rod below a certain amount will prevent cigarettes from being addictive (see
again the box on page 380).

Tobacco manufacturers by the early decades of the twentieth century already
knew how to quantify the nicotine in smoke and/or leaf and had developed tech-
niques to raise or lower the concentration to any desired level. Nicotine content of
the finished product became part of manufacturing specifications, and was con-
trolled quite precisely. Cigarettes were also starting to become more uniform—from
the point of view of physical design—for tax reasons and by virtue of how cigarettes
were made and distributed. The widespread use of vending machines required a
certain uniformity, for example, as did mechanized production à la Bonsack et al.’s
equipment. The standard American “Class A” cigarette by the 1930s was 70 mil-
limeters long and contained just over a gram of tobacco; the nicotine content var-
ied somewhat but was typically kept in the 20- to 30-milligram range. There was
no point yet in moving outside this range: higher values would have been too harsh,
and significantly lower values would have been considered “low-nicotine” specialty
items, or worse.

The American Tobacco Company conducted elaborate tests on nicotine-depleted
cigarettes at the end of the 1930s, leading Hiram Hanmer to conclude that “The
emasculated cigarette, whether produced by removal of nicotine from tobacco, or
the use of nicotine-poor tobacco in blending, gives an insipid smoke which is thin,
sharp, and lacking in character.” Hans Kuhn of Vienna’s tobacco monopoly agreed
that a “moderate” level of nicotine was crucial for maintaining a smoker’s interest;
Kuhn had a piquant way of putting it, comparing cigarettes without nicotine to “a
kiss from one’s sister.” Philip Morris psychologists would later liken nicotine-free
tobacco to sex without orgasm.5

With the “health scare” of the 1950s, however, many smokers started switching
to cigarettes offering lower tar and nicotine. Machine-measured yields began to fall
in response, as smokers began to shift to what they imagined to be “safer” cigarettes.
Questions started being asked about how low nicotine yields could go before cig-
arette sales would start to suffer; the fear was that if driven too low, people would
simply stop smoking—whence all those worries about “weaning.”

This was not a trivial concern. People smoke to satisfy their nicotine cravings,
and if they can’t satisfy that urge they won’t keep on with the habit. Surveys show
that most people don’t like to smoke and wish they didn’t; they smoke only because
they feel it is beyond their control to stop. That is why nicotine-free cigarettes have
rarely been commercially successful: “confirmed” smokers smoke for the nicotine,
and cigarettes without cannot “satisfy.” Some people may smoke purely for the rit-
ual or the taste, but that is the exception rather than the rule. Cigarettes without
nicotine have never been more than gimmicks and curiosities.

Demand for “low-tar” cigarettes continued to grow throughout the 1950s and
1960s, as increasing numbers of smokers imagined this as a way to reduce their risk
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of disease. So whereas cigarettes in the early 1950s averaged 35 milligrams of tar
(on standardized smoking machines), yields by the 1980s had dropped by about
half. Part of the decline was from the introduction of filters, along with new blend-
ing tricks and burn accelerants, but most was from putting less tobacco in the rod
and from ventilation. For a time at least the hope was basically to keep up the nico-
tine (addiction) while reducing the tar (cancer); Wynder, Russell, and numerous
others had proposed this same solution, that the ideal cigarette would be reason-
ably high in nicotine but as low as possible in tar.

Nicotine can exist in myriad chemical forms, however, and can be manipulated
to deliver a more or less powerful nicotine “kick.” There are several different ways
to do this, the most notorious of which involves freebasing, the transformation of
a molecule from a (bound) salt to a (free) base, typically by adding ammonia or
some other alkaline compound. This is one of the most significant developments
in the history of modern drug design, and one virtually unknown to the outside
world—applied to tobacco at any rate—until the 1990s, when the industry’s inter-
nal documents first came to light.6

From a historical point of view, freebasing essentially reverses the trend toward
ever milder, low-pH smoke ushered in with the flue-curing revolution. Flue-cur-
ing you will recall involved the lowering of cigarette smoke pH from 8 to about 6,
making it less harsh and therefore easier to inhale. Freebasing pushes the pH back
up a bit, but the purpose of the manipulation is quite different. Flue-curing makes
tobacco smoke less alkaline and therefore mild enough to inhale. Freebasing, by con-
trast, allows the nicotine to volatilize more effectively, making more of it more read-
ily available to the body. “Freebasing” is the street word for the trick as popularized
in the cocaine trade, but it was actually cigarette makers that invented the process,
or at least commercialized it on an industrial scale. Marlboro was its first great bene-
ficiary: indeed much of the success of this global cowboy brand can be traced to
this chemical trick.

But to understand how this works, we need to return again to the nature of smoke
and how nicotine gets carried into the body.

PARTICLE VERSUS GAS PHASE PARTITIONING—
AND FOLK FREEBASING

Tobacco smoke is interestingly complex. It’s sort of like a moist gassy dust, or dusty
gas, containing thousands of different chemicals in myriad complex and changing
physical forms. The first step in simplifying this complexity is to realize that smoke
has two physical states or “phases”: one composed of particles and another com-
posed of gas. Tobacco smoke is technically an aerosol in this sense, with most of
the soot, tar, and nicotine being in chunky little droplets (12 billion per cigarette
by one estimate) suspended in a gas consisting of carbon monoxide and dioxide
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along with water vapor, nitrous oxides of various sorts, hydrogen cyanide, nicotine
in a gaseous state, and other gases not bound to the tiny droplets.7

The particle phase consists of everything that can be condensed from tobacco
smoke when you apply an electric charge to these droplets and pull them down onto
an electrostatic filter (also known as a Cambridge filter). This will include all of those
tiny charred chunks of matter known as “soot,” along with most of the greasy-waxy
compounds known as “tar,” plus whatever other solids or viscous liquids fall out
when smoke is pulled across that electrostatic filter. A 1965 Reynolds document
comments on how several different names have been given to this particle phase,
including “tars, smoke solids, solids, total solids, particulate matter, total particu-
late matter, smoke condensate, total smoke condensate and smoke condensables.”8

The gas phase, by contrast, is everything that cannot be filtered out—things like
carbon monoxide and cyanide gas. These can be measured by techniques such as
gas phase chromatography, developed by tobacco industry chemists in the years
after the Second World War. The existence of such chemicals is one key limitation
of “filtration” in the cigarette context, and one reason cigarette makers never like
to talk about “gas” in cigarette smoke. Tobacco researchers for a time explored gas
phase properties of smoke to find out whether they could eliminate some of these
nastier constituents; great hopes for such a possibility were expressed in the 1950s,
though by the 1960s and 1970s most hopes for “selective filtration” had been aban-
doned.

Like a number of other compounds in tobacco smoke, nicotine is present in both
particle and gas phases. It is a small molecule and can either stand alone as a free
base or bind to other compounds in the form of a salt—like nicotine citrate or ac-
etate. In its stand-alone form it tends to move more easily into the gas phase of
smoke—because the free base is more volatile.9 This is crucial for understanding
the logic of freebasing, since (1) free (or free-base) nicotine is far more potent than
nicotine in the bound or salt form; and (2) how much nicotine ends up in the par-
ticle or gas phase has a lot to do with how acid or alkaline the smoke is. Increase
the alkalinity, and you increase the proportion of nicotine in the gas phase. Reduce
the alkalinity, and you push the nicotine back into the more inert particle phase.
Free nicotine is more easily volatilized and more easily absorbed through bodily
tissues. All of which means that by manipulating the pH of tobacco smoke you can
influence how potent it will be when you inhale it.

This may come as a surprise to some readers, that smoke can be alkaline or acidic.
The crucial take-home fact, though, is that free nicotine packs a more potent punch
than bound or salt form nicotine.10 The physiology is not entirely understood, but
free nicotine seems to reach the lungs more efficiently, from where it passes into
the blood and then into the brain—whereas nicotine in the particle phase is more
easily expelled from the lungs or otherwise slowed in its transit to the brain. The dif-
ference may have to do with the fact that free nicotine is more lipophilic—literally,
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“fat-loving”—allowing it to pass more easily through the fatty membranes sur-
rounding the brain.

The freebasing of nicotine goes back a long time, even prior to the industrial
manufacture of cigarettes. A similar chemistry is implicit in what I like to call “folk
freebasing,” which many traditional cultures use to augment the potency of their
preferred alkaloids. No one knows how the practice originated, but rural people in
many parts of the world chew tobacco mixed with lime (calcium oxide, not the fruit)
to sharpen the punch of the alkaloid.11 Some cultures even urinate on the tobacco
as part of the curing process, with the alkaline urea—an ammonia compound—
doing basically the same trick. The freebasing of cocaine hydrochloride into “crack”
is based on a similar chemistry: the cocaine alkaloid is far more potent in its free
base form than as a salt, so bicarbonate is used to transform cocaine hydrochloride
into chemically pure crack cocaine.

How, though, was freebasing discovered by tobacco manufacturers? The basic
chemistry behind freebasing was already well known to chemists—including to-
bacco chemists—by the 1930s and 1940s. I’ve mentioned Parmele’s 1946 discus-
sion of adding ammonia to cigarettes to make the nicotine more volatile, but there
are even earlier discussions. American Tobacco Company researchers in 1930
reflected on the fact that “Ammonia has the property of setting nicotine free from
its salts. If tobacco contains nicotine in the free state, it will be taken up by the smoke
more readily, whereas the salts are not volatile to the same extent and the nicotine
will be consumed on burning.” German and Russian tobacco experts also knew
about the potency of free versus bound nicotine and wrote extensively on this topic.12

There was not much practical use for such ideas in the 1930s and 1940s, how-
ever. There was not yet any reason to augment nicotine’s punch, so the question of
free versus bound nicotine was little more than a chemical curiosity. Cigarettes still
contained high levels of nicotine—typically 20 to 30 milligrams per stick—and the
idea of increasing its impact wouldn’t have served any useful purpose. Tobacco man-
ufacturers were far more interested in making cigarettes milder and had no reason
to give them any extra jolt. Claude Teague in 1954 was typical in still trying to find
out how to reduce the free nicotine in burley leaf: the harshness (or “strength”) of
burley was known to come from the “high smoke concentration of free bases,” and
Teague actually proposed adding organic acids (citric, malic, or succinic, for ex-
ample) to the tobacco to reduce this alkaline harshness. The proposal was hardly a
new one: the Russian tobacco chemist Aleksandr Shmuk had made virtually iden-
tical proposals nearly a quarter of a century earlier. For Teague, as for everyone else
in the tobacco world up to that point (circa mid-1950s), the quest was for an ever
milder smoke, to facilitate inhalation and to comfort anyone worried about “irri-
tation.” And to encourage novices.13

Chemical priorities changed, however, with the push to develop low-delivery
“health reassurance” cigarettes. Cigarette companies in the 1950s and 1960s started
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wanting to lower tar and nicotine as far as possible without weaning smokers from
the habit. So the question became, not just how low can we go, but also how can we
squeeze more power out of a given quantity of nicotine? How can we maintain “sat-
isfaction” while lowering (apparent) deliveries? Finding answers to such questions
became increasingly urgent, especially after governments started requiring publi-
cation of tar and nicotine values (in the late 1960s) from machines in which ciga-
rettes were smoked in some standardized manner. Ventilation was one response;
freebasing provided yet another, albeit by accident and through a rather circuitous
route, involving ammonia and the processing of tobacco scrap.

CIGARET TE FACTORIES AS PAPERMAKING MILLS

Ammonia has long been used in tobacco manufacturing, long prior even to its recog-
nition as a freebasing agent. The earliest patents go back to the 1880s, when the
compound was proposed as a means to eliminate the “bad odor” of fermented leaf.
More often, though, ammonia was viewed as an unwanted irritant generated
through the curing process. One early rationale (or rationalization) for American
Tobacco’s much-ballyhooed “toasting” was that heat treating would drive off much
of the cured leaf ’s accumulated ammonia: the goal was to chase a noxious irritant
but also to lower the potency of the nicotine delivered to the smoker by keeping
more of it in its bound (vs. free volatile) state.14 Ammonia was occasionally added
to tobacco but this had nothing to do with freebasing: I’ve mentioned deodorizing,
but ammonia was sometimes used as a solvent to denicotinize tobacco and for a
time even (in the 1950s and 1960s) to neutralize carcinogens such as benzpyrene.
But the innovation that led to its use as a freebasing agent came from its role in the
manufacture of reconstituted tobacco.

Reconstitution is a process whereby parts of the tobacco plant formerly tossed
as waste are transformed into a pressed paper sheet, through a technique closely
akin to papermaking. “Recon” factories are basically papermaking mills, where huge
vats of crushed-fiber tobacco-stem slurry are floated into twelve-foot-wide sheets,
which after drying get sprayed with “casings” of various sorts—including nicotine
and diverse flavorings and preservatives. One could say that recon is basically to
tobacco as plywood is to wood, but the process is really more like papermaking,
which is why papermaking unions often represent the workers at such plants (United
Paper Workers International, for example).15

Ammonia was added to recon beginning sometime in the late 1950s, principally
to make fibers from the woody stems and ribs of the tobacco plant more smokable.
German tobacco makers had started including these woody stems in cigarettes dur-
ing the Second World War, as part of an effort to squeeze more smokable substance
out of every pound of harvested leaf. This increasing use of stems was actually
thought by some (in the 1940s) to be why cigarettes were causing cancer: cigarette
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makers had traditionally used only the non-woody parts of the leaf, but with efforts
to rationalize production a decision was made to use more and more of the tobacco
plant—basically everything but the roots and central stalk—to lower costs and speed
mechanical processing.

It was not such an easy thing to make these woody parts smokable, however. The
stems are very much like wood, which smokes about like, say, cardboard or saw-
dust or “brown wrapping paper,” as industry chemists used to say. Nicotine can be
added, but the resultant smoke is still quite acidic, which is where the ammonia
came in. Ammonia was added to neutralize the acid but also to release the pectins
in the leaf (and stem), allowing a more effective binding of the fibers required to
hold the dried slurry sheet together. Research into this process of reconstituting to-
bacco (to make recon) intensified in the 1950s, and between 1952 and 1994 at least
231 patents were filed on the process. R. J. Reynolds was a key early player: the com-
pany’s official historian recalls a 1946 journey by three company managers to the
public library in Winston-Salem to research techniques of papermaking,16 and by
the end of the 1950s most of the majors were using at least some recon in their cig-
arettes. Some companies had earlier used recon for cigar wrappers, but Reynolds
was apparently the first to use it in American cigarettes. The paperlike tobacco sheet
is chopped into threads to look much like the chopped leaf itself, and much of what
one smokes in a cigarette today is actually recon, which gives the companies a cer-
tain flexibility in how to manipulate the final product.

Tobacco manufacturers had hoped that recon would be acceptable to smokers,
but no one imagined how seductive it would become. Adding ammoniated tobacco
sheet to traditional leaf gave the resulting blend a new and delightful flavor, de-
scribed in industry documents as a rich burley or “chocolaty” taste. Even more im-
portant, though, were its pharmacologic effects, since ammoniation also gave to-
bacco a more powerful nicotine punch, gram for gram. In the health-conscious
climate of the 1960s and 1970s, this meant that manufacturers could continue to
reduce the (machine-measured) deliveries of cigarettes while still giving them the
nicotine kick expected from “full flavor” brands.

CHO COL ATE NOTES

Philip Morris was apparently the first to realize that ammonia could be used to pro-
duce this delicious, extra-added kick. The discovery seems to have come about by
accident, in the early 1960s, as the company was conducting experiments on the
taste and psychopharmacology of ammoniated tobacco sheet. As at Reynolds, am-
monia was being added to tobacco sheet to improve its binding properties, giving
it the tensile strength needed for processing into cigarette “filler.” (A high sheet
strength allowed recon to be pulled rapidly through automated machinery for pro-
cessing.) Early taste tests were satisfactory, and in 1961 the company set up an ex-
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perimental pilot plant to manufacture ammoniated tobacco sheet, using the so-
called DAP-BL (diammonium phosphate–blended leaf) process.

Philip Morris engineering reports from this period note that the company’s new
DAP-BL process was economical, eliminating the need for “stem soaking, stem
cooking and stem refining,” but there were also good signs on the taste front. On
November 6, 1962, Philip Morris chemist John D. Hind wrote to the company’s man-
ager of development, Robert B. Seligman, commenting on how treatment with DAP
had produced a particularly strong “flavor of chocolate,” allowing “a much more
efficient way of producing the chocolate ‘notes’ in cigarettes and packages.” It took
some time to gear up for production, though, and lots of different variations on this
DAP-BL process were tried, including the addition of “a methanol-washed lemon
albedo” that gave “a favorable flavor variation.” Process and equipment testing of
pilot runs continued through the spring and summer of 1963, and after ironing out
a number of potential kinks a decision was made to start commercial manufacture
on October 15, 1963.17

Ammoniated tobacco sheet was first incorporated into Marlboros on a large-
scale basis in 1964, and it is important to realize how radically this transformed the
fate of the cigarette. The factory-scale use of ammoniated tobacco sheet—coinci-
dent with the launch of the “Marlboro Country” campaign—worked wonders for
Philip Morris and its flagship brand. Marlboro had always been a relatively minor
brand and in the 1950s had never garnered even a 5 percent share of the American
market. By 1967, however, when Philip Morris secured a patent on its DAP-BL
process—making no mention of freebasing, interestingly—Marlboro was well on
its way to becoming the world’s most popular cigarette. Market share in the United
States alone grew from 5 to more than 40 percent from 1965 through 2005, the most
spectacular rise of a single brand in cigarette history.18 Marlboro surpassed Win-
ston as America’s most popular cigarette in 1976 and would soon become the world’s
number one brand. Charts of the brand’s market share in the United States show a
sharp kink upward in 1964, when the freebased version came on line.

THE SECRET AND SOUL OF MARLB ORO

It is impossible to say how much of the success of Marlboro is due to freebasing and
how much to the sophisticated marketing of Marlboro Country and the Marlboro
Man. Hard-packed and masculine with its bright-red-roof chevron, the brand was
perhaps even tough enough to stand up against cancer. (Recall that this manly im-
age was new in 1955, when Marlboro was transformed from a woman’s into a man’s
brand. In its feminine incarnation Marlboros had been “mild as May” with “ivory
tips to protect the lips.”) Smokers, and especially young smokers, seemed to like the
new version’s quick jolt, prompting envy and imitation from other manufacturers.
Philip Morris would eventually apply its freebasing techniques to several of its other
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brands—notably its low-tar (and low-nicotine) Merit cigarettes, introduced in 1976
as “a radical breakthrough in cigarette technology.” Merit was Philip Morris’s hope
for a new generation of smokers seeking a “safer” smoke; the new brand advertised
a nicotine yield only half of that offered by Marlboro but by virtue of treatment with
diammonium phosphate still delivered the same amount of free nicotine to smok-
ers. Brown & Williamson scientists reflected on this in 1980, commenting that “in
theory a person smoking these cigarettes [Merit and Marlboro] would not find an
appreciable difference in the physiological satisfaction from either based on the
amount of free nicotine delivered.”19

Philip Morris enjoyed a monopoly on ammonia technology for a number of
years, but the “secret” and “soul” of Marlboro was eventually found out. (Cigarette
makers have a long history of reverse engineering their competitors’ brands, to learn
what kinds of tricks they might adopt.) Marlboro’s success led to intense efforts at
imitation, which is how the other companies came to discover the virtues of free-
basing. Liggett & Myers in 1971, for example, tried to elevate its smoke pH by adding
calcium hydroxide to its blends, with the following rationale: “We are interested in
developing a cigarette with increased smoke pH in order to increase the free base
as opposed to acid salt form of nicotine in smoke, perhaps giving a more satisfying
smoke. If this could be done there could be a reduction in total nicotine in the smoke
without a reduction in the physiological satisfaction associated with nicotine.”20 The
author of this report knew that the “physiological effect” of nicotine could be in-
creased by altering this ratio of free-base to acid-salt forms; here, too, the goal was
to increase the alkaloid’s strength while lowering apparent deliveries.21

Reynolds was another avid imitator. In 1973 Claude Teague, author of the “Sur-
vey of Cancer Research” and now assistant director of research at the company, wrote
a long analysis of Marlboro’s success, attributing the popularity of this brand, espe-
cially among young people, to Philip Morris’s use of ammonia technology. Teague
explored a number of different reasons for Marlboro’s success—along with Brown
& Williamson’s Kool—with the goal of helping his company close the gap. His con-
clusion: “the most significant difference between our brands and Philip Morris brands
and Kool has been in the area of smoke pH.” In this same 1973 report—stamped
“Secret”—Teague noted that by comparison with Reynolds’s own Winston brand,
Marlboro showed “1) higher smoke pH (higher alkalinity), hence increased amounts
of “free” nicotine in smoke, and higher immediate nicotine “kick,” 2) less mouth ir-
ritation, [3] less stemmy taste and less Turkish and flue-cured flavor, and 4) increased
burley flavor and character.”22 Seeking to capture this allure, Reynolds began am-
moniating its own cigarettes shortly thereafter. In 1974 the company started using
ammoniated sheet in the manufacture of its Camel filters, allowing them to deliver
36 micrograms of freebasing ammonia in the mainstream smoke of each cigarette.
Reynolds researchers here again reasoned that people were turning to Marlboros be-
cause they delivered more free nicotine as a result of ammonia technology.23
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Brown & Williamson was yet another convert. By 1965 scientists from the
company’s parent BATCo laboratories in Southampton were well aware that the
“strength” or “impact” of a cigarette was related not to total nicotine delivered but
rather to the amount of “extractable” or “free nicotine,” which varied significantly
with smoke pH. Ammonia was an obvious way to manipulate smoke pH, and by
1971 the company had given the code name UKELON to urea, an ammonia source
recognized as “a way of achieving normal impact from low tar cigarettes.” Free nico-
tine was “more readily absorbed” and therefore more likely to have “a decidedly
satisfying effect on the smokers’ taste receptors.” The company’s Project LTS (Low
Tar Satisfaction) was designed to exploit this effect, with the goal being to create a
cigarette containing “greater levels of ‘free’ nicotine” in “an enhanced alkaline en-
vironment.” A 1971 Brown & Williamson document titled “Ukelon Treatment of
Tobacco” noted that urea treatment could be “one avenue toward the development
of a low-tar, full-impact cigarette.”24

Brown & Williamson continued research along these lines throughout the 1970s
and by 1980 was able to conclude that “we have sufficient expertise available to ‘build’
a lowered mg tar cigarette which will deliver as much ‘free nicotine’ as a Marlboro,
Winston or Kent without increasing the total nicotine delivery above that of a ‘Light’
product.”25 UKELON by this time was being used in the company’s Kool and Viceroy
brands, and we even have some of the recipes detailing how many pounds were
sprayed (as “casing”) onto the finished blend per hogshead of tobacco. Casing for
a ten-thousand-pound batch of the company’s experimental MT-768 tobacco in
1989, for example, included the following ingredients:26

celando ( = glycerine) 98 pounds
halway ( = honey) 147 pounds
quaser ( = invert sugar) 319 pounds
grelanter ( = propylene glycol) 383 pounds
ukelon ( = urea) 49 pounds
xcf-2273 ( = an experimental casing) 7 pounds
hotantis ( = water) 288 pounds

The recipe provides only the code names; I have given here the decoded ingredi-
ents in parentheses. We also have the mixing instructions: HOTANTIS ( = water)
was to be added at 120 degrees Fahrenheit prior to a “drop to solids tank,” follow-
ing which UKELON (urea) would be added and mixed for ten minutes. The spe-
cial “casing” (flavoring) XCF-2273 was then added along with the glycerine, honey,
sugar, and propylene glycol, followed by application to the tobacco at 120 degrees
Fahrenheit. This was all part of the company’s Project Best, the goal of which was
to develop a cigarette to outperform archrival Marlboro. With a key question be-
ing: “Is there more NH3 [ammonia] chemistry in Marlboros”?27

This question was of great interest to Brown & Williamson, which is why they
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hired a corporate intelligence service to investigate how much ammonia Philip
Morris was using. In 1985 the Corporate Intelligence Group of a company known
as Information Data Search, Inc., reported to Brown & Williamson on the results
of a clandestine inquiry into Philip Morris’s ammonia usage, pieced together from
interviews with chemical suppliers, tobacco growing experts, equipment manu-
facturers and distributors, fragrance and flavor specialists, chemical engineers, and
competing cigarette manufacturers. Brown & Williamson learned by this means that
its chief rival was using about 2.5 million pounds of gaseous ammonia per year at
its American manufacturing plants.28

By this time, however, virtually all the majors had learned how to use ammonia
technology—and not just in the United States. In January of 1988 J. S. C. Wong from
Research and Development at W. D. & H. O. Wills in Australia reported on his com-
pany’s efforts to use ammonia to develop a “low alkaloid smoking product without
adversely affecting Smoking properties.” Wong had reduced the nicotine content
in a tobacco blend by water extraction and noted that subsequent exposure to am-
monia “restored impact and irritation levels to a similar order of magnitude as those
for the unextracted tobacco.” Wong also remarked on the “smoother smoke” pro-
duced by ammoniation.29

New methods to measure nicotine’s impact were also developed, including the
so-called Woodrose technique, which ranked the subjective impact of a particular
cigarette on a scale from 1 (low) to 4 (high). In the early 1970s this was part of an
elaborate testing mechanism by which cigarettes would be rated for impact, irrita-
tion, and flavor, and on this basis awarded different “amplitudes” or “scores.” Im-
pact was basically nicotine “satisfaction,” irritation was how much a cigarette both-
ered your mouth or throat, and flavor was, well, flavor. Each of these was further
broken down into subcategories. Irritation could be different in the mouth, nose,
or throat, for example; and flavor could be “musty,” “earthy,” “green/grassy,” “dirty,”
“roasted/toasted,” and so forth. Tobacco manufacturers spent a lot of time rating
cigarettes in this manner, with test panels assembled to evaluate different blends
and additives. Experts were also hired in the area of “sensory science,” with the hope
of creating some of the same kinds of scales fashionable among wine connoisseurs.
Summary instruments of various sorts were developed, including a “Tobacco
Aroma Wheel” comparable to what wine critics had in the form of “wine wheels”
to evaluate cabernet, pinot, and chardonnay.30

Ammonia technology by the 1980s had become routine in cigarette manufac-
turing. An Ammonia Technology Conference organized by Brown & Williamson
at Louisville, Kentucky, on May 18–19, 1989, concluded that ammonia technology
was “the key to competing in smoke quality with [Philip Morris] worldwide.” Min-
utes from this meeting reveal that with the exception of Liggett, all U.S. cigarette
manufacturers were using some form of ammonia technology by this time. Philip
Morris was using DAP recon and urea; Reynolds was using ammonia gas; Ameri-
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can and Lorillard were using DAP recon; and Brown & Williamson itself was us-
ing DAP recon and urea, code named QUELAR and UKELON, along with half a
dozen other tricks under the rubric “Root Technology.”31 Controlled ammonia pro-
cessing was identified by Brown & Williamson researchers as “the soul of Marlboro”:

Marlboro is a moving target. Its blend alkaloids have markedly increased over the last
three years. Humectants levels have increased. We find increasing amounts of two PM
additives, urea and propyl paraben, in Marlboro. . . . We stand on our prior conclu-
sion that the soul of Marlboro is controlled ammonia processing of tobacco, with this
processing being accomplished during reconstituted tobacco manufacture. PM’s
band-cast recon most efficiently accomplishes the desired ammonia chemistry, thus
it is an essential ingredient in Marlboro.32

None of this, of course, was made public, and the companies for many years de-
nied they were manipulating nicotine. Philip Morris was actually brash enough to
sue ABC Television—in 1994 for $10 billion—for reporting that Marlboro’s maker
had been “spiking” its cigarettes with nicotine.33 The irony is that the companies
could have made a case that freebasing was simply a way to increase the potency
of the nicotine while keeping down the tar; freebasing could have been defended
as a means of creating a “safer cigarette.” Wynder and others had championed this
idea, that nicotine-to-tar ratios should be maximized, keeping the nicotine high and
the tar low. The companies never made this argument, because they didn’t like to
talk about how they were manipulating the chemical properties of smoke. They also
didn’t want to admit that nicotine was addictive. The companies could have said
they were trying to make a low-tar cigarette while keeping “satisfying” levels of nico-
tine, and some public health authorities might even have hailed this as a noble goal.34

Making such an argument, though, would have compromised one of the pillars
of the industry’s deception, which was that nicotine was simply one of the many
“taste” elements in a cigarette and in no way craved by smokers, robbing them of
their self-control. The public had been led to believe that nicotine was just one of
many natural constituents of tobacco leaf, beyond the control of the manufactur-
ers. Admitting they were juicing up its potency while promising ever lower deliv-
eries would seem to have required admitting addiction, which they were not yet
willing to do. Not to their customers at any rate. The official line was always that
ammonia was added simply to improve the “taste” of tobacco.

Privately, however, the companies were quite upfront about free nicotine being
a more powerful—and dangerous—form of the alkaloid. Free nicotine was always
a health and safety concern on the tobacco factory floor, where leaf-processing
equipment would routinely gum up from contact with the waxy alkaloid. And to
clean such equipment, the companies would often engage in what we might call
“de-freebasing,” wiping nicotine-clogged machine parts with citric acid to convert
the volatile free base into a more harmless (acid) salt. Nicotine in its free base form
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is extremely toxic, and manufacturers knew that contact with even a few drops could
prove fatal—by direct absorption through the skin. Confidential safety protocols
for Philip Morris’s pilot plant making denicotinized tobacco for the company’s Next
brand cigarette recognized that “The use of citric acid when decontaminating a piece
of equipment serves to convert nicotine free base to the less readily absorbed salt
form, at the same time rendering it less volatile.” The resulting salt—nicotine cit-
rate—was still quite toxic but now at least had the “advantage” of having “only about
one twentieth the rate of skin absorption as free base nicotine.”35

Another problem with admitting nicotine manipulation stemmed from the fact
that cancer is not the only harm from smoking. Smoking also causes heart dis-
ease and dozens of other maladies, in which nicotine is not entirely innocent. Nico-
tine has been implicated in cardiovascular disease—by causing constriction of the
arteries—and contributes to death from stroke and possibly even cancer. John Cooke
at Stanford has shown that nicotine stimulates blood vessel growth, which means
that exposure to nicotine might well promote tumorigenesis, by helping to supply
new tumors with oxygen-rich blood. And scholars have shown that nicotine may
be involved in blocking some of the enzymatic activities that help to detoxify to-
bacco-specific nitrosamines.36 Pharmaceutical companies even today are hamstrung
in their development of new drugs, since nicotine interferes with basic detoxifica-
tion processes in the body.

The bottom line is that freebasing helped sustain mass addiction. Smokers
thought they were buying low-yielding cigarettes, when in truth they were getting
just as much nicotine—and in a more powerful form. Freebasing was a response to
worries that falling nicotine yields might cause people to quit; the point was to in-
crease the “extractable” nicotine in smoke, delivering a higher nicotine kick per mil-
ligram of the alkaloid. The process was deceptive, in that it was introduced into many
of the same brands advertised as “light” or “lower yield.” So even though tar and
nicotine levels measured by automated smoking machines showed steady declines
over time, the augmented impact kept customers as addicted as ever. Freebasing
facilitated compensation and is best regarded as a form of chemical deception, a
subterfuge to keep smokers coming back for more.

POST SCRIPT

This history—and chemistry—now has regulatory implications, since the newly em-
powered FDA will probably try to establish some maximum allowable limit to how
much nicotine will be allowed in cigarettes, to prevent addiction. The industry will
surely resist any such effort, but if some reasonable upper limit is established (see
again the box on page 380), the companies may try to game this by reducing the
size of cigarettes (to keep a high fraction of nicotine per puff) or raising the pH of
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the resulting smoke or adding other kinds of chemicals to make sure smokers re-
main hooked. Regulators will have to guard against industry efforts to increase the
potency of nicotine by other means, or even to de-freebase cigar smoke to make it
inhalable. The companies may try to exploit nicotine–acetaldehyde synergies, or
to add other addictive compounds. Skirmishes of this sort will probably drag on
for years, consuming costly financial and intellectual resources, before the courage
will finally be found to cut the Gordian knot and ban combustible tobacco prod-
ucts altogether.
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The “Light Cigarette” Scam
Do you suppose if I continue to smoke Camel Ultra Light Cigarettes and I
should develop cancer it will be “Ultra Light Cancer”?
Dennis J. O’Neil, writing to R. J. Reynolds, 1999

James J. Morgan was one of the most capable marketeers Philip Morris has ever
had. After joining the company in 1963, the Princeton graduate (with a B.A. in his-
tory) had risen up through the ranks to shepherd, first, the Parliament brand, then
Virginia Slims. In 1970, however, he was promoted to market heaven as brand man-
ager for Marlboro, the brand that, as a result of ammoniation and creative cowboy
marketing, would soon become the best-selling cigarette in the world. Managing
such an important brand was a plum job, and Morgan performed well, judging from
his subsequent promotions. By 1994 he was president of the company and its chief
executive officer, a position he held until his retirement in 1997—shortly after his
shocking claim, under oath, that cigarettes were “much more like caffeine, or in my
case, Gummy Bears. I love Gummy Bears and . . . I eat Gummy Bears and I don’t like
it when I don’t eat my Gummy Bears, but I’m certainly not addicted to them.”1

Morgan’s chief innovation was to have introduced the concept of “lights” into
tobacco marketing. It is not entirely clear how this idea came to him: when asked
about the topic in court he doesn’t reveal much. In 1998, in testimony for Blue Cross
and Blue Shield v. Philip Morris et al., Morgan listed five great changes in the Marl-
boro brand: the transformation from a woman’s to a man’s cigarette in 1955; the in-
troduction of the Marlboro Country campaign in 1962 (complete with music from
The Magnificent Seven); the end of broadcast advertising in 1971, which led to the
company’s invention of mega-photolithographic billboards (to advertise the Marl-
boro Man); and the invention of the “light” branding concept in 1971. This was also
about when Philip Morris acquired Miller Beer: the tobacco giant invented “light”
beer about the same time it invented “light” cigarettes. I suspect many people will
be surprised to learn that the entire concept of light (or lite) as applied to foods,
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beer, and virtually everything else was a tobacco industry invention, a vehicle to
sell cigarettes.

WE DIDN’ T SAY “SAFER”

Morgan rejects any suggestion that lights were introduced by the industry to offer
smokers some kind of health reassurance. As he describes it, the provocation ac-
tually came from New York City Mayor John Lindsay, who had proposed a tax on
cigarettes based on their tar and nicotine deliveries. Lights, according to Morgan,
were simply a response to this—basically an effort to avoid the tax. Testifying un-
der oath, Morgan claimed that his company had never intended its new branding
concept to imply any margin of safety; indeed he says his choice of the word light
was pretty much arbitrary: “I could have used anything, any word. We didn’t say
‘was safer.’ ” Morgan denied that his company was responding to demands from
medical authorities or from consumers worried about their health; he also denied
that smokers perceived light cigarettes as offering any kind of health benefits.2

Internal company documents make it clear, though, that lights were intended to
convey an impression of a less hazardous cigarette—and that people perceived them
as such. The documents are full of references to “health smokers” and “health fil-
ter smokers” preferring light or low-delivery cigarettes. Reynolds in its marketing
literature described smokers of “low tar” brands as smoking to “alleviate alleged
health concerns,” and BAT commented on how smokers “will probably believe that
lower deliveries mean less ‘risky’ products.” For Lorillard, low tar numbers were cru-
cial to maintaining “a health cigarette image.” Philip Morris’s Project Hilton in Ger-
many in 1976 envisioned a cigarette positioned as “very healthy on grounds of its
low tar- and nicotine figures”; Project Klaus was yet another effort to target Ger-
many’s “health oriented smokers,” especially those with the “strongest addiction to
smoking.” Project Gatwick was a BAT/Imperial effort to develop a “health reassur-
ance” cigarette for Canada using a “visibly different filter” perceived by smokers of
Rothmans and Export “as being mild.”3

Smokers clearly perceived these as “healthier” than ordinary cigarettes. We know
this from the many hundreds of references to “health reassurance” in the archives,
as well as from internal industry studies dividing cigarette markets into “implicit,”
“contemporary,” and “explicit” “health benefit” segments—according to levels of ad-
vertised tar. We also have evidence from the consumer letters, as when a woman
from Scranton, Pennsylvania, claimed to have switched to Salem Lights “due to
throat and voice problems.” Industry marketers appealed to this hope: “With Hilton
we offer a truly full flavor cigarette for smokers who would like to smoke healthier
but who would never compromise on the taste.” George Weissman of Philip Mor-
ris had articulated this general strategy shortly after the first Surgeon General’s re-
port, emphasizing in a memo to his president and CEO, Joseph F. Cullman III, how
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important it was for the industry to provide smokers with “a psychological crutch
and a self-rationale to continue smoking.” Lights were a key part of the effort to
fashion such a crutch.4

The industry knew it was dangerous from a legal point of view to make such
claims explicit, however. Admitting one kind of cigarette was less deadly, after all,
would implicate others as being more deadly and violate the ruse of cigarettes caus-
ing no kind of harm whatsoever. Ads therefore, when they implied a health benefit,
tended to do so obliquely. One series for Lorillard’s True brand announced that
everyone “knows the problem” and that Trues were “the solution” (see Figure 32).
The problem (cancer? heart disease?) goes unmentioned; the presumption was that
people “know.” Advertisers reinforced this perception through carefully crafted vi-
sual cues. Smokers were portrayed as wearing all white in white rooms, conveying
a sense of hospital-like purity and cleanliness. And whereas bright or sunset reds
were used for Marlboro regulars, lights were typically cast in soft-toned pastels, with
a liberal use of light blues and whites. Ads were sometimes drawn in watercolor,
with progressively vanishing images of cowboys and western symbols as you moved
from regulars to lights and ultralights. So whereas Marlboro regulars showed large
and vivid images of cowboys, lights were usually presented in softer, more distant,
scenes in watercolor or gouache. And ultralights might show only a thin line of gal-
loping horses against the distant mountains. Less was supposed to be better—in the
ads as in your lungs.

Strategies of this sort are explicit in the industry’s internal documents. A 1992
chart of the three principal Marlboro brands, for example, identified Marlboro
Reds with “heavy duty” blue-collar macho “real men”; Mediums (Blues) were to
evoke the “yuppie”; and Lights were supposed to be “smarter.” Advertisers were
instructed on how to design ads for these different brands: so Marlboro Reds were
to be in sharp focus with close-ups depicting a “single hero” and/or “action shots”
with red tints dominant; Mediums would have more shades of blue (and be “prod-
uct based, not image based”); and Lights were to have a “fuzzier focus” and de-
pict “quieter scenes,” incorporating nature and solitude in more “golden earth
tones.” Lights were also to be “more for women.”5 Color/theme schemes of this sort
were carefully scripted, with text, image, tint, and focus all fine-tuned to target
specific types of users.

The industry was clearly aware that smokers perceived Light cigarettes as
healthier—which of course was the whole point. A 1992 BAT survey found smok-
ers regarding such brands as “the opposite of full flavour. Little taste, low satisfac-
tion, communicating minimal health risks (comparative to full flavour) but less nat-
ural and perhaps even synthetic.” This same survey—drawing from interviews with
smokers in Malaysia, South Africa, and Germany, with input from a BAT French
study—found Lights being seen as having “the dimensions of Youth, Modernity
striver/achiever,” along with this presumption of “minimal health risks.” Several
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other kinds of cigarettes were perceived this way, and not by chance. Menthols had
been introduced as a safer (indeed medicinal) smoke in the 1930s, just as king-sizes
were in the 1940s, filters in the 1950s, and low tars in the 1960s. Menthols had never
been very popular until the so-called health scare of the mid-1950s, however, when
market shares began their rapid climb. Focus groups showed that people often
switched to menthols when they had a cold or sore throat; studies also showed that
even the names given to a particular brand were more or less likely to evoke health.
In 1964, for example, Lennen & Newell found that the trade name micronite was
more often regarded as “healthful” than names such as calgonite, cordite, bakelite,
or samsonite, albeit less often than purite or Diet Rite. Lights were just the latest
tactic in this decades-long campaign of reassurance, targeting what the companies
called the “concerned,” “worrier,” or “health” segment.6

DIET CIGARET TES?

Light cigarettes were popular from the moment they were introduced. Marlboro
Lights hit the market in 1971, but by the end of that decade every major manufac-
turer in the United States had a “Lights extension.” Viceroy Lights appeared in 1972,
followed by Winston Lights in 1974, Kent Golden Lights in 1975, and Tareyton
Lights in 1976. More than a dozen new Light brands came onto the American mar-
ket in 1977, making this truly the “year of Lights.” New brands that year included
Camel Lights, L&M Lights, Old Gold Lights, Kool Super Lights, and half a dozen
others in various lengths and styles.7

That same year—1977—Philip Morris upped the ante with the world’s first “ul-
tra light”: an 85-millimeter Parliament. The American Tobacco Co. introduced its
own Tareyton Ultra Light in 1979, followed shortly thereafter (in 1980) by R. J.
Reynolds’s More Ultra Light and Philip Morris’s Merit Ultra Light. Viscount by
this time in Canada was being sold as a “Super-Mild,” a concept introduced in 1978.
Lights and ultralights were brand concepts with informally agreed-upon deliver-
ies: “regular” or “full-flavor” cigarettes were supposed to be anything above 15 mil-
ligrams FTC tar; “lights” were 7- to 15-milligram tar; and “ultralights” were any-
thing below 7 milligrams. “Lowest tar” and “micro lights” were categories later
added for cigarettes in the 1- to 3-milligram tar range. These were never formal
rules with any kind of enforcement; nor did they really tell you how much tar and
nicotine a smoker would actually inhale, given the phenomenon of compensation
and freebasing.

“Slim” and “superslim” cigarettes were supposed to have this same health appeal,
attracting health- and fashion-conscious women worried about their weight. Philip
Morris launched its Virginia Slims in 1968, trading on the idea that smoking would
help keep you from getting fat—which is one reason so many dancers, models, and
actors smoked and still smoke. Slims were supposed to be a distinctly female ciga-
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rette, with the added implication that slims—and later superslims—were a kind of
diet cigarette. Ads often dangled this lure by hinting that a “slim” cigarette could
keep your figure slim and trim. (Ad for Silva Thins: “I like my figure slim. My men
trim. And my cigarette thin.”) Slim cigarettes were likened to low-calorie foods: so
if you eat slim and smoke slim, you’ll keep trim. Small-circumference smokes were
referred to as “skinny cigarettes” or even “Reeds” or “Twigs”—brand names con-
sidered for a Benson & Hedges cigarette.8 And ad copy incorporated words like
“thin,” “trim,” and “skinny” to accentuate this purported (and preposterous) low-
cal link. Reynolds in one of its ads for its Doral brand featured a young-looking
woman explaining how she “lost 650 mg of ‘tar’ the first week . . . without losing
out on taste. . . . I did it on what I call my ‘Doral Diet.’ ” Or as another ad explained:
“I’m not too big in the willpower department. But I lost 700 mg of ‘tar’ the first week
on what I call ‘The Doral Diet.’ ”

Logic was not a strong suit in such ads. After all, if smoking really did keep you
thin, wouldn’t a “light” cigarette have less of this effect? Has anyone ever imagined
that “full-flavor” cigarettes might make you fat? Oddly enough, that is precisely what
many of these ads implied. And the companies often commented on this, when they
thought no one would be listening. Documents from Brown & Williamson’s secret
Project Cirrus describe the “ultra thin” configuration of Barclay Lights as designed
to “reinforce low tar attribute.”9 So here was this perfect trifecta: the slim cigarette
would keep you thin, thinness would imply low tar or “less” of those bad things in
cigarettes, which were sort of like those bad things in food that make you fat. Smok-
ers were supposed to think: slim figure, thin cigarette, low tar, low calorie, “less is
more.” And forget logic.

Female weight watchers were clearly in their sights in 1987, when Brown &
Williamson introduced its Barclay Lights Ultra Thins.10 The Superslims introduced
shortly thereafter were supposed to convey the added impression of being “safer”
than other cigarettes by virtue of generating less sidestream smoke. (Sidestream
smoke comes directly from the lit end of the cigarette into the ambient air, in con-
trast to mainstream smoke, which is inhaled by the smoker.) A market study from
1991 found that while the primary attraction of ultra slims was their “femininity
and lightness,” smokers also viewed them as “more socially acceptable” and “ ‘health-
ier’ for themselves and those around them.”11

The sickening reality is that in certain respects cigarettes with low sidestream
smoke were actually more dangerous—because of how the smoke was reduced. The
companies decided that what they really wanted was to reduce the appearance of
sidestream smoke—meaning its visibility. Industry researchers studied this prob-
lem quite intensively in the 1980s—through Projects Lotus, Ambrosia, and Stealth,
for example—and found that what mainly determines the visibility of smoke is the
size of its constituent particles. Smoke containing large particles is typically more
conspicuous, whereas smoke with smaller particles is less so. So to make smoke less
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visible, cigarette engineers set out to reduce the size of smoke particles—and suc-
ceeded to a certain extent.

Success was not achieved without side effects, however, since less visible smoke
is no less deadly—and may even be more deadly—for two rather different reasons.
For one thing, people may be more willing to expose themselves and others to such
smoke, believing it to be less deadly (or not present). More disturbing is the fact
that fine particles tend to lodge more easily in the lungs and to penetrate more deeply.
The result: doctors are now finding more cancers in the deeper recesses of the lungs,
where they are harder to identify and to extract. That is principally from the switch
to filter cigarettes, since larger smoke particles are more easily filtered out.12 But it
is also from this effort to make smoke less visible, by reducing smoke particle size.
Smokers now tend to get more of these distal tumors—especially adenocarcinomas,
which formerly were rare even among smokers. Tumors deeper in the lung also tend
to be found at later stages of malignancy, which signals a worse prognosis.

So several different sorts of design modifications have caused cigarettes to ac-
tually become more deadly. Counting only those having to do with cancer, this
would include (1) flue-curing, which allowed cigarette smoke to be inhaled, gen-
erating the world’s first epidemic of lung cancers; (2) filters, which reduced smoke
particle sizes, allowing tars to penetrate deeper into the lungs; and (3) efforts to make
smoke less visible, which further reduced smoke particle size, causing more lung
disease and disease of a deadlier kind. This counterintuitive bite-back is common
in the world of tobacco, where manufacturers seem to have as their basic operat-
ing philosophy: trade in illusions, ignore the health of your customers, and paper
over any difficulties with fancy scents and optical tricks. (Chemicals were some-
times put into cigarettes to cover up noxious tobacco odors, part of this effort to
make smoking more “socially acceptable.”) Greg Connolly of Harvard hit this nail
on the head when he compared the industry’s odor and visibility manipulations to
“adding sugar to rancid meat . . . classic adulteration of a consumer product to con-
ceal the risk.”13

POPCORN OR PUFFED-WHEAT TOBACCO

We’ve seen how “low-tar” cigarettes are fraudulent: filters don’t really filter, and tricks
such as ventilation are easily and unconsciously overcome by the addict. Cigarette
makers have used other tricks to lower apparent tar and nicotine yields, including
modifications of the blend and burn rate and changes in cigarette dimensions.
Smaller cigarettes—simply by virtue of containing less tobacco—will deliver less
tar and nicotine when smoked on an automatic smoking machine, because there
is less tobacco to burn. One way to achieve this is to reduce the circumference of
the rod—and therefore the volume of the tobacco component—but another has been
to “lighten” the tobacco by aerating it, puffing it up, making it less dense, so that a
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cigarette of a given volume will contain less tobacco. The term of art is expanded
tobacco.

Expanded tobacco (ET) is an important means by which the tobacco companies
have tried to make cigarettes appear “safer.” Reynolds pioneered this technique in
the 1960s: the idea was that by “puffing up” tobacco—typically by exposing it to ex-
treme cold in the form of dry ice, Freon, or liquid propane—you could force air
into the leaf and thereby increase its volume, or “filling power.” The result was ba-
sically a popcorn or puffed-wheat version of traditional leaf which, as with recon,
could be used to save on manufacturing costs. Expanded tobacco (also known as
G-13 in Reynolds’s jargon) is of course less dense, which means that less was needed
to fill a cigarette to a given volume. ET saved the companies money, but it also helped
to reduce machine-measured tar and nicotine yields, since you were putting less
actual tobacco in any given cigarette. So whereas cigarettes from the 1950s typi-
cally contained about 1.2 grams of “filler” (tobacco plus flavorings and other addi-
tives),14 cigarettes by the 1970s and 1980s typically contained only two-thirds of a
gram, some only half a gram or even less.

The beauty of this system was that it saved the industry money—just like filters.
Recall that filters lowered the cost of manufacturing, since cigarettes with plastic
tips contain about 20 percent less tobacco. Expanded tobacco had this same cost-
cutting virtue—but could also be used to lower tar and nicotine deliveries as mea-
sured by the smoking robots mandated by the FTC. Cigarettes containing less to-
bacco meant less tar and nicotine from any given cigarette—if smoked the same
way as a regular (a big “if ”). It also meant smoking more paper per gram of tobacco.
Not that that the latter really mattered much, since much of the modern cigarette
(notably the recon) is just chopped and flavored paper onto which nicotine-laden
tobacco extracts have been sprayed.

How, though, was expanded tobacco developed?
The idea of pumping air into products to fluff them up goes back to the early

years of the twentieth century. Puffed wheat and rice date from prior even to the
First World War, though no one seems to have bothered applying such techniques
to tobacco until the 1960s. Nineteenth-century governments would surely have re-
garded it as a form of adulteration—and sleazier even than pumping tobacco full
of sugar and the like, since expanding tobacco just adds a bunch of empty air to the
cigarette. The process had an obvious economic rationale: ET allowed cigarette mak-
ers to fill a cigarette with substantially less tobacco. A new justification emerged in
the 1960s, however, since including ET also allowed cigarette makers to lower tar
and nicotine deliveries as measured on standardized smoking machines. The first
recorded suggestion of this sort is a 1964 “Communication of Invention” by James
D. Fredrickson of Reynolds, who proposed reducing the volume of cigarette smoke
by “limiting the quantity of tobacco consumed in smoking.” The method involved
subjecting cured tobacco leaf to a volatile solvent such as hexane, followed by a sud-
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den-shock treatment with steam. Reynolds researchers had found that hexane-ex-
tracted stem could be puffed up by this means, allowing a reduction in tar and nico-
tine numbers when incorporated into a cigarette. Fredrickson in his lab notebook
commented that the “economic aspects of the process” would also be attractive,
given that “the amount of tobacco in a cigarette would be decreased.” Fredrickson
later proposed other methods of expanding tobacco—by incorporating an inert gas
such as carbon dioxide or Freon into the leaf, which would then be allowed to swell
by subjecting it to a partial vacuum.15

Philip Morris and Reynolds by the late 1960s were both taking expanded tobacco
quite seriously. Indeed it was like a dream come true. Simply by applying certain
chemical and physical agents, cigarette makers could take a given mass of tobacco
and puff it up to nearly twice its pretreated volume. Cigarette makers could thereby
reduce the mass of “filler” in the rod by about half—producing cigarettes contain-
ing not even half a gram of tobacco. Here is how Helmut Wakeham described it to
his superiors in 1973:

Tobacco filler expansion is achieved by impregnating the tobacco cells with a volatile
expansion agent and then applying quick thermal energy to convert the agent into a
gas which blows up or expands the cell. The Reynolds process uses Freon as the agent
which works well but has the disadvantage of leaving some foreign Freon residue in
the tobacco. The current method used by Philip Morris utilizes the formation of am-
monium carbonate in the tobacco cells. On exposure to heat, this compound breaks
down to ammonia and carbon dioxide gases which expand the [filler]. There is some
excess residual ammonia, but the main disadvantage of this method is that the ele-
vated temperature required to effect the expansion also produces some undesirable
changes in tobacco composition.

Consequently, we have been investigating other methods.

The most important of these other methods was the so-called dry ice or DIET (dry
ice expanded tobacco) process, which involved freezing and then thawing the leaf
or sheet to puff it up. Other methods were tried, including an ammonia–carbon
dioxide procedure involving alternating cycles of heat, cold, and exposure to steam,
but dry ice comes to be regarded as the cheapest and most effective. Wakeham had
a theatrical bent and liked to dramatize the process by handing out a piece of dry
ice impregnated tobacco leaf, which when fondled by his audience would warm up
and expand before their very eyes.16

Like ventilation, expanded tobacco was one of the principal ways by which cig-
arette makers in the 1970s and 1980s lowered (apparent) tar and nicotine yields.
The idea was basically that you would not smoke as much because there would be
less tobacco in your cigarette. This was hardly a profound concept, but it did lead
to savings for the industry and lower apparent yields. Which is also why it gener-
ated such enthusiasm—and kept on generating it for decades. Philip Morris in 1987
increased the capacity of its Munich ET facility from 1,050 to 1,250 kilograms per
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hour, partly by increasing the temperature of the process. The time required to
process a single batch in the company’s secret Project Duerer went from nearly four
to only two and a half hours. New puffing methods were also developed, including
impregnation of the leaf with a volatile organic liquid followed by heating with a
hot gas. Stems or leaves were also irradiated with microwaves, causing the tobacco
to puff up. Some companies expanded only those varieties of tobacco thought to
be more harmful, hoping thereby to lessen the risk of cancer.17

Odd as this may seem, then, “light” cigarettes are, among other things, just light-
weight cigarettes, cigarettes with less tobacco in them. Most smokers probably have
no idea that the actual mass of tobacco in cigarettes has declined substantially over
the past eighty or ninety years. In 1922, for example, Class A cigarettes in the United
States were required by law—the Tobacco Tax Law—to weigh at least three pounds
per thousand cigarettes, meaning an average minimum weight of 1.36 grams per
cigarette. Lucky Strike cigarettes in 1921 averaged about 1.27 grams and contained
1.20 grams of tobacco. Cigarettes manufactured since the 1940s, however, have
steadily declined in weight. (It is not clear why this 1922 law was not enforced.) The
industry used to gauge the weight of cigarettes in terms of how many it took to make
four ounces; so for Tareyton Filters in 1956 it took ninety-two to make four ounces,
with each whole cigarette weighing 1.23 grams (1.03 for the tobacco and the rest
for paper and the filter). Camels were somewhat lighter but still weighed about 1.1
grams and were occasionally measured as heavy as 1.26 grams. Cigarettes have con-
tinued to lighten since this time: Tareyton Ultra Low Tar Menthols in 1981 con-
tained only 0.56 grams of tobacco; and Brown & Williamson’s super-skinny Capri
in 1986 (with a circumference of only 17 mm) contained only 0.40 grams of to-
bacco. By 1991 an entire pack of Virginia Superslims Ultra Low Tar contained only
8 to 9 grams of tobacco—so little that adjustments had to be made in mechanical
handling and testing procedures, which had assumed that a pack of cigarettes would
weigh at least 10 grams. Even American Lights, a very long cigarette at 120 mil-
limeters, contained only 0.82 grams of filler.18

The Vanishing Cigarette? Tobacco in Selected U.S. Brands
Year Cigarette Tobacco Content
1921 Lucky Strike 1.27 grams
1922 “Class A” Cigs (Tobacco Tax Law) 1.36 grams
1932 Lucky Strike 1.05 grams
1956 Pall Mall 1.20 grams
1956 Tareyton Filter 1.03 grams
1972 Benson & Hedges 0.91 grams
1974 Chesterfield 101 filter 0.85 grams
1974 Old Gold 0.74 grams
1981 Tareyton Ultra Low Tar Menthol 0.56 grams
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1980 Carlton 83’s (box) 0.50 grams
1987 Capri 100 Ultra Slim 0.40 grams
1993 Marlboro Lights 0.67 grams
1993 Virginia Slims Superslims (box) 0.42 grams
2010 Marlboro Lights 0.65 grams
2010 Marlboro 72s 0.52 grams

The point is that cigarettes today contain significantly less tobacco than cigarettes
from the pre-1950s era. Light cigarettes are light because the manufacturers have
punched little holes in the sides, allowing fresh air to dilute the smoke, but also be-
cause they use this new kind of tobacco, or rather the same old kind subjected to
“puffing” or “expansion” (or “swelling”). Expanding tobacco gives it greater filling
power, but the end product is no different. Light cigarettes are “light,” if you believe
that cream by virtue of being whipped has fewer calories or that cotton candy is
less likely to rot your teeth than ordinary sugar.

There is one further point that should be made in this context. Epidemiologic
studies show that people are still dying as often from smoking on a per cigarette
basis, which means that cigarettes today—since they contain only about half the
tobacco they once did—are about twice as deadly on a per-gram basis as cigarettes
in the past. Despite all the trumpets and drums and hand-waving from the indus-
try’s admen and lawyers in court and despite reassurances in the guise of filters,
“low tars,” and “lights,” modern cigarettes are no less deadly than those of a bygone
era. Indeed on a per-gram basis they may well be deadlier than at any previous time
in history. All the industry has really managed is to extract more death and suffer-
ing from any given mass of tobacco, and to wrap the whole mess up in shiny packs
full of lies.

COLOR-CODING SCHEMES

In court, when charged with having conspired to defraud consumers by means of
this “Light” label, the industry typically blames the public health community for
insisting that low-tar cigarettes would be safer. And it is true that for several de-
cades a number of health authorities did recommend that smokers switch to low-
delivery brands. The peak of this insistence came in the 1970s, when the tobacco
industry and the U.S. Public Health Service collaborated in an effort to explore how
“less harmful” cigarettes might be designed, through a body known as the Tobacco
Working Group, set up in 1968.19 The retreat from advocating “reduced harm” cig-
arettes did not really come until the 1990s, when health authorities realized (mainly
from the release of internal industry documents) that the industry had no reason
to believe lights were any safer—because of compensation. I’ve mentioned the pi-
oneering work of Kozlowski and Benowitz, but we cannot really talk about a con-
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sensus until 2001, when the National Cancer Institute published its Monograph 13,
combining evidence from epidemiology, biomarker studies, marketing research, and
the industry’s own archives to show that lights were no safer.

More recently, the different companies have begun to diverge over what to ad-
mit. Philip Morris now admits that lights or low tars were never any safer but re-
fuses to admit it had ever implied such a thing. Contrary to mountains of evidence
from the archives,20 the company also denies that smokers ever imagined them to
be safer. Reynolds admits that lights may not have been safer, but they also like to
stress that many people outside the industry also used to think this—including
people from the public health community. The industry here as always tries to di-
minish its own responsibility (and culpability) by casting itself as a kind of neutral
innocent, buffeted by the forces of consumer demand and public health admon-
ishments. The industry was not a leader but a follower; their hands were tied. Such
is the claim at any rate.

Fortunately, however, the courts have begun to see through this ruse. In the sum-
mer of 2006 federal court Judge Gladys Kessler ruled in United States v. Philip Mor-
ris that the industry had deliberately tried to deceive consumers with its “lights”
campaign. Justice Department lawyers had accused the industry of violating the
Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations (RICO) Act—the statute created
to punish organized crime—and the court was harsh in its condemnation. In one
of the most detailed legal judgments in history—the “Final Amended Opinion” runs
to 1,600 pages—the court ruled that the companies had committed fraud and rack-
eteering on a scale of massive proportions. The conspiracy (“enterprise”) had lasted
over half a century and was ongoing. The companies were found to have

“Falsely Denied that They Market to Youth,”
“Falsely Denied that They Manipulated Cigarette Design,”
“Falsely Represented that Light and Low Tar Cigarettes Deliver Less Nicotine

and Tar,”
“Falsely Denied that ETS [Secondhand Smoke] Causes Disease,” and
“Suppressed Documents, Information, and Research”

The court also commented on the conspiracy to represent light and low-tar ciga-
rettes as safer, when the reality known to the companies was that these offered no
clear health benefit over regulars. The industry falsely marketed lights as less harm-
ful “in order to keep people smoking and sustain corporate revenues.” Hundreds
of pages are devoted to proving such charges. The marketing of lights was a calcu-
lated deception, a ruse to keep profits high even if it costs smokers’ lives.

Lights branding of cigarettes in the United States is scheduled to become a thing
of the past. Judge Kessler in United States v. Philip Morris ordered the companies
to stop using descriptors such as “light,” “mild,” or any other terms to convey health

416 Part III. Conspiracy on a Grand Scale



claims,21 a ruling upheld in July 2010, when the U.S. Supreme Court refused to
hear the industry’s request for an appeal. The tobacco industry is now officially a
racketeer; that is the law of the land. The FDA has also ruled that explicit “light”
labels must disappear, effective June 2010. The Framework Convention on Tobacco
Control (not yet ratified by the United States) asks all its member nations to avoid
using labels such as “Light” or “Mild” in advertising (or on packs), and Brazil, Can-
ada, and most countries in the European Union have already banned such terms.
Brazil in 2001 banned all tobacco advertising using health-related terminology—
including “light” and “mild”—though cigarette makers have also had plenty of time
to develop alternate ways to convey this same message of reassurance.

Indeed the industry has long known that color codes can be used to differenti-
ate brands and to insinuate this same sense of safety. So instead of Marlboro regu-
lars, lights, and ultralights we will have Marlboro reds, golds, and silvers, or some-
thing along these lines. Menthols will no doubt be greens or blues. Brazilian
cigarette makers have already introduced such codings, and other countries surely
will follow. Tobacco marketers have been building up the public’s appreciation for
“color perception” since at least the 1970s; a 1978 Brown & Williamson marketing
report put it at follows: “Light colors connect with light tasting. Combinations of
yellow, orange and red now equate to smoking enjoyment. Merit’s brown projects
a slightly stronger taste. Certain blues are contradictory to smoking enjoyment and
can denote strength and coldness. Other blues are prestigious though in a passive
sense.”22 The industry has been working for quite some time along these lines, which
means that when “light” labels are finally lost, the companies will already have moved
on to color-coded surrogates. We’ve already seen how manufacturers barred from
using text or human images were able to turn to subtler visual cues: a sliver of cut
purple silk, a Camel waiting for a bus (see again Figure 17). BAT as recently as 2008
was giving stores in Mauritius a new coat of paint—in favored cigarette brand col-
ors.23 We can expect tobacco manufacturers to try to carry on the lights fraud via
color codings, which is why critics call for plain packaging with nothing but a plain-
font brand name on the pack—and graphic warnings. A heated battle is now being
waged in Australia over precisely this question of whether the government has the
right to mandate plain packaging.

The industry of course is nimble, and has a long history of anticipating (and
thwarting) its critics. Which is why we can still count the number of cigarettes
smoked per annum in the trillions. The light cigarette scam and its survival through
color coding was not the industry’s first duplicitous triumph, nor will it be its last.
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Penetrating the Universities
Only a knave or a fool can support [the] tobacco industry. It is dastardly.This
is the Age of the Hollow Man. Let it not be known as the age when our finest
thinkers sell out.
Charles B. Huggins (Nobel laureate) to Clarence Cook Little
(CTR SAB chair), January 17, 1968

Those who can make you believe absurdities, can make you commit atrocities.
Voltaire

In 1963 Senator Maurine B. Neuberger of Oregon wondered whom future histori-
ans might indict for “our failure to find even a partial solution to the problem of
smoking during the first 10 years after its dangers were revealed.” There was plenty
of blame to go around, and the distinguished senator pondered the options:

The tobacco industry, for its callous and myopic pursuit of its own self-interest? The
government, for its timidity and inertia in failing to formulate a positive program of
prevention? The medical profession, for abdicating its role of leader in this crucial area
of public health? Or is the individual—smoker and non-smoker alike—incriminated
by his failure to accept responsibility for his own and his society’s well-being?1

Nearly fifty years have passed since Neuberger’s queries, and our answer must be “all
of the above”—and more. The senator makes no mention of those many journalists,
advertisers, and PR agents who so faithfully served the industry, nor of the farmers
and trade unionists who went along with the doubt campaign. She doesn’t mention
the myriad providers of paper, filters, and flavorants to the industry, who must have
known their ultimate fate. And there is no mention of those legions of lawyers who,
like those at Shook, Hardy and Bacon or Covington & Burling, provided intimate
counsel to the industry, directing research, cultivating experts, shredding or seques-
tering documents, and aiding and abetting in other ways the denialist conspiracy.2

Also absent from Neuberger’s list, however, is academia, which is striking given
how thoroughly our colleges have been captured. Thousands of scholars have worked
as consultants for Big Tobacco, and many hundreds have worked as witnesses in
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litigation. And not just in the United States, but all over the world. This massive—
and deadly—collaboration is little known, a virtually undiagnosed black mark on
modern scholarship.

OFF-TOPIC DATA CHAFF AND QUID PRO QUO

We’ve already seen how the Medical College of Virginia by the 1940s was “sold
American”: especially through its Department of Pharmacology, the college sup-
plied the industry with talent for more than seven decades, as it still does today. But
the MCV was not alone in providing help. Dozens of world-class universities have
serviced the industry, defending cigarette makers in court or in hearings, spewing
off-topic data chaff to distract from looming harms, lending the imprimatur of in-
tellect to the world’s deadliest business enterprise. Professors from places like Har-
vard, Yale, Johns Hopkins, Stanford, UCLA, and other beacons of learning have been
happy to serve, and in a variety of capacities. Taking money from the industry’s dis-
traction organs (CTR, CIAR, etc.) has been the most common, but scholars have
also appeared for the industry in films or on television, along with evaluating grants,
organizing symposia, publishing books and articles, and countless special arrange-
ments. Scholars serve as expert witnesses for the industry in court or before Con-
gress and write briefs for lawyers, advising them on everything from soft spots in
statistical reasoning to tricky ways to challenge a cancer diagnosis.

Prior to the 1990s, in fact, there seems to have been little reluctance to take such
funds. Harvard administrators in 1964 actually solicited money from Reynolds, of-
fering that such donations (for medical research) would be of “incalculable value”
in demonstrating the “interdependence of good health and industrial achievement.”
Here is how Harvard approached the Camel coterie:

By making a major unrestricted grant for teaching and research in the medical sci-
ences at Harvard, the R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Company would enjoy enormous pub-
lic relations benefits, starting with the initial announcement of the gift and continu-
ing, for generations to come, with the association of the R. J. Reynolds name with a
steady stream of advances in medical knowledge. The Company would set an exam-
ple of incalculable value in demonstrating the interdependence of good health and
industrial achievement.3

Reynolds for its part agreed that academic investments would be wise “in the mat-
ter of the Company’s ‘public image’ ”—and so on October 8, 1964, gave $50,000 to
the illustrious East Coast university. Harvard Medicine Program Officer Lawrence
O. Pratt was gratified, assuring the company of the university’s intent “to create with
your initial gift the R. J. Reynolds Teaching and Research Fund” for Harvard:

The creation of such a fund will have a number of advantages. We will be able to uti-
lize income from the Fund to support basic research in fields that hold special inter-
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est to your company. Because the gift is unrestricted, the Dean of the Harvard Med-
ical School will be able to utilize these new resources, like a good quarterback, in ways
which promise maximum yardage in advancing knowledge.4

Reynolds later worked with other Harvard deans, including Robert H. Ebert, who
succeeded George P. Berry as dean of the medical school in 1965. Dean Ebert was
equally appreciative, praising the makers of Camel cigarettes (in 1970) for provid-
ing “a significant part of the unrestricted capital available to the Medical School for
teaching and research purposes.” Ebert invited the cigarette maker to visit the Har-
vard campus: “We would welcome the opportunity to demonstrate how the Rey-
nolds Fund is contributing to progress of medical science and education.” Reynolds
was agreeable, noting that Dean Ebert had long had an interest in lung infections—
and smoked a pipe.5

Gifts of this sort were often “unrestricted,” but donors clearly expected some kind
of payback. Within a matter of weeks after announcing its first big grant to Har-
vard, for example, Reynolds had one of its attorneys ask Professor A. Clifford Barger
from the medical school to testify on its behalf before a congressional committee
investigating smoking. Barger soon thereafter began reviewing grant applications
for the CTR and started dipping himself into this pot, receiving Special Project funds
after gaining the approval of “all six General Counsel” of the industry. Barger was
attractive to the companies because, as lawyers working with Shook, Hardy and
Bacon explained, when it came to heart disease Barger “believes that his experi-
mental work shows that stress and not smoking is involved.” This was music to the
industry’s ears, which is why David Hardy in 1969 recommended increasing Spe-
cial Project money for Harvard in the hope again that “Dr. Barger might consider
giving us a statement for hearings.” The rationale was familiar: “Dr. Barger is, we
believe, sympathetic to our cause insofar as heart disease is concerned, and he feels
that stress and other factors are of much greater importance than the unproved case
against smoking.” Barger received $30,000 that year in Special Projects money, plus
another $150,000 in 1972 in regular CTR funds to determine, among other things,
“whether nicotine enhances performance of the squirrel monkey.” The professor by
this time had a big team of Harvard scholars working on the industry’s dime—the
psychiatrist Peter B. Dews, for example, but also J. Alan Herd from physiology, Roger
T. Kelleher and William H. Morse from psychobiology, and several research and
technical assistants as well. Barger also had a cozy relationship with the CTR, re-
viewing and approving grant applications by colleagues who were also reviewing
and approving his own applications. As late as 1984 Barger was still presenting lec-
tures to RJR’s Board of Directors, reassuring them that heart disease had “unknown”
causes despite “many suspects.” His colleague Peter Dews as recently as 1994 was
advising Philip Morris on “scientific points regarding nicotine addiction” to address
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claims raised in litigation, while serving also as a member of Reynolds’s Scientific
Advisory Board. Dews in at least one instance traveled to Philip Morris headquar-
ters in New York to deliver a lecture (to the Board of Directors) on legal matters so
sensitive that even today the speech remains “privileged content” and barred from
public inspection.6

It would take many thousands of pages to chronicle the full extent of Big To-
bacco’s penetration of academia; the scale of such collaborations is simply too vast.
From 1995 to 2007 alone, University of California researchers received at least 108
awards totaling $37 million from tobacco manufacturers for training, service, and
research. From a global point of view most such collaborations have been in the
realm of agriculture: tobacco companies rely on experts to improve tobacco yields,
and thousands if not tens of thousands of scholars have been harnessed for this pur-
pose. Here I shall restrict my focus to health-related collaborations, which present
us with the most disturbing breach of academic integrity. Given limitations of space
I shall highlight only a few examples from some of our more prestigious universi-
ties, organized more or less chronologically.

A FEELING OF GO ODWILL

The 1930s was a turning point in tobacco–academic collaborations. Outside ex-
pertise was needed to solve certain technical problems, but the companies were also
beginning to realize that university ties could burnish the industry’s prestige and
credibility, both of which had suffered from the first great wave of “health scares”
centering around publicity of poisons in tobacco—notably lead, arsenic, and car-
bon monoxide but also poisons produced by the use of humectants (including
acrolein) and nascent cancer grumblings. A. L. Chesley, American Tobacco’s top sci-
entist in the pre-Hanmer era, as early as 1931 had pushed the company to use its
talents to help “withstand the assault” of competitors and anti-tobacco propagan-
dists; the goal was to make the company’s research department “the leader in this
field” so that anyone wanting to know about tobacco “will think first of asking us
for such information.” AT&T’s Bell Laboratories was to be a model, but external re-
search contacts were also to be cultivated. Chesley’s recommendation: “We should
establish a feeling of good will, probably by research work, with several of the lead-
ing colleges, such as Columbia, Johns Hopkins, the University of Iowa, and some
University on the Coast. . . . ”7

American led with its MCV collaboration, but by the 1940s most of the com-
panies had joined in the action. Lorillard funded a graduate fellowship (in tobacco
chemistry) at Ohio State in 1946, by which time the company was also paying JAMA
editor Morris Fishbein large sums to promote its cigarettes. C. L. Albright from the
physics department of the University of Richmond studied the extent to which Pall
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Mall stained the fingers (in 1940), while Philip Morris funded the Mellon Institute
of Industrial Research to improve methods for measuring acrolein in cigarette
smoke. Brown & Williamson in 1947 established a fellowship at the University of
Louisville to research the chemical constituents of tobacco leaf, and Lorillard in 1946
funded yet another postdoctoral fellowship, this time in physiology, “to study cig-
arette smoke from the standpoint of throat irritation.” This last-named initiative was
made urgent by the publicity given to Angel H. Roffo’s demonstration of a cigarette–
cancer link in the 1946 issue of Reader’s Scope.8

Universities were not always proud of such arrangements. Ohio State’s contract
with Lorillard barred the tobacco giant from using its name in advertising, for ex-
ample, and Yale was not entirely pleased with its appearance in a series of Reynolds
ads extolling nicotine’s wondrous power to raise one’s blood sugar. Professor
Howard W. Haggard’s work had been cited in a series of ads that ran in 1,100 news-
papers in the spring of 1934; neither Haggard nor Yale had approved the use of their
names, however, and there was the added complication that the professor was al-
ready under contract with several other tobacco firms, endorsing other tobacco
products. Haggard and his colleague Yandell Henderson, from Yale’s Applied Phys-
iology Laboratory, were on the payroll of at least three different cigarette compa-
nies by this time. For Brown & Williamson, for example, they had been investigat-
ing the toxicity of the menthol added to Kool cigarettes, concluding in a letter to
the company’s law department that the compound was “entirely without any harm-
ful effect whatever, either general or local, upon those who consume these cigarettes.”
Haggard and Henderson also suggested mentholating the paper in the packaging
just prior to transport (to avoid evaporation), an idea later taken up by a number
of cigarette makers. Haggard had also helped certify the cleanliness of American
Tobacco’s facilities, but it was not always easy to entice such collaborations. William
Esty, head of Reynolds’s chief advertising agency, in 1934 reflected candidly on to-
bacco’s difficult relations with academia:

Nearly all scientists and college professors have an instinctive distrust of business men,
especially advertising men. There is some justification for their feelings, since in the
past their confidence has been so often betrayed by commercial interests. Professor
Haggard especially has reason to distrust tobacco companies and advertising men.
He was one of the party which was taken on a special train for a junket to the Lucky
Strike factory. Like the others in the large party, he was promised a $1,000 fee simply
to inspect the factory and report on its sanitary conditions. The party of visiting sci-
entists was whisked through the factory in a perfunctory way, then entertained at a
barbecue and mint julep spree and poured back on the special train. Professor Haggard
wrote a letter to the American Tobacco Company stating that he found sanitary con-
ditions to be very good in the factory, then the Ethiopian in the wood pile emerged.
American Tobacco Company sent him a long statement to sign, in which he com-
mended their toasting process and other features, obviously to be used in Lucky Strike
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advertising. Properly resentful, Professor Haggard returned the statement unsigned
and said he would return their check if his first statement was not satisfactory.9

Esty realized that such men had to be approached carefully, and subsequently looked
for scholars more favorably disposed to business enterprise.

The industry vastly increased funding for scholars in the 1950s and 1960s, fol-
lowing proof and certification of the lung cancer hazard. In 1955 alone the TIRC
offered fellowships to seventy-nine medical schools, with only two refusing the
money. Trolling wherever they could for support, the companies offered lucrative
stipends and retainers to keep scholars in their pockets. Herbert Arkin, for exam-
ple, was a City College of New York statistician hired by Philip Morris in 1950 to
analyze the extent to which different brands of cigarettes irritated the throat. Philip
Morris scientists had gathered the data, using “a colorimeter and photo electric cell”
to gauge the reddening of tissues at the back of the throat. Crunching company-
supplied numbers, Arkin found that whereas Lucky Strikes caused significant irri-
tation, Philip Morris cigarettes produced none (big surprise). Arkin was later hired
to dispute Hammond and Horn’s studies financed by the American Cancer Soci-
ety and published an article in Current Medical Digest warning that the methods
being used to link smoking and cancer were “fraught with dangers of misinterpre-
tation.” Newspapers publicized his skepticism, with headlines announcing, “Prof.
Questions Cigaret–Cancer Link” and “Smoking, Lung Cancer Link Questioned.”
Quotes from Arkin and other industry-financed skeptics were later used by Loril-
lard at FTC hearings to defend its Old Gold advertising.10 Dozens of other schol-
ars were paid for similar services, and by the end of the 1950s it was hard to find a
serious scientific doubter who had not taken money from the companies.

What we really see from this point on is the emergence of two scientific com-
munities, one independent of the industry recognizing the reality of tobacco harms
and one dependent on the industry servicing its various technical, legal, and polit-
ical/PR needs. The distinction is not really captured by “leaders” versus “laggards,”
since many of those co-opted were bright lights in their own fields. Which is also
why it’s not really right to talk about science versus pseudoscience. The science sup-
ported by the industry was typically not of a particularly low quality but rather sim-
ply irrelevant to the question of whether tobacco caused harms. The genius of the
industry was to create a new kind of science in its macro-sociologic aspect, which
I like to call distraction science or red herring research. Science of this sort could be
advertised as “related” somehow to smoking and health while never running the
danger of implicating smoking in any kind of harm. Decoy research could be used
to distract attention from the “main issue”—the deadly harms of smoking. Much
of this was basic research in molecular or cell biology and the like, one purpose of
which was to allow the industry to say, “Look how much research we are funding!”

“Alternative causation” was a focus of much of this research, and scholars were

Penetrating the Universities 423



employed both to conduct such research and to summarize its value for litigation.
Richard E. Shope, a distinguished virologist at the Rockefeller Institute for Medical
Research, worked for Philip Morris attorneys in the late 1950s, for example, prepar-
ing an analysis of “The Possible Role of Viruses in Cancer” for use in litigation.11

Work of this sort was needed to buttress the claim that tobacco was only one of
many possible causes of cancer and that we might as well blame a virus of some
sort, or stress on the job or air pollution, or even baldness or bird mites (birds fluff
their feathers, releasing lung-infesting mites). The utility of such arguments was typ-
ically higher if the industry’s hand in generating them could remain hidden, which
may be why Shope failed to disclose his industry connection when he wrote a guest
editorial titled “Koch’s Postulates and a Viral Cause of Human Cancer” for Cancer
Research. Robert Koch had developed criteria for disease causation in Germany in
the 1880s, as part of an effort to formalize how to identify infectious disease agents.
The idea was that if a germ of a particular sort really does cause a particular disease,
then one should be able to find that microbe in the body of the afflicted patient. For
complex diseases such as cancer, however, Koch’s postulates were not terribly use-
ful. Cancers are most often not caused by germs, and the same effect might have many
different causes. As summarized by Shope, however, the first of Koch’s postulates re-
quired that “the investigator should find the agent in every case of the disease.”12 The
Rockefeller virologist seems not to have realized that cancer was different: tobacco
could be causing a disease even if it could also arise by other means. Lung cancer
could derive from exposure to radioactivity or coal tar or metals or a number of other
bodily insults, including smoking. The disease is basically a train wreck in the DNA
of your lungs, without one single type of exposure being the cause-all in every in-
stance. Shope was myopic on this point, and seems not to have realized that causal
models developed for microbial disease were inadequate for understanding chronic,
slow-acting, DNA-scrambling diseases caused by toxic pollutants.

Shope was a relatively benign collaborator, but Harry S. N. Greene, chairman of
Yale University’s Department of Pathology, was closer to what we could call a to-
bacco hack—a hired gun paid to appear as a witness in regulatory hearings. In 1965
testimony before the U.S. Congress Greene dismissed Wynder et al.’s celebrated
mouse-painting studies, claiming that cancer had also been produced in mice “by
a variety of common innocuous substances such as salt, sugar, egg white, and cel-
lophane.” Epidemiology was also not to be trusted—because it was based on “sta-
tistical judgment.” Greene had earlier reassured lawmakers at the Blatnik hearings,
“If I have a bad cold coming on I smoke a lot of cigarettes and usually wake up in
the morning without a cold.” The man may have felt a certain bitterness from hav-
ing failed to produce tumors by means of tobacco extracts placed under the armpits
of mice, and we should probably not overlook the fact that by the time he was tes-
tifying for Blatnik he had already been smoking for some forty-odd years. British
tobacco manufacturers in 1958 recognized Greene as quite out of step in refusing
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to admit health harms, listing him as one of only a handful of serious scholars still
willing to deny any causal link.13 Industry headhunters scoffed when his name was
put forward as a candidate for the job of scientific director at the CTR—the job C. C.
Little eventually took—calling him “crazy.”

MORE ON HARVARD’S ENGAGEMENT S

Whereas some kinds of co-opting were planned to be invisible, others were sup-
posed to be quite up front, allowing the industry to brag about the collaboration.
Sponsored research channeled through the TIRC/CTR was displayed in artfully pre-
pared “annual reports,” for example, and the industry’s many other high-price gifts
and grants were always widely publicized. But some collaborations were supposed
to be more circumspect.

The University of Kentucky in the 1960s, for example, established a Tobacco and
Health Research Program in Lexington headed by Gus W. Stokes, associate dean of
the school’s College of Agriculture. The program was supposed to assess “the na-
ture and magnitude of the relation of smoking to health,” but even Philip Morris
recognized this as a stretch, given the absence of any kind of “epidemiological unit
which might approach the statistics.” Stokes directed the program into the 1970s,
when it was renamed the Tobacco and Health Research Institute with new financ-
ing from a half-cent per-pack tax on all cigarettes sold in the state. Industry-friendly
research was organized with support from Brown & Williamson, which both
bankrolled the institute and helped vet grant applications. In this instance, how-
ever, the tobacco maker asked not to be identified as a sponsor; the university was
also not to identify “any information supplied by Brown & Williamson” as coming
from the company.14 Publicity of industry-sponsored research has always been care-
fully stage-managed, given the dangers of exposing inconvenient truths.

Lawyerly influence was also felt at Harvard’s Tobacco and Health Research Pro-
gram, established via hefty grants from the companies in 1972. The program was
actually the brainchild of the Tobacco Institute, which approached Gary L. Huber,
chief of respiratory diseases at Boston City Hospital’s Harvard Medical Unit. Hu-
ber had always been willing to play ball with the companies, pleasing them with his
willingness to defend the “constitutional hypothesis” and the possibility of a “safe”
cigarette. Huber thought it significant that some people must be more vulnerable
to harms than others and at one point confessed to his Reynolds handlers, “As a
chest physician, I would like to know which of my patients I should ask to stop smok-
ing.” The Harvard project made the industry look good and so was handsomely en-
dowed, absorbing $7 million over an eight-year period. Research topics ranged from
animal models for emphysema to smoke chemistry, experimental filters, and hu-
man smoking behavior, but the industry seems to have been caught off guard in
1978 when Huber announced, on the basis of human experiments, that low-tar cig-
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arettes probably were no safer and might even be extra dangerous insofar as smok-
ers “consistently held the smoke from the low tar cigarettes in their lungs a longer
time in an apparent effort to extract more satisfaction from them.” This was clear
evidence that “low tar” didn’t necessarily mean “safer”—and a deep challenge to
the industry’s principal business strategy of health reassurance. Charles Waite, med-
ical director at the Tobacco Institute, when confronted with these findings conceded
that people smoke “for nicotine” and “self-regulate their own dose levels” but de-
rided Huber’s experiment as “artificial” and flawed by virtue of using too small a
sample size. Waite also claimed that the companies had never implied that low tars
were any safer—which was also not entirely accurate.15

Huber’s Harvard program fell on hard times after this point. Tobacco industry
lawyers had always supervised his work, but attorneys from Lorillard, Shook, Hardy,
and Brown & Williamson now started cautioning that he was “getting too close to
some things.” As Huber’s relationship with the industry soured, his money faucet
was turned off. By 1980 the industry had decided his work was not worth the em-
barrassment; his Harvard grant was axed, the program closed. Huber many years
later learned (or so he claimed) that he had been used as a pawn in the industry’s
doubt-mongering campaign, wasting fifteen years of his career to discover what the
companies already knew from work in their own laboratories. Attorneys suing the
industry showed him documents demonstrating his role in this scheme, and he
agreed to testify against his former benefactors in court, exposing their duplicitous
manipulation of science.16

Harvard has had many other engagements with the industry. The physical an-
thropologist Carl Seltzer in the 1950s tried to correlate propensity to smoke with
body type, and the 1964 Surgeon General’s report has an entire chapter on “The
Morphological Constitution of Smokers” featuring Seltzer as an authority. (Non-
smoking Harvard sophomores supposedly had anatomic traits tending toward “the
extreme masculine form.”) Seltzer liked to play up his Harvard connection even
though he never held a permanent position, living mainly off tobacco industry con-
tracts run through either the Peabody Museum or the School of Public Health.
Seltzer testified for cigarette makers in numerous public hearings and in 1972 ap-
peared as a nerdy white-coat in the Tobacco Institute’s denialist film, Smoking and
Health:The Need to Know. Seltzer here characterized smokers as “more aggressive,
outgoing, extroverted people—hard driving, full of tension,” implying that per-
sonality traits such as these might well be causing them both to smoke and to suc-
cumb to heart disease. His bottom line: “We do not know whether or not there is
a causal relationship between smoking and heart disease.”

Harvard atoned for some of this in 2002, when its School of Public Health de-
cided henceforth to refuse all sponsored research from the industry. Right-minded
universities were starting to wake up to the dangers of such collaborations: more
than a dozen banned tobacco-industry sponsorship in the 1990s, and in the new
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millennium these were joined by the Karolinska Institute (which hands out the
Nobel Prize in medicine), Johns Hopkins, Emory, the University of Berlin, and sev-
eral dozen others—many of which are in Australia, which has one of the world’s
strongest tobacco prevention movements. Several of these schools had suffered pub-
lic relations embarrassments when concerned journalists exposed their faculty as
having aided and abetted the world’s largest industrial killer.17

SPONGING UP FOR BIG TOBACCO:
SAFE TOPICS AT WASHINGTON UNIVERSIT Y

Academic collaboration takes many different forms,18 and in some instances the
school owes its very existence to cigarette philanthropy. Duke University in Durham,
North Carolina, fits this bill, but so does the Bowman Gray School of Medicine in
Winston-Salem. Bowman Gray Sr. was R. J. Reynolds’s powerful president (from 1924
to 1931) and later chairman of the board (1931–35), steering the company through
its turbulent post–trust bust years. When Gray died in 1935, a bequest of $750,000
from his estate was granted to Wake Forest School of Medicine on the condition that
it relocate to Winston-Salem, a hundred miles to the west, where it joined with the
local Baptist Hospital to become a four-year medical college. Bowman Gray for more
than half a century was one of only two American medical schools named for a to-
bacco magnate (Duke was and remains the other). Bowman Gray changed its name
to Wake Forest University School of Medicine in 1997, feeling perhaps that a med-
ical school honoring a tobacco baron might not be in the best interest of public re-
lations. No such taint seems to have attached to the Weissman School of Arts and
Sciences at Baruch College, named for Philip Morris President and CEO George
Weissman (and his wife), or to Wills Hall at the University of Bristol, honoring W. D.
& H. O. Wills, the British tobacco magnates. One wonders whether students or even
faculty know what line of work their benefactors were in.19

Bowman Gray’s scientific collaboration began in 1944, when a Tobacco Research
Laboratory was established at the school with financial support from R. J. Reynolds.
Nicotine metabolism was one early object of study, with the quest being to show
that “even in heavy smokers” there was “no significant accumulation of nicotine in
the blood.” Bowman Gray scholars later did radioisotope tracer work for cigarette
manufacturers. The industry’s funding of such research was often not disclosed in
publications: in 1948, when scholars from the school’s Tobacco Research Labora-
tory published on nicotine metabolism, the authors credited only the “Medical Re-
lations Division of William Esty and Company, Inc.,” failing to reveal that the lab-
oratory itself was a Reynolds creation. So, too, though, was the Medical Relations
Division of Esty, Reynolds’s principal advertising agency, which had coughed up
such wonders as the “More Doctors Smoke Camels” campaign.20

Washington University in St. Louis has been another big sponge for tobacco
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money. Chancellor Thomas H. Eliot announced an initial $2 million grant in the
spring of 1971, noting that this was the largest tobacco industry grant ever awarded
to a single institution. Millions more were eventually funneled into the School of
Medicine, turning it into a hotbed of cigarette-friendly activism. The nominal pur-
pose was to support basic research in tumor immunology, but the underlying goal
was to generate good PR and political allies. President Nixon had declared war on
cancer that year, and the Tobacco Institute wanted to be able to claim it was doing
its part to help promote “early detection, treatment and possible prevention of can-
cer in man.” Newspapers reported glowingly on the collaboration, and Chancellor
Eliot and TI President Horace Kornegay joined in praising the alliance as helping
to “broaden man’s basic understanding of cancer.” The expressed goal was to bet-
ter grasp the biochemistry of tumors, with the hope that cancer-specific antigens
of the lung might be identified that could be used to help develop “blood tests to
detect early lung cancer.”21

The irony of Big Tobacco spending millions to explore lung cancer treatment
and prevention seems to have been missed by Washington University’s faculty tak-
ing the cash. The goal was clearly more than cancer cures; the industry also hoped
to generate good PR and academic allies. Project director Paul E. Lacy, a distin-
guished pathologist and “father of islet cell transplants,” in 1978 agreed to write to
Congressman John E. Moss, commending his cigarette benefactors for their “re-
markable foresight and generosity” in supporting research. Lacy was equally effu-
sive in correspondence with the Tobacco Institute, praising the “wisdom and vi-
sion of the Tobacco Companies and Tobacco Associates,” sentiments also echoed
by the university’s new chancellor, William H. Danforth. Lacy outlined the kinds
of questions made researchable by the industry’s “vision”:

The understanding of the basic cause of cancer in Man will be accomplished by de-
termining the biochemical changes induced in cells by a viral agent or a chemical agent.
Do the viral and chemical agents produce the same biochemical changes leading to
cancer? Does a chemical agent pave the way for the action of a viral agent? Do both
of these agents affect the repair mechanism for DNA in the cell?22

These were all of course “safe” topics, with tobacco conveniently overlooked in all
this talk of viral and biochemical causation. Lacy’s codirector, a pathologist by the
name of Lauren V. Ackerman, offered an equally friendly vision of cancer research,
stressing the dangers (!) of treating man “as an experimental animal”:

The ultimate purpose of cancer research is to develop a means of eradicating cancer
in Man. If cancer is to be eliminated by removal from the environment—this ever
growing list of potential carcinogens—then the only practical resolution of the prob-
lem would be to treat mankind as an experimental animal, house them in a sterile en-
vironment, destroy the basis of their society and deprive them of their present human
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rights. Fortunately a new era is evolving in cancer research which provides some rays
of hope towards achieving the ultimate objective of cancer research—the era of im-
munology of cancer.23

This was an oddly common worry, that nailing down cancer hazards would require
the forcible isolation of smokers from non-smokers to see which developed can-
cer. The industry’s approach was presented as more sober, more “cautious,” more
cellular.

Newspapers like the St. Louis Globe-Democrat swallowed this line, that tobacco
firms were “Helping in [the] Fight against Cancer”:

For nine years, a prestigious group of researchers at Washington University has been
quietly working with millions of dollars from the nation’s leading cigarette manufac-
turers in an effort to untangle the cellular snarl of cancer.

Through a better understanding of how cancer develops, they say, scientists may
eventually be able to develop “gene therapies” through which the devastating disease
could be prevented—or its victims cured.

At a time when many are groping for quick answers and magical cures, the Wash-
ington University team, led by the highly-esteemed Dr. Paul E. Lacy, is slowly and
meticulously studying the behavior of genetic material and the intricacies of intra-
cellular interactions.24

Washington University by this time was returning the favors. Professor Theodor D.
Sterling from computer science was twisting biostatistics to exonerate tobacco, and
Professor Joseph H. Ogura from otolaryngology was receiving $24,000 to carry out
CTR Special Project 77, authorized to demonstrate “the significance of air pollu-
tion and nasal obstruction as influences on the development of lower airway dis-
ease.”25 (Not tobacco, in other words.) The historian of medicine Kenneth Ludmerer
from the School of Medicine would later become one of the industry’s principal de-
fenders in court (see chapter 24).

WYNDER’S TAINT

There is a certain irony in Washington University’s collaboration, given that this is
where Wynder and Graham had conducted their pioneering lung cancer epidemi-
ology, published in 1950. The irony loses part of its punch, however, once we real-
ize how closely Wynder himself ended up working with Big Tobacco. We saw in
chapter 13 how much of Sloan-Kettering’s research in the early 1950s—including
some of Wynder’s work—was industry sponsored, through monies clandestinely
channeled from the American Tobacco Company via the Damon Runyon Memo-
rial Fund. Sloan-Kettering continued to take funds from the industry in the 1960s
and 1970s thanks to its tobacco-friendly director, Frank L. Horsfall, who thought
cigarettes were getting “undue blame” for cancer (and liked the man-sized taste of
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Marlboros). Wynder in the mid-1970s expanded the research facility he had
founded—the American Health Foundation—with financial aid from Philip Mor-
ris and even allowed the tobacco-allied firm of Ruder & Finn to handle public re-
lations. Ruder & Finn sanitized press releases issued by the foundation, allowing
the firm to boast to Philip Morris, “we have handled it so there is not one single
mention of the problem of smoking and health.” Wynder ended up taking around
$6 million from the industry over a period of several decades, during which time
he supported efforts to make a “safer” cigarette and other smoke-friendly causes,
denying even the secondhand smoke–cancer link. Wynder had made it clear—from
the mid-1950s—that he wanted not to eliminate but rather only to “improve” cig-
arettes: as Philip Morris gleefully summarized it, he was not really “anti-tobacco”
but rather “pro-improved tobacco.”26

Wynder never publicly acknowledged taking money from the industry, even
though in at least one instance he seems to have allowed Philip Morris to ghost-
write a paper later revised for publication under his name. (Linking dietary fat and
lung cancer, the paper fit nicely with the industry’s “alternate causation” obfusca-
tion.) The industry also recognized Wynder as an ally in the secondhand smoke
arena, characterizing him as a scholar who, despite being “against us on the pri-
mary issue” (i.e., death from mainstream smoke), might nonetheless be willing to
“speak up in our favor on the ETS issue,” helping thereby to marginalize “the more
rabid or silly antis.” Philip Morris’s funding for Wynder started drying up in the
mid-1990s, when colleagues at his facility showed that exposure to sidestream smoke
resulted in measurable levels of carcinogens in the bodies of non-smokers. Nicole
Fields and Simon Chapman in an important review of this history have concluded
that Wynder’s collaboration threw the companies “a decades long public relations
lifeline.” And that even in retrospect, toward the end of his life, Wynder “realised
the insidious effect of tobacco industry research support but failed to acknowledge
this may have applied to his own association with the industry.”27

TOBACCO L ARGESSE AT UCL A

UCLA has been another significant recipient of tobacco largesse. The university had
taken tobacco money before, but a new level of involvement began in 1974, when
the School of Medicine was awarded a multimillion-dollar grant to establish a “Pro-
gram on Tobacco and Health.” As with all such projects, industry lawyers (notably
Shook, Hardy and Bacon) played a key role in the decision to fund—with the com-
panies also conceding that the decision “should be based more on public relations
than on purely scientific grounds.” The project involved a number of distinguished
faculty in the medical school, with topics including immunotherapy, early detec-
tion, the impact of silica dust and other environmental pollutants on bronchial cil-
iary function, and “a possible relationship between tobacco and disease, particu-
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larly lung cancer.” The goal was to advance our understanding of “complex inter-
locking systems which defend our airways against foreign invaders,” but one sen-
tence in the proposal must have caught the tobacco man’s eye: Martin J. Cline,
UCLA’s Bowyer Professor of Medical Oncology and chief of hematology-oncology,
in a letter outlining his planned course of study reassured the makers of Kool,
Viceroy, Raleigh, and Barclay cigarettes that “we have no strong scientific evidence
that tobacco is causally related to cancer.”28

Flush with tobacco money, Martin Cline et al. studied how the lung defends it-
self, giving little attention to the primary agent known to be attacking it. Over $2
million had been shoveled to UCLA by 1979, with another million approved for an
extension beginning that year. And Cline repaid the favor by helping the industry
with its legal defense. Shook, Hardy and Bacon flew him to Kansas City to lecture
its lawyers on cancer causation, and in 1997 he appeared as an expert witness for
the defense in Broin v. Philip Morris, a class action suit brought by flight attendants
suffering from maladies caused by exposure to secondhand smoke. Cline here
testified that while smoking might well be a “risk factor” for certain diseases, it could
never be conclusively determined to be causal in any given individual—even those
who smoked three packs a day for twenty years. Cline also denied having any knowl-
edge of smoking being addictive.29

Tobacco collaborators at UCLA have attracted their fair share of criticism from
public health advocates, and for understandable reasons. An epidemiologist by the
name of James Enstrom has taken much of this heat, by virtue of having been so
willing to carry water for the industry. Enstrom, with a Ph.D. in physics from Stan-
ford, first came to the industry’s attention in 1974, following widespread media
hoopla surrounding his work casting doubts on whether tobacco abstinence alone
could account for the low cancer rates of Mormons. The Tobacco Institute in its
Newsletter commented favorably on his work, especially his view that there must
be “some other factor beyond not smoking or drinking” behind Mormon longevity.
Anne Duffin, a senior executive (and Special Projects director) at the Tobacco In-
stitute, sought him out and in the spring of 1975 invited him to apply for a CTR
grant, which he did with Lester Breslow as principal investigator (Enstrom was never
a tenured member of the faculty). Enstrom asked Duffin to put in a good word for
him at the CTR, adding that he was “distressed” about the one-sided nature of the
evidence being presented on tobacco and cancer:

It is hard for me to understand how the rising cigarette consumption during this cen-
tury could, by itself, be having a serious adverse [effect] on the health of Americans,
when the age-adjusted death rate from all causes has steadily declined by about 1% a
year for at least the last 40 years, including declines in every age group.30

Duffin politely declined to intervene on Enstrom’s behalf, explaining that a letter
from her would be inappropriate since “the Council and the Institute have always
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operated autonomously, each assiduously avoiding the other’s areas of responsibil-
ity within the tobacco industry.” She did express her hope he would publish his
“doubts in the cigarette hypothesis.” She also blind copied her encouraging words
to Robert C. Hockett, research director of the CTR, with an attached comment:
“Bob—Enstrom and I have exchanged info sporadically since we met at an epi-
demiologic meeting last yr. Soft soap here, I’m afraid!” So much for “assiduously
avoiding each other’s areas of responsibility”!31

Enstrom was attractive to the industry as a classic “we need more research” skep-
tic. From the 1970s into the 2000s he published a steady stream of articles chal-
lenging the significance of tobacco to health. The documents reveal a certain com-
bative streak and sense of an uphill fight, as in 1997, when Enstrom requested
$150,000 from Philip Morris’s director of scientific affairs to explore the health effects
of environmental tobacco smoke (ETS), insisting that a “substantial research com-
mitment” was required “to effectively compete against the large mountain of epi-
demiologic data and opinions that already exist regarding the health effects of ETS
and active smoking.”32

Contrarian epidemiology of this sort has infuriated mainstream epidemiologists,
but it has also raised the ire of a larger body of scholars who worry that Big To-
bacco’s funding has so fundamentally compromised the scholarly enterprise that
the only solution is to refuse all tobacco corporate sponsorship. Federal Judge Kessler
in her 2006 ruling in USA v. Philip Morris commented on the flawed nature of En-
strom’s work, much of which was “litigation oriented”; the court also noted that the
cigarette makers had gone so far as to organize a scientific collaborator for the man—
Geoffrey C. Kabat, a long-standing Wynder sidekick—who went on to coauthor fur-
ther denialist papers with Enstrom, including a much-criticized 2003 article in the
British Medical Journal that found it “premature to conclude that environmental
tobacco smoke causes deaths from coronary heart disease and lung cancer.” It may
seem strange to hear a federal court weighing in on an epidemiologic dispute, but
such has been the power of the industry to corrupt science that even distinguished
peer-reviewed journals have not escaped the taint. Enstrom continues even today
to defend his work against the medical mainstream, aided by a total of at least $1.4
million in research support from the tobacco racketeers along with an undisclosed
sum from years of private consulting for their co-conspiring legal arms.33

UCLA’s dance with the devil got more press in 2007, when the university was
found to have accepted a $6 million grant from Philip Morris to compare how chil-
dren’s brains and monkey brains react to nicotine. Researchers defended the project
as potentially of use for improving cessation methods, but the question then of
course was, why would Philip Morris want to help people quit? And how could we
ever be sure that research along these lines would not be used by the industry to
design more addictive cigarettes? Skepticism was also directed at the fact that vervet
monkeys were being used in these experiments: the monkeys were being fed liq-
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uid nicotine and later killed and dissected to understand how nicotine was affect-
ing the primate brain. Teenage smokers were also enrolled in the study, with chil-
dren as young as fourteen having their brains scanned to look for CNS effects.34

And parents were not told this was research sponsored by the cigarette industry.
(The secrecy surrounding the project was such that UCLA refused even to provide
a full copy of the grant to the chairman of the UC Board of Regents.) Much of the
public’s attention was diverted when animal rights activists damaged the home of
one of the investigators, but the more fundamental ethical issue remains: Should
Big Tobacco be funding research into children’s brains? And should primates be
sacrificed for this purpose?

We don’t yet have a good history of animal abuse in the cigarette industry. The
topic deserves further study, as does the larger question of whether universities
should be taking such money in the first place. Dozens of universities now have
policies refusing tobacco industry–sponsored research, and several granting agen-
cies now require such a policy as a condition for scholars or even institutions to ap-
ply for grants. Judge Kessler’s 2006 finding (upheld on appeal) that the industry has
violated federal RICO racketeering laws may embolden such refusals: universities
are not obligated to take money from everyone who offers it, and many of our finest
have recognized this danger to scholarly integrity. Academic freedom is often in-
voked by those wanting to continue such relationships, but this is a hollow defense
given the corruption involved in taking money from Big Tobacco. Universities do
not have to take money from racketeers. Judge Kessler identified the industry’s spon-
sorship of research as central to the industry’s ongoing conspiracy to defraud the
American public, and it is not such a big step from this to realize that scholars should
not be in bed with such knaves.

DIE LUFT DES TABAKS WEHT

Harvard, Washington University, and UCLA have come into focus, but singling out
these institutions may be a bit unfair, given that scholars throughout the world have
gorged themselves on tobacco money. Indeed it may well be the rare institution that
has not at one time or another dipped into this pot.

At Stanford University where I now teach, for example, at least eighteen faculty
members have received monies (in the form of sponsored research) from the Coun-
cil for Tobacco Research, with at least two of these—Judith Swain and Hugh McDe-
vitt from the medical school—serving on its Scientific Advisory Board. Stanford
pharmacologists were assisting the industry with its diethylene glycol studies as early
as the 1930s, and by 1954 Bay Area newspapers were reassuring readers that “Stan-
ford Tests Hint Cigaret Smoke May Prevent Some Cancer in Mice”—referring to
the work of A. Clark Griffin, a Stanford biochemist who was also part of the Amer-
ican Tobacco–Runyon Fund–Sloan-Kettering circle.35 Stanford scholars received
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support from the TIRC/CTR throughout its forty-odd years of scientific misdirec-
tion, in addition to grants from the Center for Indoor Air Research and grants pro-
vided directly from the companies. The CTR and CIAR were dismantled under the
terms of the 1998 Master Settlement Agreement, but Stanford professors contin-
ued to get money from Philip Morris’s External Research Program (PMERP)—
which was really just the CIAR revived. And it was not until 2007 that the univer-
sity’s last recipient of tobacco money, John P. Cooke, a professor of cardiovascular
medicine, agreed to give up his Philip Morris grant in response to concerns that I
and other professors—notably Hank Greely, Bernd Girod, and Robert Jackler—
had raised about the ethics of such collaborations. Stanford’s Faculty Senate was
split over whether to expressly bar its scholars from accepting such funds, but the
issue was rendered moot shortly thereafter, in the fall of 2007, when Philip Morris
terminated its External Research Program, realizing that the negative publicity
outweighed any public relations value. (Funding in some instances was simply
continued by the Philip Morris company without any links to the now-defunct
PMERP.)36

Stanford researchers have also done contract work for the companies and served
as expert witnesses on their behalf.37 A remarkable example of the former is a 1996–
97 grant from R. J. Reynolds to the university’s Aviation Safety Laboratory, designed
to test the hypothesis that “nicotine enhances performance in non-smoking pilots.”
In an experiment designed by Martin S. Mumenthaler and Jerome A. Yesavage from
Stanford’s School of Medicine (Department of Psychiatry), sixteen licensed aircraft
pilots were given nicotine polacrilex gum or a placebo and tested for performance
on a Frasca 141 flight simulator. These nicotinized pilots were measured twelve times
per second for physiological variables and scored on twenty-three flight perfor-
mance criteria, then compared against an unexposed group of controls. Mumen-
thaler’s study was part of a larger Reynolds ploy to foster research into what they
called the “positive aspects” area, meaning science that would spotlight the sunny
side of smoking. And Reynolds must have liked the study’s conclusion that nico-
tine “may improve overall flight performance in non-smoking aviators.” Reynolds
sponsored research for PR or commercial purposes; the whole point was to find
“positive aspects” of smoking that could be disseminated “to both scientific and lay
audiences.” And the company was delighted to be able to report its Stanford col-
laborators as having shown that “nicotine enhances performance of airplane pilots.”
These words appear on Reynolds stationery with a reminder on the bottom of every
page: “We work for smokers.”38

Another Stanford project involved Paul Switzer, a professor in the Department
of Statistics hired to undermine the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s clas-
sification of secondhand smoke as a “Group A carcinogen.” The EPA had come to
this conclusion in the fall of 1990, following which it circulated a draft report to ob-
tain comments from interested parties. Switzer was hired along with a string of other
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scholars to evaluate the report, and the industry got what it paid for. Switzer de-
nounced the EPA’s report as highly flawed and “problematic,” peppering his critique
with pejoratives like “astonishing,” “equivocal,” “deceptive and pointless,” and “seri-
ous difficulties.” The Stanford statistician accused the EPA of imprecision, inconsis-
tency, faulty interpretations, improper extrapolations, use of “crude and disputable”
estimates of exposure, bias from confounding and misclassification, improper
treatment of publication bias, reliance on inconsistent or improperly recorded data,
and several other flaws.39

Switzer was well paid for his services, receiving a total of $647,046 from CIAR
and other grants in one two-year period. He was also paid handsomely for private
consultations with cartel law firms. In one three-month period in the fall of 1991
he received $26,900 from Covington & Burling for consulting on “health effects of
exposure to ETS in the workplace” and an analysis of “epidemiology of spousal
smoke exposure and lung cancer.” An invoice for the second half of 1995 records
his earning $39,280 for further “professional and consulting services” with the same
firm, including at least one trip to Paris (Switzer was then billing $265 an hour for
work in his office and $395 an hour for travel). Richard Carchman, director of sci-
entific affairs for Philip Morris USA, was his principal contact, though Covington
& Burling was usually cutting the checks. And the industry made good use of his
work, principally to thwart the enactment of smoke-free indoor air laws. Switzer’s
belittlement of the EPA was prominently featured in industry propaganda, includ-
ing a 1991 Philip Morris brochure titled “Environmental Tobacco Smoke: Rush to
Judgment,” in which the Stanford statistician was the first of several authorities cited:

“I looked at [the draft report] . . . and thought to myself, How would I have graded
it? . . . With all due respect to all the work put in, I would not be able to give it a pass-
ing grade.” Dr. Paul Switzer

professor
department of statistics
stanford university40

Also crucial to this story is the fact that academic collaborations of this sort, even
when theoretically public, are commonly unnoticed by colleagues. Trevor Hastie,
chair of Stanford’s Department of Statistics, had no idea his colleagues had been
working for the tobacco industry, earning many hundreds of thousands of dollars,
until I brought this to his attention in 2007. He was understandably shocked.

I myself, though, was shocked to learn that several of my closest colleagues had
been ensnared. I moved to Stanford in the summer of 2004, and it was several years
before I learned that Timothy Lenoir, chair of Stanford’s Program in History and
Philosophy of Science, had helped Philip Morris prepare its defense for a laryngeal
cancer case and that Robert McGinn, director of Stanford’s Science, Technology,

Penetrating the Universities 435



and Society Program, had provided an expert report to help Brown & Williamson
keep its internal documents from becoming public. Imagine the gravity of this sit-
uation: Lenoir’s testimony helped perpetuate the myth that scientists were slow to
recognize tobacco’s role in causing cancer; and if McGinn had prevailed—or rather
the firm that hired him—many of the archives on which this book is based would
never have seen the light of day. What price to trumpet darkness?41

ENRICHING STATISTICS

Many people I suspect will be surprised to learn how close such collaborations have
been—and how far reaching. Consider again the case of statistics. I’ve highlighted
Paul Switzer, but the fact is that hundreds of statisticians have worked for the in-
dustry, either as experts on staff for a brand name manufacturer or as consultants
to the companies or their law firms or as witnesses at hearings or in court. This in-
cludes some rather distinguished scholars. Joseph Berkson at the Mayo Clinic in
Minnesota, for example, was paid handsomely for his services (in the 1950s), as
was Ronald A. Fisher, the eminent biostatistician and eugenicist. Prior to the 1960s,
in fact, Berkson and Fisher were two of the most ardent critics of the “cigarette hy-
pothesis”: Sir Ronald because he was a “blame-it-all-on-the-genes” hereditarian, and
Berkson because he couldn’t imagine a single factor (like tobacco) causing so many
different kinds of disease. Rumors swirled after Fisher’s death in 1962 that he had
either reversed himself on his deathbed or explained away his truculence as oppor-
tunism. David Daube, the Oxford biblical scholar, recalls Fisher telling him shortly
before his death that his defense of tobacco was simply “for the money.”42

Statisticians have often testified for the industry at hearings. K. Alexander
Brownlee, a Fellow of the Royal Statistical Society and author of two textbooks on
statistics, in 1969 testified at congressional hearings that even if all smokers were
to stop smoking tomorrow, “it really would not make any difference. They would
still have the same death rate from lung cancer.” Leo Katz, a Michigan State statis-
tician, at these same hearings testified there was not yet sufficient evidence to
demonstrate “that smoking causes any disease”; Katz blasted the “contrived se-
mantics” of the Surgeon General’s report and claimed to have detected an “almost
unanimous criticism” by statisticians of its “extralogical argumentation.” Theodor
D. Sterling, the Special Projects operative from Washington University, at this same
venue characterized efforts to quantify harms caused by smoking as “meaningless”
and “beset by errors”; multivariate data in his view could be “made to show almost
anything” and had certainly not demonstrated any health harms from smoking.
With garbage of this sort clogging public hearings, is it surprising that cigarette mak-
ers have been treated with kid gloves by lawmakers?43

Far more common, though, has been the provision of private technical expertise,
kept quiet. A quick search of the archives reveals numerous academic statisticians
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serving as consultants to the industry: Alan S. Donnahoe from the University of Rich-
mond, Joseph Fleiss from Columbia, Jean D. Gibbons from the University of Ala-
bama, Richard Hickey from the Wharton School, John and Elisa Kapenga from West-
ern Michigan State, Kenneth Mullen from the University of Guelph, J. E. R. Frijters
from Wageningen University in the Netherlands, Daniel Barry from University Col-
lege in Cork, Carl A. Silver from Drexel, J. B. Spalding from the University of North
Texas, Edwin Wilson from Harvard, Arnold Zellner from the University of Chicago,
Nathan Mantel from George Washington University, just to name a few.

Most work of this sort is technical and kept far from the prying eyes of the press,
but some has been deployed to sensational effect. Darrell Huff, author of the wildly
popular (and aptly named) How to Lie with Statistics, was paid to testify before Con-
gress in the 1950s and then again in the 1960s, with the assigned task of ridiculing
any notion of a cigarette–disease link. On March 22, 1965, Huff testified at hear-
ings on cigarette labeling and advertising, accusing the recent Surgeon General’s
report of myriad failures and “fallacies.” Huff peppered his attack with amusing
asides and anecdotes, lampooning spurious correlations like that between the size
of Dutch families and the number of storks nesting on the rooftops—which proves
not that storks bring babies but rather that people with large families tend to have
large houses (which therefore attract more storks). Huff also pointed to the selec-
tion bias in the high rate of breast cancer among Chinese men compared to Chi-
nese women—explainable by the reluctance of females to report their maladies. Sen-
ator Neuberger moderated the hearings and was flabbergasted by Huff ’s remarks:
“Do you honestly think there is as casual a relationship between statistics linking
smoking with disease as there is about storks and Chinese and so on?”44 Neuberger
probably had no idea how carefully lawyered Huff ’s words were, or how much he
was being paid for his debunkery. That same year Huff was also paid to produce an
industry-friendly bulletin outlining his views on tobacco and health, with the in-
dustry’s powerful Ad Hoc Committee reserving rights to allow or disallow publi-
cation.45 And he was later paid to expand his views into a book-length treatment
of the topic. Huff in 1968 was paid $10,000 plus expenses to work on his manu-
script, and a contract was secured with Macmillan, though the book seems never
to have appeared. Huff was a very good catch for the industry, given that his How
to Lie . . . was—and remains—the most popular book on statistics ever written.46

Law firms representing the industry have also had professional statisticians on
staff—as have the Tobacco Institute and the various manufacturers. Geoffrey Todd
for many years was Imperial Tobacco’s top statistician, and in 1968 the firm had
“six graduate statisticians” working on mouse experiments and agricultural proj-
ects at the company’s Bristol laboratories. Philip Morris has had numerous statis-
ticians on staff: John E. Tindall rose to the rank of senior scientist, for example, by
helping the company crunch numbers on smokers’ perceptions of nicotine deliv-
eries, advertising’s impact on sales, “mucociliary studies on cats,” and “chronic smok-
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ing in cynamolgus monkeys.” Academic statisticians are sometimes invited to the
companies as visitors: Philip Morris in 1988 paid John and Elisa Kapenga to come
to Richmond as “visiting scientists”; and Reynolds had earlier hired H. Alan Lasater
from the University of Tennessee, Knoxville, to help with its secret Project Cal (the
low-smoke Premier cigarette). Statisticians provide training for tobacco staff: in
1995, for example, Philip Morris hired Daniel Ennis of Richmond’s Institute for Per-
ception to present a series of “Statistics Courses” (co-taught with Kenneth Mullen);
Abbott Associates has also been used for this purpose. Tobacco law firms have some-
times even supported graduate students. In 1979, for example, Bernard G. Green-
berg of the University of North Carolina (UNC) contacted Marvin Kastenbaum
to see if the Tobacco Institute would be willing to support Joseph M. Janis, a stu-
dent working on a project stemming from Greenberg’s litigation work for the in-
dustry. The project was handed over for approval to the CTR’s lawyers—which is
how Janis’s Ph.D. dissertation (questioning the lung cancer–tobacco link) became
a CTR Special Project. Janis by 1981 had received more than $25,000 from the in-
dustry for his dissertation, which was used in legal strategizing by the industry to
combat “the primary issue” (cancer causation). As dean of UNC’s School of Pub-
lic Health, Greenberg also helped secure a job for his tobacco-friendly protégé at
that university.47

Organizational charts in the archives show that Reynolds in the 1980s had at
least seven statisticians working in its brands R&D department, with at least five
additional statisticians in its technical services department and another six or seven
in marketing and marketing research. Brown & Williamson had a comparable crew,
as did most European manufacturers. Reemtsma had a team of statisticians under
Rolf Kröger, and Germany’s powerful Verband der Cigarettenindustrie worked with
a number of statisticians, including Wolf-Dieter Heller of Karlsruhe University, who
in 1984 let BAT consultants ghostwrite a paper for him attacking Trichopoulos’s
work on secondhand smoke. Britain’s Tobacco Research Council had a statistical
subcommittee handling such matters for British tobacco makers; and Peter N. Lee
from Britain’s Tobacco Advisory Council headed a similar body: the Tobacco Stat-
isticians’ Working Group, set up in 1982. No major tobacco manufacturer can op-
erate without statisticians.48

Statisticians have serviced the industry in other ways. In 1981, for example, a
team of statisticians led by Nathan Mantel of George Washington University was
hired to criticize Takeshi Hirayama’s paper showing a lung cancer risk in Japanese
women exposed to secondhand smoke. The team—which included Alvan R. Fein-
stein of Yale and Chris P. Tsokos from the University of South Florida—found a
“mathematical error” in Hirayama’s work, which the Tobacco Institute publicized
with an extraordinary media blitz. Hundreds of newspapers throughout the coun-
try carried the story, with very few recognizing that cigarette makers had paid
for the poke. (The tobacco press described Mantel et al. as “three independent
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statisticians,” when the reality was that all three had taken money from the to-
bacco industry—and Feinstein was a Special Projects operative.) The Tobacco In-
stitute managed to dominate media coverage of this story: in a six-week period
in the summer of 1981 Mantel’s “error” report was covered in 469 U.S. newspa-
pers with nearly 57 million “potential impressions.”49 During which time the in-
dustry’s own scholars—notably Fritz Adlkofer from the German Verband der
Cigarettenindustrie—were admitting, albeit quietly, that Hirayama was “correct”
and Mantel et al. “wrong.”50

Several other statisticians received CTR Special Projects monies; those we know
about include Ingram Olkin at Stanford, Theodor Sterling from Washington Uni-
versity, George Saiger at Columbia, Jacob Yerushalmy from UC Berkeley, and
Roberto Bacchi from Hebrew University in Jerusalem. Edwin Wilson, a Harvard
statistician, was an early member of the Scientific Advisory Board of the TIRC, and
many statisticians received TIRC/CTR or CIAR grants.

The Tobacco Institute itself for many years had a “Department of Statistics,” a
position one might compare to the Department of Geology at the Institute for Cre-
ation Research. Professional statisticians seem not to have regarded department
head Marvin A. Kastenbaum as tainted or beyond the pale; indeed in 1975 the Stan-
ford-trained statistician was invited to deliver an after-dinner speech at the annual
meeting of the American Statistical Association, the nation’s premier professional
body, which Kastenbaum entertained with lawyered stories about how foolish it was
to blame cigarettes for any kind of disease. He also mocked the “priesthood” of pub-
lic health scientists trying to grapple with an “alleged” increase in lung cancer rates.
Kastenbaum compared worrying about lung cancer to worrying about toxoplas-
mosis from exposure to cats and pulmonary fibrosis from exposure to parakeets.
His speech is a swamp of technical trickery and nitpickery—but it was also clearly
a coup for the Tobacco Institute, securing as it did the embrace of the country’s most
distinguished assembly of professional statisticians.51 It is disturbing enough to have
statisticians shilling for the industry but perhaps just as disturbing that he was in-
vited to deliver such a speech in the first place. In 1955 perhaps, but in 1975?

Statisticians have also assisted the companies with their legal defense in court.
Here are some of those who have taken this bait, along with some of the cases for
which they have testified:

Edwin Luther Bradley Jr., University of Alabama: Broin v. Philip Morris
(1997); Acton v. Reynolds (1999); Butler v. Philip Morris (1999); Seaborn v.
Reynolds (2000); Anderson & Anderson v. Lorillard and Philip Morris
(2000); Tompkin v. American (2001); USA v. Philip Morris (2005)

Richard C. Clelland, University of Pennsylvania: Cipollone v. Liggett (1987)
Eugene P. Ericksen, Temple University: Reed v. Philip Morris (1997); Richard-

son v. Philip Morris (1997); Brown v. American (2000)
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Jairus D. Flora, Midwest Research Institute: Sulcer v. Reynolds (2009); Walden v.
Reynolds (2009)

Bernard G. Greenberg, University of North Carolina: Green v. American (1964)
R. Garrison Harvey, Wecker Associates: West Virginia Laborers v. Philip

Morris (1999); multiple Engle progeny cases
Maxwell W. Layard, University of California: AFCO v. TIA (1990)
Leo Katz, Michigan State University:Thayer v. Liggett (1969)
Lynn R. LaMotte, Louisiana State University: Texas v. American (1997);

Oklahoma v. Reynolds (1998)
Paul Levy, University of Illinois at Chicago: Dunn and Wiley v. RJR Nabisco

(1998)
Brian P. McCall, University of Minnesota: Minnesota v. Philip Morris (1998)
James T. McClave, Infotech: Florida v. American (1997); Washington v.

American (1998); Boeken v. Philip Morris (2001); St. Louis v. American
(2009); Soffer v. Reynolds (1998)

Daniel L. McGee, Florida State University: Piendle v. Reynolds (2010)
Kenneth Duncan MacRae, University of Surrey: Marsee v. U.S. Tobacco

(1986); U.S. Tobacco v. Ireland (1990); Aho v. Suomen Tupakka Oy (1991,
1999)

M. Laurentius Marais, Wecker Associates: Henley v. Philip Morris (1998);
Bullock v. Philip Morris (2002)

Ronald G. Marks, University of Florida: Broin v. Philip Morris (1997);
Mehlman v. Philip Morris (2001)

Nancy Mathiowetz, University of Maryland: Oklahoma v. Reynolds (1998);
Blue Cross of New Jersey (2001); Bullock v. Philip Morris (2002)

Irwin Miller, Wesleyan University:Thayer v. Liggett (1969); Cipollone v.
Liggett (1987)

Jacqueline Oler, Drexel University: Burton v. Reynolds (1996)
Donald B. Rubin, Harvard University: Texas v. American (1997); Florida v.

American (1997); Mississippi Tobacco Litigation (1997); Ironworkers v.
Philip Morris (1998); Minnesota v. Philip Morris (1998); Washington v.
American (1998); Northwest Laborers v. Philip Morris (1998, 1999); USA v.
Philip Morris (2003, 2005)

Herbert Solomon, Stanford University: designated in Haines v. Liggett (1992);
consulting for Cipollone (1987)

Brice M. Stone, Metrica: Mississippi Tobacco Litigation (1997); Florida v.
American (1997)
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Larry Tonn, Tonn & Associates: Texas v. American (1997); Oklahoma v.
Reynolds (1998)

Richard Tweedie, Bond University: AFCO v. TIA (1990)
William E. Wecker, Wecker Associates: Broin v. Philip Morris (1997); Florida v.

American (1997); Mississippi Tobacco Litigation (1997); Texas v. American
(1997); Washington v. American (1998); Engle v. Reynolds (1998); Blanken-
ship v. Philip Morris (2000); Whiteley v. Raybestos-Manhattan (1999, 2000);
Blue Cross (2000); Scott v. American (2000); Minnesota v. Philip Morris
(1998); Lucier v. Philip Morris (2003); Falise v. American; and USA v. Philip
Morris (2005)

Finis R. Welch, Texas A&M: Texas v. American (1997)
Janet T. Wittes, Statistics Collaborative, Inc.: USA v. Philip Morris (2005)
George H. Worm, Clemson University: Texas v. American (1997)
Arnold Zellner, University of Chicago: Mississippi Tobacco Litigation (1997)

Statisticians serving in this capacity have typically been asked to challenge the meth-
ods used to estimate health harms, medical costs, or some other pillar in the in-
jured party’s argument. William E. Wecker, for example, who runs a consulting firm
in Novato, California, has testified in more than a dozen such trials, arguing in each
case that something other than tobacco might be to blame for a person’s death or
malady. Wecker has made a career of exculpatory testimony even outside the to-
bacco realm, arguing that metallic lead is less stupefying than people think and that
manufacturing defects are unfairly blamed for auto accidents. Wecker has taken
money from both Big Lead and Detroit (GM) via the law firm Kirkland and Ellis,
which represents both industries. Plaintiffs’ attorneys in tobacco litigation have
drawn attention to these parallels, with the common thread being this shifting of
blame onto “other factors”—or something about the victim’s constitution or be-
havior.52 Wecker has been joined in this effort by at least two other statisticians from
his firm: Laurentius Marais and R. Garrison Harvey have testified in more than a
dozen trials for Big Tobacco. Harvey in the first decade of the new millennium pulled
in more than $2,750,000 for his tobacco work, constituting about 22 percent of the
Wecker firm’s entire business.53

Donald B. Rubin, the John L. Loeb Professor of Statistics at Harvard, has been
one of the most successful witnesses for the cartel—and one of the most highly paid.
In 1997 he was charging $1,000 per hour for consulting and $1,250 for testimony,
which he later raised to $1,250 for consulting and $1,600 for testimony. Between
1997 and 2002 Rubin claims to have earned $1.5 million to $2 million working for
the industry, and in USA v. Philip Morris alone he billed another “several hundred”
hours. Rubin typically testifies that the models used by plaintiffs to calculate the
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health costs of smoking or industry misconduct are inappropriate or contain “fa-
tal mistakes” that, once exposed, give defense attorneys some grounds for tossing
the baby out with the bathwater. He has also testified that the industry’s long his-
tory of lying makes no difference in how many cigarettes are consumed. Rubin, in-
terestingly, is one of only a handful of scholars working for the defense to have pub-
licly defended such work, which he says is simply “defending the importance of
honest and competent statistics, that is all.”54 Rubin has also testified, though, that
he has only a “layman’s” understanding of causality when it comes to smoking. That
is typical, this expression of expert ignorance, in effect: “I only know what I was
asked to know, nothing more.”

What is remarkable about such testimony is how closely it follows the indus-
try’s legal line. Indeed nothing makes a tobacco industry witness more uncom-
fortable than being asked whether smoking causes disease. There are many ex-
amples, but consider this testimony of Lynn R. LaMotte, professor of statistics at
Louisiana State University, testifying under oath in 1997 for the defense in Texas v.
American Tobacco:

Q: Do you have—well, first of all, do you have an opinion as to whether or not ciga-
rettes cause disease?

A: I—I have an impression. I don’t—I wouldn’t want to call it an opinion, but I have,
you know, a general uninformed impression. If I want to call it all opinion, I need
some—I need some basis in fact for it, but I have a general impression that—what
was the first question?

Q: Let me rephrase it. Dr. LaMotte—
A: Yes.
Q: —do cigarettes cause disease?
A: Okay. So the question is, do I have an opinion as to the truth of that statement; is

that correct?
Q: However you want to answer it.
A: I have a general, casual, uninformed lay impression that I think is probably a fairly

general impression, that smoking cigarettes may lead to some sort of health deficit.
Q: Well, let me ask you the question in a simple question. And you can say yes, no,

or, I really don’t know. Do cigarettes cause disease?
A: I’m trying to answer that. I have the—I have an uninformed impression, not any-

thing that I have looked into actively, that—that smoking cigarettes may lead to
some kinds of diseases.

Q: Do you have any evidence to the contrary? You seem—the reason I’m asking you
is you seem to be waffling—and I don’t mean to be critical, but you seem to be try-
ing to dance around the issue of whether cigarettes cause disease. And I’m just try-
ing to find out if that’s true or false, in your mind. That’s all I’m asking about is
[what’s] in your mind.

A: Let me explain the source of my discomfort. I’m here as an expert on statistics
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and it appears that you’re asking my personal opinion, which I’ll be glad to give
you, but—

Q: Okay. Please.
A: I want to be sure that it’s recognized that that’s not even an opinion. It’s simply a

general impression, totally uninformed, without any sort of active effort by me to
verify whether there’s any truth to it or not. I have a general impression that smok-
ing in some degree is associated with certain diseases. That’s—you know, I have
that general impression. It’s not informed, not expert. I haven’t actively tried to
solve—to verify whether it’s true.

Q: Third time I’m going to ask you the same again. Do cigarettes cause disease?
A: It is my general uninformed impression, without any sort of active effort to de-

termine any scientific way—I don’t have any knowledge as to any specific knowl-
edge of what I regard as hard evidence either way, but it’s my general impression
that smoking cigarettes, stated fairly loosely, may lead to some diseases.

. . . . .
Q: So if I gave you a true or false test—you’re a professor. You’ve taken lots of tests

and given lots of tests, right? So if I gave you a true or false test and asked you to
answer it true or false or I don’t know—I’ll give you three answers. And the ques-
tion is, in your view, Dr. LaMotte, do cigarettes cause disease which results in in-
creased health care costs to treat those diseases?

A: I would have to answer I don’t know.55

Plaintiffs’ lawyers confronted by the industry’s “common knowledge” defense
should take notice of such opinions and have them read before any jury trying to
figure out whether we can expect young smokers to have understood what was in
store for them, forty or fifty years down the road, if they continued smoking. If the
industry’s own experts don’t even know that cigarettes cause disease in 1997, why
would we imagine ordinary teenagers just starting to smoke to be so much better
informed? Why should we expect them to know so much more than a professor,
offered by the manufacturer decades later to testify as an expert witness? Of course
knowledge may not be the real issue here: Gabriel DiMarco, vice president for re-
search at R. J. Reynolds, once grumbled to senior lawyers at his company that “our
medical/scientific witnesses will say whatever we want them to say.”56

SHOWERED WITH HONORS

I don’t know which is more disturbing: the harnessing of statisticians by the industry
or the willingness of so many scholars to service the industry in this manner. Are
statements such as those quoted above consistent with professional ethics? Are stat-
isticians as a group proud of such collaborations? And if not, why have we seen so
few scholarly critiques or exposés of such services? Do they even know it is going
on? Where is the collective conscience of the profession? Or should we rather re-
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gard such activities as private matters, nobody’s business, properly governed only
by personal conscience? The American Statistical Association’s website does list
“Ethical Guidelines” adopted in 1999, one article of which asks statisticians to “pro-
vide only such expert testimony as you would be willing to have peer reviewed.”
But what is the force of such an admonition? Has there ever been any attempt to
sanction a colleague for violating such a provision, or to subject such testimony
to peer review? And what if a discipline is so thoroughly suffused with tobacco
money that one cannot be sure one’s peers are not on the take? Could this mean
that “peer review” becomes compromised? Something close to this, as we shall see,
is the present plight of professional historians, the most benighted of all disciplines
in this respect.

Of course we can and should raise such questions for every academic discipline—
and not just for tobacco work. The tobacco case is particularly egregious, however,
given how many different disciplines have been ensnared. A 1999 list of Philip Mor-
ris witnesses for the industry includes experts on addiction (e.g., George Seiden),
advertising (Timothy P. Meyer), biomedical ethics (Kevin Wildes), cardiology
(Malcolm P. Taylor), communications and polling (Dexter Neadle), computer sci-
ence (Stephen Murrell), diagnostic radiology (David Rosenbach), epidemiology
(Robert Verhalen), fire causation (Donald F. Pisculli), hypertension (Suzanne Oparil),
insurance underwriting (Jay C. Ripps), law and legal ethics (Martin H. Redish),
lobbying (Karl Rove), marketing (Richard J. Semenik), maternal smoking (Jack
McCubbin), oncology (Joseph F. Laucius), otolaryngology (John S. Knight), pa-
thology (Emanuel Rubin), pediatrics (Percy Luecke), product integrity (Richard P.
Solana), pharmacology (Peter Putnam Rowell), propaganda and persuasion
(Thomas M. Steinfatt), psychology (Cecil R. Reynolds), pulmonology (Stephen E.
Jacobs), sociology (Rachel Volberg), and toxicology and risk analysis (Andrew
Sivak). The individuals named here are sampled from one single document, but
some fields have had dozens of servicing experts.57

One thing that has made such collaboration possible—and easy to conceal—is
that when scholars work for the industry, either as consultants or as witnesses, this is
rarely divulged to their colleagues. Services of this sort may be nominally public—
recorded on some transcript stored in a courthouse—but little publicized. “Public
in a copy of one” is how one might think about it. So a cardiologist may be work-
ing for the industry while colleagues know nothing about this. A historian may be
president of a professional association, with few of its members aware of his or her
legal work. This makes it possible for scholars to collaborate with the industry with
little or no consequences for their reputations—because colleagues will rarely even
be aware that activities of this sort are going on. Which is why we need to shine
light on this process: scholars should be held accountable for their public and po-
litical engagements, and I would endorse a policy requiring all scholars to disclose
all consulting arrangements on university-sponsored websites. And if scholars are
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not proud of what they are doing or worry about being “outed,” then perhaps they
should not be doing it in the first place.

The reality has been that, far from being censured or shamed, scholars work-
ing for the tobacco juggernaut are very often showered with honors and awards.
In an earlier chapter I reviewed the honors won by the cardiologist Suzanne Oparil,
but collaborators in many other fields have been similarly fêted. Bernard G.
Greenberg, the Special Projects operative and first statistician ever to testify for
the industry in court,58 in 1981 won the O. Max Gardner Award, given annually
by the Board of Governors of the University of North Carolina to a faculty mem-
ber who has made “the greatest contribution to the welfare of the human race.”
Kenneth Ludmerer was named a Master of the American College of Physicians in
2005, after testifying in more than a dozen trials for the industry. Ludmerer also
won the Nicholas E. Davies Memorial Scholar Award for “outstanding contribu-
tions to humanism in medicine” and in 2001 won the first Dean Tosteson award,
with the Harvard pulmonologist Stephen Weinberger as head of the prize com-
mittee. Should lung doctors be giving prizes to scholars who earn hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars defending Big Tobacco?

Other collaborators have had prizes, professorships, or even buildings named
for them. The Morris Fishbein Professorship at the University of Chicago honors a
long-standing friend of tobacco, as does the Clarence Cook Little Hall at the Uni-
versity of Maine. The John C. Burnham Early Career Award given out by the Jour-
nal of the History of the Behavioral Sciences honors a former Philip Morris Project
Cosmic director (see chapter 24), and Burnham himself in 2009 won the Lifetime
Achievement Award from the Society for the History of Psychology—part of the
American Psychological Association. The Arnold Zellner Doctoral Prize, awarded
to students at the University of Chicago’s Booth School of Business, honors a man
who testified for the industry in court as an expert witness. Many other prizes have
been awarded in the name of scholars who have worked for Big Tobacco—or some-
times even influential tobacco lawyers. The H. Thomas Austern Memorial Writing
Competitions—open to students of law throughout the United States—honor a man
who became wealthy helping Big Tobacco defend its legal interests. The prize com-
mittee’s website (organized by the Food and Drug Law Institute) describes Austern
as having practiced “food and drug law for over fifty years at the firm of Coving-
ton and Burling” but leaves off any mention of the fact that Austern was also a ma-
jor architect of tobacco’s legal strategy. Winners of such handsomely endowed prizes
might be surprised to learn where the money came from.

RO CKEFELLER’S SEITZ AND LEDERBERG

When it comes to sponsored research, part of the problem has been that university
administrators often don’t seem to know much about how the industry operates
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and what it means to collaborate with such entities. I’ve mentioned the growing
number of institutions refusing such ties, but the more common pattern has been
to welcome tobacco’s easy money. The archives are full of letters from administra-
tors bowing down before these mighty dispensers of cigarette largesse. In March of
1980, for example, Rockefeller University’s executive vice president wrote to Ernest
Pebbles, chief counsel of Brown & Williamson, expressing his gratitude for the com-
pany’s recent gift:

Dear Ernie:
Please forgive my delay in writing formally to thank you again for arranging

with Mr. Shinn [from Shook, Hardy and Bacon] to visit the campus with Jack
Roemer [Reynolds’s general counsel] on January 3, joining us for lunch and visits
both to our Hospital and to Dr. [Norton D.] Zinder’s laboratory. Dr. [Joshua]
Lederberg sincerely regretted that he was not able to return from the West Coast
prior to your visit then, and so he was delighted that he could meet you on Feb-
ruary 6.

I hope that during these recent meetings we have conveyed an overall per-
spective on the missions that the University—earlier the Rockefeller Institute—
continues to fulfill in the development of biomedical research in the U.S. . . . In
any case, now that B&W is a major partner in our work—and many thanks again
for so quickly arranging the generous grant of $90,000—we look forward to fre-
quent exchanges on many subjects of mutual interest. . . . We look forward to
welcoming you back to the campus often.59

Rockefeller President (and Nobel laureate) Joshua Lederberg was equally thrilled
to have Big Tobacco on campus, writing to Reynolds’s CEO (“Dear Paul”) to ex-
press how “tremendously grateful” he was for the company’s “extraordinary gen-
erosity.” Six years later Lederberg wrote to the top lawyer for Brown & Williamson,
maker of Viceroy and Kool cigarettes: “I know you will share our pride in the cal-
iber of scientific endeavor made possible by your partnership with us in the expan-
sion of knowledge for human benefit. . . . Your company’s support has been a source
of much encouragement to us all.” Lederberg listed some of the uses to which this
money was being put, including the study of illness from parasitic infection (in
global terms “the leading health problem”); purchase of a nuclear magnetic reso-
nance spectrometer; and expansion of a dermatology center exploring “carcino-
genic damage that may result from the toxic effects of atmospheric oxygen and
from exposure to chemicals, drugs, and ultraviolet irradiation.” Cigarettes of
course go unmentioned, and the tobacco men must have been pleased to see this
friendly neglect.60

Of course one could argue that Rockefeller was just taking the industry’s money
in order to advance the cause of basic science. And what harm could there be in
that? (A senior Stanford medical colleague of mine likes to say that the only prob-
lem with “tainted” money is that there “‘taint enough of it.”) Collaborations of this
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sort, though, allow tobacco manufacturers to advertise themselves as responsible
corporate citizens, promoters of science and the noble goals of medical research.
Such was the case in 1975, when the makers of Camel cigarettes established the R. J.
Reynolds Industries Postdoctoral Fellowship at Rockefeller, endowed with a gift to
the university of $300,000. That same year an additional $2.5 million was prom-
ised to establish a five-year R. J. Reynolds Fund for the Biomedical Sciences and
Clinical Research on campus, characterized by the company as “an effort to achieve
progress in understanding the basic causes of the principal diseases afflicting man-
kind.” As explained in company documents, however, the goal was also “to furnish
tangible evidence of the Company’s commitment to good citizenship on a major
national scale in a field of great potential benefit to mankind.”61

Rockefeller’s enthusiasm for such arrangements becomes clearer, once we un-
derstand the personal devotion of Lederberg’s predecessor to the tobacco cause.
Frederick Seitz, president of Rockefeller from 1968 to 1978, was a powerful figure
in American science, serving as both president of the National Academy of Sciences
(1962–69) and a member of President Richard Nixon’s Science Advisory Board
(which must have helped him win the National Medal of Science—for his work
in solid-state physics). Seitz was also, though, an enthusiastic advocate for R. J. Rey-
nolds and its denialist cause—and later a vociferous denier of global warming.62

The man had zero medical credentials, but that didn’t prevent him from being hired
(in 1979) to head Reynolds’s new Medical Research Committee (MRC), the chief
conduit through which the Camel makers dispensed funds for external medical re-
search. Seitz was joined on this committee by Alvan Feinstein, the well-heeled CTR
Special Projects operative at Yale, and Leon Golberg, a corporate confederate from
the Chemical Industry Institute of Toxicology in North Carolina.

Seitz’s job as head of the MRC was basically to help decide how to turn a sliver
of Reynolds’s profits into “basic research in the field of degenerative diseases.” None
of this work implicated tobacco in any kind of illness.63 Kenneth Moser at San Diego
was exploring a causal role for fungi in lung disease; Joseph Post at NYU was study-
ing hormone therapies for breast cancer; and Hidesaburo Hanafusa at Rockefeller
was probing “certain virus-induced cancers in fowl.” Seitz knew that “only a few hu-
man cancers seem to be linked to virus infections,” but he also informed his pay-
master that research along these lines had produced a “detailed working model of
a cancer-causing system at the molecular level.” Seitz reviewed other work funded
by Reynolds: on cellular membranes and stem cells at Colorado’s School of Medi-
cine, on chromosomal markers for genetic diseases at Rockefeller, on viral diseases
at the Wistar Institute, and similar work at Duke, the University of Utah, the Eleanor
Roosevelt Institute for Cancer Research in Denver, and so forth. All perfectly re-
spectable science, and perfectly irrelevant (or worse) to the problem of tobacco and
disease. Seitz characterized Reynolds-funded work at the Southwest Research In-
stitute (San Antonio) on pedigreed baboons as showing “high promise of adding
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to our store of information regarding the relative influence of diet and genetics on
the development of arteriosclerosis,” deflecting attention from tobacco. Seitz some-
times recommended support for projects already funded by federal agencies: a Co-
lumbia University effort to establish blood biomarkers “to single out individuals who
are at special risk for contracting emphysema,” for example, Seitz urged as excep-
tionally fund-worthy. Seitz himself profited handsomely in this capacity: Vanity Fair
in 2006 reported his having earned about $585,000 from Reynolds for his work as
a company adviser.64

Joshua Lederberg continued this friendly relationship with Tobacco in 1978,
when Seitz retired as Rockefeller’s president. The archives preserve a record of Pres-
ident Lederberg telling Brown & Williamson about his desire to see research into
“the effect of depriving people of cigarette privileges when they are under stress.”
Brown & Williamson by this time was providing hundreds of thousands of dollars
to Rockefeller, and Lederberg himself was quietly servicing the company as a paid
consultant—while serving as Rockefeller’s president. We don’t know much about
what he was doing; it apparently had something to do with the FTC’s ongoing in-
vestigation of the Barclay filter. We do know that the very existence of this consulting
arrangement was to be held in “absolute confidentiality.” Rockefeller academics
would continue chumming around with tobacco executives for quite some time:
on April 1, 1988, for example, Reynolds flew half a dozen of its corporate higher-
ups (by private jet) to Manhattan to explain to Lederberg, Seitz, and others at the
university the virtues of the company’s new “smokeless” Premier cigarette.65

NAÏVETÉ AND GREED

I’ve cited ingratiating letters from Lederberg and Seitz to cigarette makers, but hun-
dreds of such letters from university administrators are preserved in the tobacco
archives. Collaborations of this sort were made possible by a confluence of politi-
cal naïveté and greed. These were surely not ignorant men, but perhaps we should
not overestimate their understanding of the sociology of knowledge and the po-
tential for bias. An overly narrow conception of the nature of science could well
have led some of these scholars to fail to see their role as pawns in larger schemes
of knowledge management. Or maybe it’s better just to talk about naïveté and greed.
University administrators may well have failed to see any harm in taking such
money, imagining perhaps that in moving from cigarette profits to research funds,
the lucre of the Camel men was cleansed of its questionable origins. No one was
ever forced to take such money, after all, and recipients were nominally free to do
with it as they wished. This is a very narrow view of how science works, however.
Research relationships build up, there are incentives to please, PR comes into play,
and there is a subject matter skew to what gets funded, altering the balance of re-
search priorities on campus. Scholars taking such funds may be free to research
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whatever they want, but the companies make sure that money only goes to topics
(and scholars) judged harmless or even helpful to the cigarette cause. And hand-
shakes of course make good photo ops, and the industry garners laurels.

The industry sponsors academic research because it polishes its reputation, pro-
viding it with a semblance of authority and legitimacy. In a nutshell: How can we be
so bad if Stanford and Harvard and UCLA are helping us? The names of such insti-
tutions are used for public relations purposes. In 1988, for example, the Tobacco In-
stitute published a brochure titled In the Public Interest:Three Decades of Initiatives
by a Responsible Cigarette Industry, citing sponsorship of University of California
scholars as evidence of its corporate responsibility. In a section titled “Scientific Re-
search” we learn that UCLA’s School of Medicine had been given a $2.75 million grant
to investigate “lung defense mechanisms including early detection and treatment of
cancer.” The Council for Tobacco Research issued a press release celebrating this same
grant, citing it as evidence of the industry’s honest and sincere “efforts over the past
two decades to resolve questions about smoking and health.” E. A. Horrigan, RJR’s
chairman of the board, had made similar arguments in a 1984 publication titled An
Open Debate. In a section of this glossy brochure labeled “No Scientific Proof,” Hor-
rigan claimed that evidence of a smoking–disease link had been based only “on sta-
tistical studies, not on scientifically established proof of cause.” The brochure also
claimed that the industry was trying to find answers by financing “independent re-
search at such institutions as Harvard University, the University of California at Los
Angeles, Washington University and other top centers of scientific research.”66

Of course it is not just the name of the university that is coveted; there is also
the desire to win friends and stockpile useful facts and solve certain legal or PR prob-
lems or otherwise strengthen the ability to sell cigarettes. Why did Reynolds in the
mid-1970s give the University of Washington in Seattle $2.8 million for a five-year
project on cardiovascular disease? The industry’s archives reveal a desire to exer-
cise “influence on the scientists and doctors there,” and specifically to use such con-
tacts to spread the word that “tobacco people are not ogres.” Why did Philip Mor-
ris give the psychiatrist Redford Williams at Duke $4.75 million? They liked his idea
of heart attacks being more common among “angry” people—because “hostiles”
secrete more of certain hormones that can also cause heart attacks.67 The industry
has long had this goal of funding not just skeptics or sycophants, or persons skilled
in scientific sleight of hand, but also scholars who have some way of making nico-
tine look good.

Similar goals were in play when Philip Morris sponsored John P. Cooke’s work
at Stanford. Cooke, a distinguished cardiologist, was an early recipient of money
from the company’s External Research Program, an organization set up in 2000 to
continue the work of the Council for Tobacco Research and Center for Indoor Air
Research (in violation of the 1998 Master Settlement Agreement—so ruled the court
in USA v. Philip Morris). Cooke had been doing experimental work showing that
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nicotine promoted angiogenesis—growth of new blood vessels—which for a time
looked like it might have commercial prospects in the form of nicotine-coated stents.
The theory was that nicotine would help promote the growth of new blood vessels,
speeding the recovery of people who had undergone heart surgery. Philip Morris
liked this idea of a therapeutic use for nicotine and authorized a multimillion-
dollar grant to support Cooke’s research. The work was clearly of public relations
value, which is why the Tobacco Reporter published an article extolling the Stan-
ford professor’s work on what it called the “Healing Weed”:

The news has been conveniently ignored by tobacco’s adversaries, but recent studies
indicate that, aside from its well-known risks, the golden leaf may have some health
benefits. More and more research is showing that certain tobacco compounds offer
protection against medical disorders, such as brain diseases like Parkinson’s disease
and Tourette’s syndrome.

Much like the rainforests have been a plentiful source of compounds for develop-
ing new pharmaceuticals, tobacco fields could be the next gold mine for the phar-
maceutical industry.

The article goes on to describe how Cooke et al.’s research proves that “certain to-
bacco compounds have therapeutic qualities,” allowing us to conclude that Nico-
tiana is “not merely the ‘evil weed’ that some public health activists make it out to
be.”68 Cooke would later defend the right of faculty to collaborate with the indus-
try as a basic academic freedom but only after he himself decided to turn down fu-
ture funding from the tobacco maker, to avoid all appearances of impropriety.

BERGER’S ENTANGLEMENT

The TI, CTR, CIAR, and PMERP were well-oiled vehicles for the industry’s doubt-
mongering in the United States, but other kinds of academic front groups have been
established in other parts of the world. In 1988, for example, when nicotine addic-
tion was coming under attack as comparable to heroin and cocaine addiction, Philip
Morris responded by setting up an organization called ARISE—for Associates for
Research into the Science of Enjoyment—composed principally of European schol-
ars dedicated to defending smoking. Self-advertised as “apolitical,” the true pur-
pose of the group was to challenge efforts to regulate tobacco use, and to do so us-
ing “third parties” to hide the industry’s involvement. ARISE began by hosting a
series widely advertised workshops: on “Addiction Controversies” in Florence in
1988, on “Pleasure: The Politics and the Reality” in Venice in 1991, on “Pleasure and
Quality of Life” in Brussels in 1993, and on “Living Is More than Surviving” in Am-
sterdam in 1995. Conferees’ papers and opinions were splashed about the press and
published to further spread the message, albeit with no acknowledgment of the role
played by the tobacco industry as the primary instigator and sponsor.69
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The whole point of ARISE was to reclaim smoking as a vital and even healthful
part of human life. David M. Warburton, a psychopharmacologist at the Univer-
sity of Reading and “worldwide co-ordinator” of the group, warned about health
educators becoming “the new high priests of pleasure control with epidemiologists
as their oracles.” Warburton insisted that “moderate” consumption of coffee, alco-
hol, and cigarettes could actually lengthen life: “There is clear scientific evidence
that a cup of coffee, a glass of wine, a cigarette and a few pieces of chocolate make
people calmer, more relaxed and generally happier. Medical evidence shows that
happier people live longer, so moderate indulgence can only be beneficial.”70 Other
ARISE associates made similar claims. Petra Netter, a psychologist from the Uni-
versity of Giessen, claimed that “Pleasurable experiences resulting from the use of
food, wine, coffee, smoking, tea, cola drinks and chocolate are beneficial when used
in moderation.”71

The more common ARISE bluff, though—and this is a frequent industry refrain
in the 1980s and 1990s—was that the steps being taken to protect against exposure
to secondhand smoke constitute an intolerable infringement of basic human lib-
erties. Timothy Evans, a political sociologist from London’s Adam Smith Institute,
railed against “the proliferation of campaigns designed to restrict personal freedom
and individual choice,” especially those targeting the “alleged dangers associated
with alcohol, tobacco, caffeine and an increasing range of foods.” Frank van Dun,
a legal philosopher at Maastricht University, held that the use of “political means
for the prevention of disease requires totalitarian control over the lives of people.”
John Luik of the Niagara Institute in Canada took a similar stance, denouncing “neo-
puritans and the health paternalists” for meddling in our lives; he also denied the
reality of addiction, characterizing it as “an ideology.” (Luik later went to work for
Forces International, a smokers’ rights citadel whose website still lists him as a “re-
searcher.”) Luik still today says it is wrong to think of tobacco use as causing people
to have “no control”; people can and do quit, which he takes as proof that smok-
ing cannot be addictive. Luik is a skilled conjurer, but he also attacks a straw man.
No one says an addiction is impossible to overcome: people can have a disease, after
all, and still be cured—which doesn’t mean they were never sick. Even the most
highly addicted smoker can quit if sufficiently draconian measures are imposed—
but that doesn’t mean that addiction is just “an ideology.” Luik insists that defending
smokers’ rights doesn’t necessarily make one a tool of Big Tobacco, but the exam-
ple he himself sets is hardly convincing, given his long and cozy history with the
industry.72

Project ARISE included twenty scholarly “Associates” from university faculties
all over northern Europe and America. The point was to amplify the voices of ac-
ademics willing to celebrate the joys and benefits of smoking, spreading the good
news that smoking was really not so different from enjoying an occasional cup of
coffee or piece of chocolate. And Associates were well paid for their services. Philip
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Morris from 1991 to 1993 paid David Warburton $250,000 for his work on “smok-
ing psychology,” part of the company’s larger Project Cosmic (see below.)73

These were not uninfluential figures. Indeed, the industry has often been able to
capture trend-setting savants to get across its message. One remarkable case is the
employment of Peter L. Berger, a Rutgers University sociologist, to fight for the to-
bacco cause. Berger had become something of a trendy maverick in 1966, when he
and Thomas Luckmann publishedThe Social Construction of Reality, arguing that
facts are very much social constructs and that how we see the world depends on
the groups to which we belong and how we are socialized. Berger seems to have
come to the attention of tobacco manufacturers in 1977, when he published an ar-
ticle lamenting the success of “antismoking forces” in pushing through laws re-
stricting smoking in public places. Philip Morris et al. liked his denigration of the
clean-air movement as “potentially totalitarian,” especially his characterization of
smoke-free legislation as “another step in a long-term campaign of stigmatizing and
even criminalizing smoking.” He admitted to having “no competence with regard
to the medical questions at issue,” but he did claim to know something about the
broader social and cultural context, including the “aggressiveness” of anti-tobacco
campaigns. Berger was clearly personally annoyed (as an avid cigar and pipe smoker),
but he also lamented the “demeaning” segregation of smokers. In 1982 he testified
before a U.S. Senate committee investigating whether to strengthen warnings on
cigarettes and attacked such proposals as dangerously paternalistic, carrying “the
disturbing implication that the American public actually consists of child-like in-
dividuals.” Five years later he participated in an industry-financed conference or-
ganized to undermine the science demonstrating a cancer hazard from secondhand
smoke. Berger here complained that faith in the Surgeon General had led people to
swallow a load of anti-tobacco claptrap; he also cautioned that anti-smokers had
come to have vested interests: they were no longer “a little band of lonely zealots”
but rather part of a well-organized “international antismoking conglomerate.” The
anti-smoking movement was also “elitist,” pursuing a “quasi-religious quest for im-
mortality . . . for the fountain of youth.” Smoking restrictions he compared to the
“prohibition of certain types of cuisine (say, Italian restaurants)” and other “totali-
tarian encroachments.” Berger even played the Nazi card, declaring “Anti-smoking”
to be “the new anti-Semitism.”74

The industry of course loved his conception of ideologies being on both sides of
a purported smoking “debate,” parsed as freedom versus tyranny. Berger was also
useful in that his industry-friendly articles—his quasi-autobiographical “Furtive
Smokers” published as the cover story in Commentary in June of 1994, for exam-
ple—didn’t reveal his having taken tobacco money.75 The industry has always liked
to exercise its influence through carefully cloaked “third parties,” and Berger was
apparently willing to play and profit from this game. His trendy constructivism also
fit nicely with the industry’s denialist agenda: if all facts are constructs and truth is
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really just a contest of authorities, why should we believe the Surgeon General over
the Tobacco Institute?

Berger remains one of the world’s most-cited sociologists; his Social Construc-
tion of Reality alone has more than twenty thousand citations in Google Scholar,
though I doubt very much that those who so honor him know about his entangle-
ment with Big Tobacco.

INTIMATE REL ATIONS

U.S. tobacco manufacturers from 1954 through 1998 funneled much of their spon-
sored research through the Council for Tobacco Research, and from 1988 to 1998
through the Center for Indoor Air Research, the comparable body designed to dis-
tract from secondhand smoke hazards. Both were ordered disbanded by the Mas-
ter Settlement Agreement, but Philip Morris resurrected the CIAR in 2000 as the
Philip Morris External Research Program, which operated into 2008. The compa-
nies still fund academic research, though it is important to realize how different
this is from the work of legitimate research foundations. A grant from Reynolds or
Philip Morris is not like a grant from, say, the Ford Foundation. An application
submitted to the Ford Foundation is not run by the legal department of the Ford
Motor Company—which is more like what happens in the tobacco context. Tobacco
grants are approved by damage-control experts at the companies, which means that
tobacco money is more like development research—or a kind of advertising. So
when Stanford takes money from Philip Morris, this is really not so different from
putting up a giant Marlboro billboard on campus. The industry supports research
to help it sell more cigarettes, or to boost itself in the eyes of cultural and political
elites. And scholars who take this money are facilitating these efforts.76

Of course there are other ways the companies exercise influence in academe. Pro-
fessorships have been established: Northern Illinois University in DeKalb has a
Philip Morris Professor of Sales, and the University of Kentucky has a Philip Mor-
ris Professor of Plant and Soil Sciences and a Philip Morris Professor of Manage-
ment Information Systems. VCU has a Philip Morris Endowed Chair in Interna-
tional Business, and Yale has a Philip Morris Chair in Marketing. The University of
Kentucky hosts the Philip Morris Agricultural Leadership Development Program
(to develop “leadership skills of young, active, burley tobacco farmers”) and ad-
ministers the company’s Outstanding Young Farmer Awards.

North Carolina State in Raleigh has long had intimate tobacco relations—which
is hardly surprising given the crop’s importance to the state. The university has al-
ways helped farmers with planting problems and by the 1950s was serving tobacco
scientists through its Tobacco Literature Service run out of the D. H. Hill Library.
Since 1978 the university has had at least fourteen Philip Morris Professors. A quick
check of the university’s website reveals a Philip Morris Professor of Agricultural

Penetrating the Universities 453



and Resource Economics, an R. J. Reynolds Professor of Mechanical Engineering,
a Philip Morris Professor of Plant Pathology, a Philip Morris Professor of Crop Sci-
ence, a Philip Morris Professor of Economics, and a Philip Morris Endowment for
Extension. The Philip Morris Endowment stipulates that the tobacco giant “recog-
nizes the important role of North Carolina in the production of an adequate sup-
ply of high quality flue-cured tobacco”; Marlboro munificence also “assists the Uni-
versity to retain highly trained and competent tobacco specialists in key roles to
work with county extension staffs to assure continued successful tobacco produc-
tion in the state.”77 North Carolina State also has a number of professorships funded
through a gift of ten thousand shares of R. J. Reynolds stock in 1950. The William
Neal Reynolds Professorship, named for the brother of the original RJR, remains
the highest honor bestowed by the university. Brown & Williamson has also sup-
ported the university’s pesticide laboratory.

Prizes and fellowships are another avenue of influence. Florida, Georgia, and
North and South Carolina in the 1980s were targeted by Philip Morris with its Young
Farmer Awards, leadership seminars, and extension specialist trips, with a mone-
tary value exceeding $400,000. Philip Morris–funded activities included “three en-
dowed extension professorships at NCSU, undergraduate scholarships, graduate fel-
lowships, a young farmer short course, and support for the Multiple Cropping/
Irrigation Park” in Georgia. Apart from research, Philip Morris also supports re-
union seminars, trips to tobacco-growing regions in Brazil, Philip Morris fellow-
ships, and a Philip Morris prize.78 The University of Georgia has received similar
funding, and Clemson in South Carolina has received money from Philip Morris
to support seminars on agricultural technology, training in computer technology,
and tuition and graduate fellowships for tobacco country extension agents.

Not all such benevolence goes to the tobacco-growing South. Philip Morris in
the 1970s offered fellowships at places like Columbia University, where Stanley
Schachter used the industry’s money to support graduate students working on smok-
ing psychology.79 And in 1985 Philip Morris approved a payment of $275,000 to
the City University of New York’s Baruch College to sponsor “the Philip Morris In-
corporated Distinguished Visiting Professor in Business and Society” and “the Philip
Morris Incorporated Lectures on Business and Society” in honor of George Weiss-
man, the company’s former president.80 Similar support has been extended to uni-
versities abroad. More than a hundred researchers in Austria, Germany, and
Switzerland have received the Philip Morris Prize since it was established in 1983—
basically the Nobel Prize of the tobacco world—with winners taking home about
$100,000. (The prize is awarded in all fields of science except for medicine, inter-
estingly.) Nyenrode University in the Netherlands has had a Philip Morris Professor
of Strategic Entrepreneurship, and there are now several Philip Morris Professor-
ships at the Czech Republic’s famous Charles University in Prague.

Philip Morris has often given code names to European collaborations. Project
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Claude Bernard was the name given to the industry’s support of Jean Pol Tassin’s
neuropharmacology at the College de France; Project Galileo supported John Gor-
rod’s work on nicotine metabolism at King’s College in London; and Project Para-
celsus supported Berthold Schneider’s biometrics at the University of Hanover. Proj-
ects Broca and Descartes supported Robert Molimard’s Laboratory of Experimental
Medicine at the University of Paris. There are dozens of projects of this sort, with
code names including Bacon, Concarneau, Fermi, Franklin, Gauss, Harvey, Kepler,
Leibniz, Lavoisier, Newton, Pascal, Rous, and Versin. All were part of Philip Morris’s
plan to identify and support “potential witnesses or scientists able to help in find-
ing witnesses.” Scholars were also chosen for their ability to help present smoking
or nicotine in a favorable light, as when Jean-Marie Warter, Gabriel Micheletti, and
Béatrice Lannes at the University of Strasbourg were funded to document the benefi-
cial effects of smoking for people suffering from Alzheimer’s (Project Cajal).

(Alzheimer’s has been one of the few diseases shown—in rats—to respond pos-
itively to nicotine—Parkinson’s is another—and both of these get mentioned by to-
bacco lawyers in litigation, to make it sound as if smoking has benefits as well as
risks. Neglected is the fact that even the industry’s own archives describe such stud-
ies as “small,” “poor,” and lacking in proper controls; ignored also is the fact that
many Alzheimer’s patients end up quitting when their matches are taken away—to
prevent them from accidentally starting a fire.81 Janine Cataldo at UCSF recently
surveyed forty-three published articles on the smoking–Alzheimer’s link and after
controlling for tobacco industry affiliation found that smoking actually increases
one’s risk of contracting the disease. Cataldo’s study is significant from a method-
ological point of view, in that an effort is made to distinguish tobacco-tainted from
tobacco-free research.82 This is a growing trend in tobacco-free scholarship, recog-
nition that publications on tobacco health hazards cannot be relied on without con-
trolling for the possibility of an industry-friendly skew.)

Academic collaborations have been established in other parts of the world. In
Australia grants have been made available through the Smoking & Health Research
Foundation, formerly known as the Australian Tobacco Research Foundation, an
industry group. Fellowships have also been offered through the Rothmans Foun-
dation, set up by the makers of Winfield cigarettes. Many Canadian universities ac-
cept research grants and donations from the industry, but tobacco industry offi-
cials sometimes even hold senior academic appointments, ranging from governor,
president, and chancellor to positions in teaching hospitals and in university de-
velopment. A 2002 study of this phenomenon found twenty-six instances of tobacco
industry officers and directors holding university appointments in Canada between
1996 and 2001. Academic funding has also been pervasive in Britain—and scan-
dalous—where scholars have actually been paid by the industry to research “cor-
porate responsibility.”83 Scholars have been organized to dispute the hazards of sec-
ondhand smoke, through an elaborate network of “ETS Consultants” established
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by Philip Morris in 1987. Dozens of scholars from Europe and Asia were harnessed
for this purpose, with the goal of going “beyond the establishment of a controversy
concerning an alleged ETS health risk” and actually working (as one Philip Morris
executive put it) “to disperse the suspicion of risk.”84

In Germany, relations between the tobacco industry and academia have been so
close that it is hardly even fair to talk about “penetration” or “conflict of interest.”
The Verband der Cigarettenindustrie for many years was the principal industry–
academy go-between, attracting hundreds of academics to shill for the industry. In
2008, however, the head of Germany’s prestigious Institute for Heart Research in
Berlin came under fire for accepting a large grant from the Philip Morris Founda-
tion. The recipient claimed that the money was in no way influencing his research,
overlooking the multipurpose nature of such grants. The point is only partly to se-
cure industry-friendly results; it is also to gain prestige, establish allies, and create
a stable of thankful experts willing to help in some time of need. The companies
fund such research to help them survive in the political arena. Recognizing this
broader purpose, Dean Martin Paul of Berlin’s famous Charité, the largest medical
school in Europe, barred all academic contacts with the industry in the early years
of the new millennium. Collaborations continue at many other European institu-
tions, however, perpetuating the banality of smoking.85

The penetration is even deeper in Asia, where there is not a great deal of inde-
pendent tobacco scholarship. Transnationals such as Philip Morris have provided
scholarships to students in Singapore and in other Asian nations, and we can ex-
pect such ties to grow with globalization. In China, tobacco research is almost en-
tirely in the hands of a governmental elite trying to get more people to smoke. The
Zhengzhou Tobacco Research Institute in Henan is the largest such institute in the
world, with a staff of 281, including seventeen professors. Scholars throughout the
country aid and assist the monopoly with technical expertise, while farmers labor
to produce the millions of tons of leaf and flavorings needed to supply a third of
the world’s smokers. As of 2010 there are perhaps fifteen people making their liv-
ing in China trying to curb tobacco use, while 15 million make a living doing every-
thing they can to keep people smoking. Tobacco prevention is not yet taken seri-
ously, though that could change very fast once China’s leaders realize how much
damage is being done to national prosperity. Smoking may continue for another
few decades in China, but it won’t be around forever.

ABUSE WITH A VELVET GLOVE

Scholars who worry about academic integrity often focus on theft of intellectual
property or falsification of data or improper disclosure and the like. In the case of
tobacco industry sponsorship, however, the bias is typically more complex and in-
direct. The industry does not ask researchers to falsify data or to come up with some
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preordained conclusion, and they don’t usually interfere with a scholar’s freedom
to publish—indeed they want to see industry-friendly research in print. There are
of course such abuses, but that is not how the industry ordinarily exercises its in-
fluence. The pattern has been to finance large numbers of scholars, with additional
awards then going to those who come up with results the industry can live with. As
if you were to sow a field with seeds and then to select and nurture only those flow-
ers that grow in the colors you find pleasing. Scholars who pass such tests are then
further cultivated and if all goes well will be invited to testify at hearings or in court
as expert witnesses.

We saw in an earlier chapter how the industry supports academic research to
create what they’ve called a “stable of experts” for use in litigation or some other
public or PR capacity.86 Not everyone who works for the industry ends up defend-
ing it, but even a 5 or 10 percent harvest can still suffice. The tobacco archives con-
tain hundreds of thousands of pages of transcripts of trial testimony and depositions
of scholars working for the industry, and from all branches of academia. Many of
these scholars are from leading research universities; almost all have either a med-
ical degree or a nonmedical doctorate. Many were originally grantees of the CTR
or the CIAR, which operated as hothouses for cigarette-friendly expertise. The
archives contain long lists of potential experts, along with people whom the com-
panies believe can direct them to others willing to serve.87 The industry trots out
such experts in litigation or regulatory hearings, using them to produce a string of
denials, qualifications, rationales, diversions, or whatever else might be needed to
exculpate the industry’s conduct, past or present.

The bias created by tobacco-sponsored research is therefore different from what
is commonly imagined. The industry creates bias in the aggregate pattern of research
rather than (only) in any one scholar’s work. This is notorious in the case of sec-
ondhand smoke science, where the industry for many years was able to fund the
work of skeptics, producing what amounts to “noise” in the smoke–disease signal.
Deborah Barnes and Lisa Bero from the University of California studied this im-
pact of sponsorship on hazard assessments for secondhand smoke and found that
scholars taking the industry’s money were far more likely to find no evidence of a
health threat.88 Brown & Williamson’s Director of Scientific Issues later twisted this
same disproportion to dispute the reality of risk: “I do not believe that the evidence
on secondhand smoke is very convincing. If you look, for example, at the studies
on lung cancer, you find that the vast majority of those studies—around 80 percent
or so—do not report a significant increase in risk, so from my perspective, I think
we have to seriously question a lot of the claims that have been made on environ-
mental tobacco smoke.”89 The industry’s modus operandi by this time was famil-
iar: you basically fund lots of research to dispute a hazard, then cite this same re-
search to say that lots of scholars dispute it.

Of course there are always dissenters and laggards in any scientific community,
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and not just quacks and charlatans but also respectable scholars who, for one rea-
son or another, are not up to date on the relevant research. The industry gives trum-
pets, drums, and dollars to these laggards, to make it all seem like honest contro-
versy. This is abuse with a velvet glove: as if the Catholic Church had not thrown
Galileo in prison but rather had simply hired, fêted, and funded all manner of
diehards and skeptics to march in step with those who held the earth to be the cen-
ter of the universe.

Tobacco industry sponsorship has been corrosive of honest intellectual inquiry
on a scale that is difficult to comprehend. Tobacco expertise for many years was
dominated by the industry, as it still is in many parts of the world. Entire scientific
societies have been formed to sabotage the science showing harms of one kind or
another, and several scientific journals owe their existence to the industry’s need
for “friendly research” (Tobacco Science but also more scholarly organs like Indoor
Air). The industry is not just corrupting academia; they are also creating it. All busi-
nesses want to succeed, of course, and in this respect tobacco is no different. What
is different is the extent to which Tobacco has been willing and able to obstruct pop-
ular and scientific knowledge, jamming the scientific airwaves with noise. We are
talking about racketeers with academics as accomplices—and a breach of academic
integrity more serious—and deadly—than anything since the horrors of the Nazi
era. Cigarettes should be banned, if for no other reason than to end the corruption
of science caused by the industry’s drive to continue its deadly trade.

To repeat: collaboration with the tobacco industry is one of the most deadly
abuses of scholarly integrity in modern history. Abuses of the Nazis and Soviets are
better known and more immediately murderous, but the mortal force of cigarettes
is so vast, and so easily avoidable, that the comparison is not inappropriate. A hun-
dred million people died from smoking in the twentieth century, and we are now
on a pace to have many times that in the present century. Academics would have
blood on their hands but for the fact that most tobacco deaths are bloodless and
distant from the acts that first set mortality into motion. Comparisons could be made
to prostitution, but that would insult a trade that does not kill half its clients. It also
usually takes decades for smoking to kill, rendering the deaths seemingly faint and
uncertain on the horizon. But the mortality is no less real and no less nefarious.
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Historians Join the Conspiracy
The abuse of history is infinite in its variety.
Antoon de Baets, Responsible History, 2008

The tobacco industry cannot do what it does without help. Grave misdeeds require
accomplices, and in the cigarette world a continual rewriting of the past is key to
the industry’s survival. Time and again the companies have been forced into court
and come out smelling like a rose. They cannot do this alone, however; they need
experts willing to help.

Scholars can be a remarkably compliant lot, and my own field of history is no
exception. Indeed they have much to atone for. Since the early 1990s more than
fifty professional historians have testified for the industry in court (see the box on
page 460), earning millions of dollars for presenting lopsided, biased, and histori-
cally impoverished accounts of cigarette history. A more shadowy band of histori-
ans has worked alongside these experts as consultants, preparing reports and do-
ing archival work, sometimes while being groomed for promotion to the rank of
expert witness (see the box on page 464). Some of these historians sign confiden-
tiality agreements, including agreements not to publish on the topic under inves-
tigation (James H. Jones, author of the classic history of the Tuskegee syphilis ex-
periment, signed such an agreement when he worked for the industry.) The industry
wants to control this work and generally doesn’t want its “experts” to expose their
labors to peer review.

Of course the industry has long relied on scholars to polish its image. Clarence
Cook Little was chosen to head the Tobacco Industry Research Committee in 1954
not just because he could organize a face-saving research enterprise but also be-
cause he presented a friendly face to the public, including regulators, juries, and
judges. And we’ve already seen how scholars from virtually all walks of academic
life have served this purpose—including hundreds of physicians. Their job has been
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Historians Who Have Testified as Expert
Witnesses for the Defense in American
Tobacco Litigation, 1986–2010
Compiled with Louis M. Kyriakoudes

Ambrose, Stephen E. (deceased). Testified in Covert v. Liggett Group (1994);
deposed in Florida v. American Tobacco (1997), designated in Haines v.
Liggett (1997).

Bean, Jonathan J., Southern Illinois University. Designated in St. Louis v.
American Tobacco (2004), named as an expert in Schwab v. Philip Morris.

Berman, Hyman, University of Minnesota. Deposed for and testified in
Minnesota v. Philip Morris (1997 and 1998).

Breeden James O., Southern Methodist University. Expert report submitted in
Allgood v. Reynolds (1994).

Burnham, John C., Ohio State University. Designated for Dewey v. Reynolds
(1986); expert disclosure for Cipollone (1986).

Burns III, Augustus M., University of Florida (deceased). Deposed for Florida v.
American Tobacco (1997) and Engle v. Reynolds (1998).

Carstensen, Fred V., University of Connecticut. Deposed for and testified in
Cipollone v. Liggett (1987 and 1988) and deposed for Izzarelli (?) and for
Bifolck v. Philip Morris.

Chesson, Michael B., University of Massachusetts, Boston. Provided affidavit in
Longden v. Philip Morris (2003).

Cobbs-Hoffman, Elizabeth, San Diego State University. Deposed for and
testified in Boeken v. Philip Morris (2001); deposed for Patterson, Evers, and
Martin (2009, Engle Progeny cases).

Dibacco, Thomas V., American University. Listed for Richardson v. Philip Morris
(1997); deposed in and testified for Eastman v. Brown & Williamson (2003);
deposed in Blue Cross v. Philip Morris (2000), Engle v. Reynolds (1999), and
Katz v. Reynolds (2010).

Drobny, John, president, IHG, Inc. Disclosed as “Expert Historian” for Texas v.
American Tobacco (1997).

English, Peter Calvin, Duke University. Testified in Blue Cross v. Philip Morris
(2001); expert report and deposition for USDOJ v. Philip Morris (2001);
deposed for Bullock v. Philip Morris (2002); designated in Haines v. Liggett
(1992), etc.

Ford, Lacy K., Jr., University of South Carolina, Columbia. Testified in Raulerson
v. Reynolds (1997), Jones v. Reynolds (2000), Kenyon v. Reynolds (2001), and
Allen v. Reynolds (2003); deposed for Blankenship v. Philip Morris (2000),
Engle v. Reynolds (1997, 1999), and Medical Monitoring (2000); deposed for
and testified in Karbiwnyk v. Reynolds (1997), Engle v. Reynolds (1997, 1999),
Little v. Brown & Williamson (2000), and multiple Engle Progeny cases (2008–
11); designated in St. Louis v. American Tobacco (2004); cross-noticed for
Keegan v. Reynolds.
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Graham, Otis, University of North Carolina, Wilmington. Testified in Kotler v.
American Tobacco (1990); deposed for Texas v. American Tobacco (1997),
designated in Haines v. Liggett (1992).

Green, George D., University of Minnesota. Retained as expert witness in
Minnesota v. Philip Morris (1997); deposed on August 26–27, 1997, and
expert report submitted on December 8, 1997.

Greenwood, Janette T., Clark University. Expert report for Donovan v. Philip
Morris; disclosed as an expert witness for multiple Engle Progeny cases.

Harkness, Jon M., University of Minnesota. Testified in Boerner v. Brown &
Williamson (2003).

Harvey, Paul, University of Colorado, Colorado Springs. Deposed for Coolidge v.
Philip Morris (2004); named an expert in Alan Nichols v. Asbestos Corporation
Ltd. (2008) and Koballa v. Reynolds (2010).

Hilty, James, Temple University. Testified in Carter v. Philip Morris (2003).
Hoff, Joan, Ohio University, Athens; Montana State University, Bozeman.

Testified in Rogers v. Reynolds (1996), Dunn v. Reynolds (1998), and Tompkin
v. American Brands (2001); deposed for Dunn v. Reynolds (1997 and 1998),
Tompkin v. American Tobacco (2001), and Engle Progeny cases (2009 and
2010); deposed for and testified in Whiteley v. Raybestos-Manhattan (1999
and 2000) and in Barbanell (2009, Engle Progeny case).

Hudson, Robert P., University of Kansas (deceased). Deposed in Allgood v.
Reynolds (1994).

Judd, Jacob, Lehman College. Expert report filed in Standish v. American
Tobacco (2003); testified in Rose v. American Tobacco (2003).

Lenoir, Timothy, Duke University (formerly Stanford). Expert report and
deposed for Tune v. Philip Morris (1998, 2001).

Lipartito, Kenneth James, Florida International University. Named an expert
witness in Engle Progeny litigation.

Lowery, Charles D., Mississippi State University. Deposed for Mississippi AG
(1997).

Ludmerer, Kenneth M., Washington University. Trial testimony in Kotler v.
American Tobacco (1990); deposed for Cipollone v. Liggett (1991); expert
report for Unkel v. Liggett (1994); deposed for State of Mississippi Tobacco
Litigation (1997), Florida State Attorney General’s case (1997), Engle v.
Reynolds (1998), State of Washington v. American Tobacco (1998), Blanken-
ship v. Philip Morris (2000), and Scott v. American Tobacco (2000); trial
testimony in Williams v. Philip Morris (1999), Apostolou v. American Tobacco
(2000), Anderson v. American Tobacco (2000), and Boeken v. Philip Morris
(2001); deposed for Tompkin v. American Tobacco (2001) and Harvey v. ABB
Lummus Global (2002); deposition and expert report for USA v. Philip Morris
(2002); listed for Engle v. Reynolds (1997) and for Crayton v. Safeway (2000).

Martin, James Kirby, University of Houston. Deposed in and expert report for
Burton v. Reynolds (1996); deposed and testified in Ironworkers v. Philip
Morris (1999) and in Falise v. American Tobacco (2000 and 2001).
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Martinez-Fernandez, Luis, University of Central Florida. Testified in Eli Rogelio
Figueroa Cruz v. Reynolds in Puerto Rico (2002); deposed for and testified in
multiple Engle Progeny cases.

May, Glenn A., University of Oregon. Testified in Williams v. Philip Morris
(1999).

Michel, Gregg L., University of Texas at San Antonio. Deposed for and testified
in Campbell v. Reynolds (2009); deposed for Walden (2010) and Webb v.
Reynolds (2010); work for Jones Day since 2003.

Miller, Donald L., Lafayette College. Expert report submitted for Gerrity v.
Lorillard (2005).

Morgan, H. Wayne, University of Oklahoma. Testified in Oklahoma-AG (1998).
Norrell, Robert Jefferson, III, University of Tennessee. Testified in Newcomb v.

Reynolds (1999, 2003); deposed for and testified in Karney v. Brown &
Williamson (1998, 1999) and Scott v. American Tobacco (2000, 2003); earlier
work for litigation in Alabama, Florida, and Louisiana; deposed for and
testified in multiple Engle Progeny cases (Martin v. Philip Morris, 2009)—
twelve depositions altogether by 2009.

O’Donnell, Edward T., Hunter College, CUNY, and now Holy Cross College.
Expert witness report prepared for Small and Fubini v. Lorillard (1997);
scheduled for deposition in Zito v. American Tobacco (1997).

Parrish, Michael E., University of California, San Diego. Testified in Miele v.
American Tobacco (2003); deposed for Barnes (Arch) v. American Tobacco
(1997), Frosina v. Philip Morris (1997), Washington v. American Tobacco
(1997), and Boerner v. Brown & Williamson (2003); deposed and testified for
Henley v. Philip Morris (1998, 1999); affidavits for Stewart-Lomantz v. Brown
& Williamson (1996), Frosina v. Philip Morris (1997), Small and Fubini v.
Lorillard (1997), and Tabb v. Philip Morris et al. (1998). Listed for Engle v.
Reynolds (1997).

Parssinen, Terry M., University of Tampa. Testified in Arnitz v. Philip Morris
(2004) and in Engle Progeny cases.

Roberts, Randy W., Purdue University. Disclosed as an expert in Walden v.
Reynolds (Engle Progeny case); deposed for Budnick, Allen, Hetzner, Halde-
man, and other Engle Progeny cases (2010).

Rose, Mark H., Florida Atlantic University. Disclosed in Brown v. Liggett
(2003).

Rosenberg, Nathan, Stanford University. Testified for the industry in 1988 hear-
ings as a “technology policy witness,” part of an effort to “ensure smooth intro-
duction of alpha free from federal government interference or regulation.”

Sansing, David G., University of Mississippi, Oxford. Testified in Boerner v.
Brown & Williamson (2003); deposed in Mississippi Tobacco Litigation (1997);
deposed for and testified in Horton v. American Tobacco (1990) and Wilks v.
American Tobacco (1993); testimony and/or deposition in Carter v. Philip
Morris, Grinnell v. American Tobacco, and Schuts and Walton, inter alia.



to display their expertise in ways that will exculpate the industry, to make black ap-
pear white and vice versa. Whatever is needed.

Historians, though, have come to play a special—and especially disturbing—
role in this context. The tobacco industry has been funding historical work for
decades, long prior to the “second wave” of litigation in the 1980s1 and prior even
to the Second World War. Much of what we think we know about tobacco’s history
is an artifact of such investments: tobacco manufacturers like us to think of theirs
as an ancient and honorable art; tobacco is the East for the West and the West for
the East—whence all those images of camels and liberty. Tobacco is patriotic: Amer-
ica’s founding fathers grew the precious leaf, after all, and tobacco leaves are carved
atop Latrobe’s columns for the Capitol building. And what could be more Ameri-
can than the Marlboro Man on the open range? Historians are used to help craft
and maintain this image of a world we cannot do without—which is one reason
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Savitt, Todd, East Carolina University (Medical Humanities). Expert report
for Ierardi v. Lorillard (1991).

Schaller, Michael, University of Arizona. Disclosed for Arizona v. American
(1998), Sweeny v. Philip Morris (1999), and Simon v. Philip Morris (2000);
testified in Apostolou v. Philip Morris (2000), Reller v. Philip Morris (2003),
Lucier v. Philip Morris (2003), and Frankson v. Brown & Williamson (2003);
deposed for Selcer v. Reynolds (1998), Grill v. Philip Morris (2010), and Engle
Progeny cases (2008); trial testimony for multiple Engle Progeny cases (2009–
11).

Sharp, James Roger, Syracuse University. Expert report for, deposed for, and
testified in Mehlman v. Philip Morris (2000 and 2001); testified in Anderson v.
American Tobacco (2000) and in Engle Progeny cases.

Skates, John Ray, Jr., University of Southern Mississippi. Deposed in Mississippi
Tobacco Litigation (1997).

Snetsinger, John G., California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo.
Deposition in Bullock v. Philip Morris (2002).

Stueck, William, University of Georgia. Expert disclosure and affidavit submit-
ted in Eiser v. Brown & Williamson (2002); affidavits in Mash v. Brown &
Williamson (2004); deposed for Alexander v. Philip Morris (2010).

Tulchin, Joseph S., Woodrow Wilson Center, Washington, DC. Testified in
Widdick v. Brown & Williamson (1998).

Wilson, Theodore A., University of Kansas. Deposed for Barnes [Arch] v.
American Tobacco (1997), Chamberlain (1999), Clay v. Philip Morris (1999),
Smith (1998),Thompson v. American Tobacco (1999), Blankenship v. Philip
Morris (2000), and West Virginia’s Medical Monitoring cases (2000); expert
report (2001) and deposition (2002) for USDOJ v. Philip Morris; affidavit
for State of Florida litigation, etc.



people continue to buy and die from cigarettes. Historians are paid to immortalize
tobacco, to make it seem natural that people should smoke. Indeed, much of mod-
ern tobacco historiography has a nicotine taint.

Here I want to explore how historians have worked for the industry, focusing on
contract history, consulting, and (especially) expert witnessing for the industry in
court. I also want to suggest that while historians who service the industry may not

464 Part III. Conspiracy on a Grand Scale

Historians Who Have Served as Expert
Consultants for the Tobacco Industry
without Testifying (partial listing)
Abrams, Richard M. University of California, Berkeley
Black, Gregory D. University of Missouri, Kansas City
Clune, John J., Jr. University of West Florida
Engelmann, Larry San Jose State University
Ettling, John University of Houston; SUNY Plattsburgh

(president)
Grill, Johnpeter H. Mississippi State University
Harp, Richard University of Kansas (Engl. dept.)
Harley, David formerly of Oxford University
Herken, Gregg University of California, Merced
Hook, Ernest B. University of California, Berkeley
Jenkins, Robert L. Mississippi State University
Jones, James H. San Francisco, formerly University

of Houston
Kargon, Robert H. Johns Hopkins University
Klein, Herbert Stanford University
Kline, Benjamin San Jose State University
Kushner, Howard I. Emory University
Lankevich, George J. Bronx Community College, Manhasset
Means, Richard K. University of Alabama, Auburn University
Muldoon, James Rutgers University
Musto, David F. Yale University
Overmann, Ronald J. San Francisco, formerly program officer

National Science Foundation
Petigny, Alan University of Florida
Robert, Joseph C. (deceased) University of Richmond
Sauer, John E. Ohio State University
Smith, George D. Winthrop Group and NYU Stern
Sobel, Robert N. (deceased) Hofstra University
Sosna, Morton Cornell, formerly Stanford University
Talley, Colin Emory University
Unger, Irwin New York University



realize it, their labors have the indirect effect of keeping the price of cigarettes low,
by saving the companies from having to pay out costly legal awards. Which means
that when historians testify for the industry in court, they are effectively helping
the industry to avoid a kind of tax. Saving the industry money in this manner keeps
prices low, meaning more cigarettes smoked and more people dying from the habit.
The chain of causation is indirect but nonetheless real: witnessing for the industry
causes death.

CONTRACT HISTORY

Historians who have worked for the tobacco industry fall into three main categories:
scholars who have been paid to write for the industry, sometimes as official cor-
porate historians; scholars who have done more secretive consulting for the in-
dustry, usually in preparation for litigation; and scholars who have testified as ex-
pert witnesses for the industry in court, exculpating the industry’s conduct by
placing blame on the individual smoker.

Readers should keep in mind, though, that even this covers only a small frac-
tion of industry-friendly tobacco historiography. There is a vast unpublished body
of historical writing in the archives of the industry, covering everything from the
rise and fall of specific brands to the origins of certain kinds of processing equip-
ment. There are chronicles of marketing campaigns and tobacco paraphernalia,
along with histories of tobacco-growing regions and of particular cigarette addi-
tives. There are unpublished histories of specific firms but also of specific depart-
ments and top brass within those firms. Some of this was prepared for use in liti-
gation, though most seems to be just part of the companies’ efforts to create
institutional memories for themselves in the form of commemorations, time lines,
literature reviews, or internal honorifics. Judging purely from the number of pages,
there may be more historical writing in the industry’s archives than has ever been
printed in scholarly books. Some of this has been written by professional histori-
ans, but the authors are more often corporate staff assigned to prepare chronolo-
gies or literature or brand reviews of one sort or another. Hundreds of chronolo-
gies are preserved in the industry’s archives; nearly twenty thousand documents
contain the word chronology.2

The industry also, though, generates published histories for popular consump-
tion. The “story” of Camels, Winstons, Marlboros, and other popular brands has
been told in countless popular magazines, along with tales of how tobacco was once
a medicine or barred from consumption in one part of the world or another.3 Nar-
ratives along these lines are sometimes conveyed through museums and historical
exhibits—such as that maintained by the Duke Homestead Education and History
Corporation in Durham, North Carolina, or any of the dozen-odd other tobacco
museums funded by the industry in different parts of the world. Tobacco museums
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are not as numerous as they once were—SEITA has closed its French museum, as
has Austria Tabak in Vienna—but those that remain are de facto ads for the habit,
displaying the golden weed as a venerable luxury and economic powerhouse. Mu-
seums are sometimes created to coincide with the penetration of a new market:
Philip Morris established a museum at its Kutna Hora plant in the Czech Republic
in 1995, for example, when it took over production from the former state monop-
oly. Some of these are sizable: the China Tobacco Museum in Shanghai (opened in
2004) cost an estimated $22 million to build; the edifice houses 150,000 historical
artifacts and presents a predictable whitewash of health effects (“there is no need
to object to cigarette smoking”). There has never really been an honest tobacco mu-
seum; all are essentially conflicts of interest masquerading as educational institu-
tions.

The practice of paying historians to write for the companies dates back at least
to the nineteenth century, but a historiographic watershed of sorts was 1937, when
Jerome E. Brooks published the first of five volumes of a sumptuous Tobacco: Its
History Illustrated by the Books, Manuscripts and Engravings in the Library of
George Arents, Jr., cataloging the rare books and smoking ephemera that, until re-
cently, occupied an entire hall on the top floor of the New York Public Library.4
Brooks went on to a stellar career as the industry’s premier historian, publishing
widely read books on the glories of tobacco lore, along with folksy brochures and
pamphlets for the Tobacco Institute. His 1952 book, The Mighty Leaf: Tobacco
through the Centuries, is textbook triumphalist hagiography, celebrating smoking
as a “treasured necessity” and “natural right” of humankind.

Medical historians were also engaged early on. One of the first in the United States
was Morris Fishbein, the iron-fisted editor of JAMA, who in the early 1950s was
paid (by Lorillard) tens of thousands of dollars to write a comprehensive book on
smoking and health. Fishbein to his credit did a pretty good job—too good in fact,
which is probably why the book was suppressed. Lorillard reneged on its offer to
buy several thousand copies, and Doubleday canceled his contract.

One reason for the funding of historical writing has been to be able to recom-
mend a set of right-minded books to people inquiring about the history of tobacco.
In 1975, for example, when an Arizona scholar wrote to Reynolds asking for in-
formation along these lines, the company’s public relations department could rec-
ommend four “comprehensive histories”: Robert K. Heimann’s Tobacco and Amer-
icans (1960); Jerome E. Brooks’sThe Mighty Leaf (1952); Joseph C. Robert’sThe Story
of Tobacco in America (1949); and Nannie M. Tilley’sThe Bright-Tobacco Industry
(1948).5 All interesting and well-written books but all activist histories dishing up
slavish praise for tobacco—with virtually no acknowledgment of health harms. And
all written by scholars with close ties to the industry. Robert Heimann at the time
was executive assistant to the president of American Tobacco (and an NYU-trained
sociologist); Jerome Brooks was a lifelong writer for the industry on Hill & Knowl-
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ton’s payroll; Joseph Robert worked for Reynolds; and Nannie Tilley had served as
R. J. Reynolds’s official corporate historian, a position she held from 1959 through
1964.

Industry-funded historiography continued into the 1960s and 1970s. Robert So-
bel’s 1978 book, They Satisfy: The Cigarette in American Life, was financed by the
industry, as was Mark Edward Lender’s A New Prohibition? An Essay on Drinking
and Smoking in America, published by Brown & Williamson in 1995. Sobel was a
professor of history at Hofstra University; Lender was (and is) chair of the history
department at Kean University in New Jersey. Lender acknowledged tobacco in-
dustry support for his book—a cigarette manufacturer published it, after all—but
histories with cigarette links have often been published without any such ac-
knowledgment. Francis Robicsek in his lavishly illustrated history of tobacco in
Maya art and religion,The Smoking Gods, thanks the Tobacco Institute for its “co-
operation,” for example, but nowhere lets the reader know that the book was made
possible by a $55,000 subsidy from that lobby body.6

More serious is Milton Rosenblatt’s failure to disclose his tobacco industry ties
in his 1964 history of lung cancer for the Bulletin of the History of Medicine. Rosen-
blatt here made the by-then preposterous argument that lung cancer rates were not
in fact on the rise; the increase was only apparent, a consequence of the fact that
cancers were being diagnosed more often from the growing use of X-rays. So the
pandemic was really just “a tribute to progress in diagnostic acumen.” Rosenblatt
had been working for the industry since the 1950s and by 1961 was taking TIRC
“Special Services” money. He repeated his denial of any real rise in lung cancer
throughout the 1960s, testifying to this effect before Congress and on CBS Televi-
sion’s Calendar Show with Harry Reasoner. Rosenblatt also shows up in the Tobacco
Institute’s 1972 propaganda film, Smoking and Health:The Need to Know, claiming
once again that the observed rise in lung cancer was illusory. The Tobacco Institute
loved his dismissal of the idea of smoking causing cancer as “a colossal blunder”—
and featured this prominently in its brochures and videos. Tobacco enthusiasts
clearly valued his assistance: a 1962 memo from J. Morrison Brady, associate sci-
entific director of the TIRC, to Clarence Cook Little described the industry’s pub-
lic relations woes, created by cancer research of the 1950s, as “like the early symp-
toms of diabetes—certain dietary controls kept public opinion reasonably healthy.
When some new symptom appeared, a shot of insulin in the way of a news release,
a Berkson antidote, a Rosenblatt television rebuttal, etc., kept the patient going.”7

The “patient” in this case was the cigarette cartel, threatened by the revelation of
cigarettes causing death and disease. Rosenblatt had helped cigarette makers han-
dle the 1954 “emergency,” along with subsequent public relations problems “that
must be solved for the self-preservation of the industry.” CTR officers as late as the
1980s were regurgitating his denialist theory in testimony before Congress, with
the man held forth as “an outstanding medical historian.”8
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Some historians who have worked for the industry do so unabashedly, and out
in the open. Joseph C. Robert, a member of the history faculty of Duke and later
Richmond University, for many years worked as a contract historian for R. J.
Reynolds; he was also a frequent speaker at cigarette industry conferences, where
he would celebrate the lore and lure of Nicotiana in an opening or after-dinner lec-
ture. I’ve mentioned Nannie Tilley’s position as official historian at Reynolds: Tilley
was sometimes asked to field questions for the firm—on the composition of Estron,
for example (answer: cellulose acetate, used as a filter material)—and her books in-
clude subtle and accomplished accounts of early tobacco technology, tobacco eco-
nomics, and the corporate history of Reynolds itself, always with the “health issue”
conspicuously overlooked. We also find unpublished histories by such authors in
the industry’s archives. Jerome E. Brooks in the 1970s, for example, was commis-
sioned to write an “authorized unpublished history” of Philip Morris for the com-
pany, which we now know about only from documents submitted in response to
subpoenas. Tobacco manufacturers throughout the world have commissioned such
histories: British American’s unpublished “History Project” from 1972 surveyed the
growth of the company’s trade in Australia, Brazil, China, the Congo, and more than
a dozen other countries, citing thirty-six books on tobacco history and a larger num-
ber of pamphlets and magazine articles, many published by the companies or cor-
porate agents.9

Some of this literature written for internal corporate use is now online, thanks
to the subpoena power granted to litigators. The notorious 460-page “Corporate
Activity Project” produced by Jones Day for Reynolds is now available online, for
example, but there are histories of this sort we cannot access: Patrick O’Neil-Dunne’s
prodigious twenty-one-volume History of U.S. Cigarette Advertising, for example,
compiled at the request of Carreras Ltd. in Britain, makers of Craven “A” and Black
Cat cigarettes. That text was put together for internal use (“published on a restricted
basis for distribution among the Rothmans group affiliates”), and we know of its
existence only because of one single mention in Brandstand, the official publica-
tion of the Cigarette Pack Collectors Association, an amateur group with friendly
connections to the industry.10

Another oft-encountered genre is the company-sanctioned corporate history,
which typically treats the rise of a particular firm in the form of a business history.
Howard Cox’sThe Global Cigarette: Origins and Evolution of British American To-
bacco, 1880–1945, is a good example. The book is both a substantial piece of schol-
arship and a celebration of one of the world’s largest tobacco transnationals; it is
also, though, based on a detailed study of (hard-paper) BAT archives not accessi-
ble without permission from the company.11

What are the ethics of a historian using sources to which only he or she has ac-
cess? Cox’s book relies on a series of unpublished “corporate histories” prepared by
BAT’s legal department; how are we to evaluate such scholarship, if no one apart
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from the author has access to the archives? What is left out of such accounts, and
what kinds of bias have been written into the story? Cox’s book is dedicated to R.
Glyn Davies, former editor of BAT News and the company’s marketing information
officer. Does this cozy connection have anything to do with the fact that the dan-
gers of smoking are almost entirely ignored in this book? Or that the chronology
stops just about when the lung cancer hazard is nailed down? Similar questions can
be raised about most of these contract histories: B. W. E. Alford’s history of W. D. &
H. O. Wills, for example, or Brian Du Toit’s history of Ecusta, or W. Twiston
Davies’s Account of the African Organisation of the Imperial Tobacco Company, 1907–
1957, or Sue V. Dickinson’s historyThe First Sixty Years of Imperial’s American Leaf
Organization, and so forth.12

PROJECT COSMIC AND THE POLITICS
OF TRANSPARENCY

A more secretive prompt for contract history was Philip Morris’s Project Cosmic,
an effort launched in 1987 to establish “an extensive network of scientists and his-
torians from all over the world” to produce tobacco-friendly scholarship. An Ox-
ford historian by the name of David Harley was appointed one of six Project Cos-
mic “directors” and wrote several articles for this purpose: a 1987 letter in Philip
Morris’s files describes his plans “to start work immediately” on the history of “to-
bacco use in England, producing papers suitable for publication in learned jour-
nals.” A 1990 progress report describes his plan to lecture at the Columbus quin-
centenary in Madrid and meetings of the American Society of Eighteenth Century
Studies and the American Association for the History of Medicine and to publish
a book-length history of tobacco. His article on “The Beginnings of the Tobacco
Controversy” in the 1993 Bulletin of the History of Medicine failed to disclose his
industry funding; there is also no mention of the fact that “creating controversy”
was a central pillar in the industry’s ongoing denialist campaign. Harley thanks
Daniel Ennis for “encouraging” his interest in the topic, but Ennis’s position as
Project Cosmic coordinator for Philip Morris goes unmentioned, as does the fact
that the article itself was a Cosmic project. Harley was paid handsomely for his serv-
ices: $17,415 in 1988, $21,000 in 1989, $46,706 in 1990, and $31,074 in 1991.13

David F. Musto, a professor of psychiatry (at the Child Study Center) and the
history of medicine at Yale, was another Project Cosmic director highly valued by
the industry. Musto in January of 1990 was awarded $300,000 from Philip Morris
to document “the history of social response to mood-altering substances.” Project
Cosmic directors all produced industry-friendly research and in some instances
went on to help the companies with legal challenges. Ohio State’s John Burnham,
for example, was disclosed as an expert witness for the defense in Cipollone v. Liggett,
where he was expected to testify that scientists were “strongly skeptical of any link
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between cigarette smoking and lung cancer prior to the 1950s” and that the indus-
try’s response to the discovery of tobacco mortality “was both timely and appro-
priate and constituted a respectable/commendable scientific effort.”14 Burnham also
recruited other historians for use as experts—more on which in a moment.

Philip Morris’s Project Cosmic lasted about five years, with hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars paid to its principals, including the above-mentioned historians
but also David Warburton from the psychology department of Reading University
and the psychologist, eugenicist, and tobacco-phile Hans Eysenck of the Univer-
sity of London. Funding resulted in a number of publications, none of which ac-
knowledged support from Philip Morris. David Musto in 1991, for example, pub-
lished an article titled “Opium, Cocaine and Marijuana in American History” in
Scientific American, with no disclosure of his ongoing work for Philip Morris. Nor
was there any mention of his tobacco ties in 1992, when he hosted a NOVA tele-
vision series on the history of drug use; indeed the show’s writer and director, Eric
Stange, was quite surprised when I told him that his host had been taking tobacco
money throughout their filming and indeed for some years previously. The industry
for its part was clearly pleased with Musto’s work, judging from the praise we find
in Philip Morris’s archives, which commends his role in popularizing a “moder-
ate view of substance use in the media.” The tobacco giant especially liked his the-
ory of a seventy-year cycle of tolerance and intolerance toward psychoactive sub-
stances, which could be used to naturalize the present “phase” we were going
through. Musto’s industry-friendly thesis was even reported on by Gina Kolata of
the New York Times, who probably had no idea it was tobacco-tinged.15 Yale ad-
ministrators were also happy to have him bringing in these funds: Leon E. Rosen-
berg, dean of Yale’s School of Medicine at the time, thanked Philip Morris pro-
fusely for its support, adding that Dr. Musto’s research would “bring us closer to
the time when our society will have a healthy relationship with substances that affect
our moods.”16

Harley’s and Musto’s failure to disclose financing from the industry is not un-
usual: other historians working for the industry have failed in similar fashion. Some
have even employed assistants without letting them know whom they were really
working for. Ernest Hook, a professor of public health at UC Berkeley, apparently
did not tell his assistants which side they were working for, for example, and John
G. Snetsinger at California Polytechnic State University in San Luis Obispo is known
to have hired graduate students to help him prepare for litigation without telling
them they were working for the industry. As one of his assistants later reported:

I would not have done the work if I had known what it was for. I’m relieved that the
jury rejected the tobacco industry’s argument and I wish Ms. Bullock’s attorneys had
contacted me to a) learn about the rather selective research I was supposed to do and
b) that Snetsinger was using grad students to do the work without fully disclosing who
and what it was for.17
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Historians have not yet come to grips with when and how to require disclosure
of potential conflicts of interest, though confessions have begun to appear in some
academic journals, mainly in response to peer reviewers raising questions about
the origins of a particular piece of scholarship.18 We should also realize, though,
that disclosure and transparency can be double-edged swords. In recent years the
tobacco colossus in concert with other polluting industries has sought to manipu-
late science by this means, using and even creating “data access” laws to deconstruct
science they see as a regulatory threat. A remarkable example is the industry’s work
to help draft and pass the Data Access Act of 1998 and the Data Quality Act of 2000.
These new federal laws allow the industry (or anyone else with sufficient resources)
to obtain and reprocess the raw data from anyone publishing any kind of scientific
or medical study using federal funds. The tobacco industry pushed for legislation
of this sort to make it easier to reanalyze and reinterpret (i.e., look for flaws in) re-
search critical of the industry. Philip Morris employed Multinational Business Serv-
ices and other front organizations to help push through these laws—over objec-
tions from both the National Academy of Sciences and the American Association
for the Advancement of Science. The new laws create a deep and disturbing asym-
metry in the scrutiny applied to different kinds of science, with publicly funded re-
search subject to a much higher level of interrogation than research conducted by
the industry. The laws make it possible for corporate actors to sit as if behind a one-
way mirror, directing the dissection of whatever body of data they regard as a threat
to business as usual. Which is why some environmental experts have called such
laws “a tool to clobber every effort to regulate” and an instrument to promote “cen-
sorship and harassment.”19

DELUGE MATERIALS AND
THE CHICKEN SOUP DEFENSE

The industry’s exploitation of historians increased dramatically in the 1980s in re-
sponse to a new level of threat from lawsuits such as Cipollone v. Liggett, filed in
1983. Rose Cipollone was a fifty-eight-year-old New Jersey woman who had
smoked Chesterfield, L&M, Virginia Slims, and True cigarettes before contracting
lung cancer and then dying from the disease. Lawsuits had been filed much ear-
lier—several hundred since 1954, in fact—but the industry had always been able
to win by claiming that tobacco, while dangerous, was not unreasonably danger-
ous. And that people knew about and therefore knowingly assumed the risk when
they purchased the product. Tobacco attorneys had also usually been able to out-
spend their opponents on trial preparations—often by an order of magnitude or
more—making every case a mismatch. Industry lawyers used to brag about this:

the aggressive posture we have taken regarding depositions and discovery in general
continues to make these cases extremely burdensome and expensive for plaintiffs’
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lawyers, particularly sole practitioners. To paraphrase General Patton, the way we won
these cases was not by spending all of Reynolds’ money, but by making that other son
of a bitch spend all his.20

Several key elements in this landscape had changed by the 1980s, however. For
one thing, a number of legal teams had become quite wealthy working for the de-
fense in asbestos litigation—often by blaming cigarettes for the lung maladies suffered
by shipyard workers. Attorneys working for Big Asbestos had become practiced in
the art of attacking tobacco and used this to their advantage in this new wave of to-
bacco trials. (The asbestos companies blame everything on tobacco; the tobacco
companies blame everything on asbestos.) Trial lawyers were further emboldened
by new doctrines of comparative fault and split liability, allowing claims for com-
pensation even when the plaintiffs were partly to blame for whatever harms they
may have suffered. Juries have been more willing to rule in favor of plaintiffs under
such circumstances, which is one reason Cipollone v. Liggett returned a verdict fa-
voring the plaintiffs—the first such victory in an American court of law.21

Big Tobacco recognized the gravity of this confluence of events and sought to
develop new weapons for its defense—which is where the historians came in. In
October of 1984, acting on the request of Reynolds’s chief counsel, Max Crohn, at-
torneys from the companies’ powerful Policy Committee of Lawyers formed the
Special Trial Issues Committee (STIC) “for the purpose of identifying and prepar-
ing potential nonmedical witnesses for pending tobacco liability litigation.” Out-
side counsel were tapped to coordinate this effort, with the lead being taken by
Arnold & Porter; Chadbourne & Parke; Jones, Day, Reavis & Pogue; Shook, Hardy
and Bacon; Webster & Sheffield; and King & Spalding. The goal was to locate schol-
ars who could testify to (a) the “high level of public awareness” of tobacco hazards
and (b) the industry’s “lack of deception.” This is explained in a 1992 memo re-
viewing the accomplishments of the Committee:

STIC has developed social, business and medical historians as witnesses to attest to
the high level of public awareness regarding tobacco hazards and the absence of any
deception by the tobacco industry. These experts will also explain more broadly the
evolution of tobacco in America as a result of natural social forces, wholly unrelated
to industry coercion or promotion.22

In a nutshell: people knew what they were doing when they decided to smoke, and
the companies were never involved in any kind of deception. And however tobacco
“evolved” in the United States, this was purely the result of “natural social forces.”

Historians were needed to buttress these claims and so were hired—in droves.
Robert Sobel from Hofstra University was hired to prepare a series of papers on the
history of the cigarette (for Jones Day) under the guidance of Allen R. Purvis from
Shook, Hardy and Bacon. Articles from the San Francisco Chronicle were assem-
bled by a team of historians hired by PHR Associates, a Florida-based “Human Re-
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source and Risk Management” firm guided by Janet L. Johnson of Arnold & Porter.
Professor James Muldoon from Rutgers was assigned the task of combing through
New Jersey newspapers, with a lawyer—John B. Kearney of Kenney & Kearney—
working along similar lines under Bruce Sheffler, an attorney from Chadbourne &
Parke. West Virginia newspapers were handled by Shook, Hardy and Bacon’s Allen
Purvis, who also supervised similar work by Professors Fred Carstensen at the Uni-
versity of Connecticut, Irwin Unger at NYU, and Muldoon at Rutgers. PHR Asso-
ciates reviewed California’s Vallejo Times and the Mare Island Grapevine, collabo-
rating with the law firm of Rogers, Joseph, O’Donnell & Quinn. Articles assembled
from Mare Island papers were supposed to provide a “test run of the materials that
we can generate for plaintiff-specific cases.”23

The plan in each instance—as in most subsequent trials—was to assemble huge
files of cautionary statements on smoking and health from local newspapers, mag-
azines, schoolbooks, and whatever else might have influenced a plaintiff ’s “infor-
mation environment”—all cast as evidence of “fair warning.” Novels and plays and
short stories were canvassed, along with film scripts, editorial cartoons, and comic
strips. Historians were paid to look for examples of humor revealing common
knowledge, as when Mark Twain commented on how easy it was to quit, having
done so hundreds of times. The point was to show that anyone with even half a brain
would have been “aware” that smoking was bad for you, or at least that authorities
had conveyed such warnings: plaintiffs were “deluged” by such materials. “Deluge
materials” from the New York Times and other nationally distributed newspapers
were collected, with the point being again that no one could have escaped such a
flood. The Winthrop Group helped assemble “deluge materials,” with Shook Hardy’s
Allen Purvis in many cases serving as the supervising attorney. PHR Associates were
assigned Texas and Kansas newspapers, Fred Carstensen reviewed Time and
Newsweek, and Shook Hardy surveyed Reader’s Digest. Texts from such publications
were copied, coded, and entered into a computerized “awareness” database main-
tained by Jones, Day, Reavis & Pogue, with each item indexed according to an elab-
orate system encompassing not just author, date, and title but also type, scope, and
place of publication and several hundred other categories (type of hazard, “who was
spreading the word,” the role of religion or the particular slang or rhetoric used,
etc.).24 Dozens of historians and student assistants were hired to help construct this
database, and it could well be that the cigarette industry by this means becomes the
largest industrial employer of historians in post–World War II America.

Striking in all of this “research”—which is perhaps better described as a kind of
factory-scale clerical performance—is how circumscribed (and shoddy) these in-
vestigations have been. Defense historians have rarely been asked to investigate how
tobacco manufacturers influenced the “information environment”; there is no ex-
ploration of the role of Hill & Knowlton or the Tobacco Institute or any of the other
PR arms of the industry. Little consideration is given to the impact of cigarette ads
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or the industry’s “white papers” or other means by which the companies denied
hazards, scoffed at medical authority, and reassured smokers. Entirely ignored is
the disinformation environment, the deliberate effort to confuse and befuddle. The
industry’s historians have been led to produce testimony that is phantasmagoric
from the point of view of basic human psychology: there is no effort to understand
the feelings created by visually seductive tobacco ads, for example, or the impact of
sponsoring sports, music, and the arts. Or how warnings are made invisible by
“wear-out,” or how impressions of “corporate social responsibility” are created by
conspicuous displays of sheltering the homeless and caring for battered women. A
slanted, ahistorical account of popular tobacco culture is deployed in court, with
the industry virtually absent as a historical actor. Louis Kyriakoudes in his review
of the industry’s use of historians hits this nail on the head, concluding that the his-
torians present “a skewed history of the cigarette in which the tobacco industry all
but ceases to exist.”25

Of course it doesn’t take a great deal of talent to dig up “awareness” or “deluge”
materials and to code these for storage in the industry’s computers. Much of the
spade work is actually done by lawyers, or by researchers contracted by defense le-
gal teams. I’ve mentioned PHR Associates and the Winthrop Group, but many other
firms have been hired to gather such materials. A company called Texas Energy Re-
search was hired to read through the Beaumont Enterprise, the Beaumont Journal,
and Houston’s three biggest newspapers for use in Grinnell v. American, with Chad-
bourne & Parke supervising. Private research corporations such as History Asso-
ciates in Rockville, Maryland, or Morgan, Angel and Associates in Washington, D.C.,
were engaged. Boston newspapers were reviewed by Steve Nachman, an attorney
with Webster & Sheffield (for use in Palmer v. Liggett), and Baton Rouge newspa-
pers were cataloged by Bill Bradner of Chadbourne & Parke for use in local trials.
The Tobacco Institute had maintained a newspaper clipping service since 1959,
which was pilfered for examples of “awareness,” as were the collections of the To-
bacco Merchants Association.

The end goal in all of this was the industry’s so-called universal awareness or
common knowledge defense, the point being that since everyone has always known
about the hazards people have only themselves to blame for whatever illnesses they
contract. Everyone has always known that tobacco is bad for you, though no one
has ever been able to prove it.26 The legal implications are obvious: people volun-
tarily assumed risks when they began smoking, and the companies acted respon-
sibly in refusing to admit any proof of a danger. This has also been dubbed the
“chicken soup defense,” as in, people have always known that chicken soup is good
for you, but medical scholars have only recently proved it. The idea is that popular
knowledge often precedes expert knowledge, so ordinary people knew about to-
bacco harms long before they were proven by scientists.

It is important to realize that while historians who work for the industry may be
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well known for their scholarship, their litigation-related work is typically not widely
known—even to their colleagues. In some instances the industry actually requires
a certain measure of confidentiality. Consultants are told that their work falls un-
der a kind of attorney work product privilege (John Burnham makes this claim, for
example),27 and some scholars sign a contract requiring that they not publish using
the sources under investigation. James H. Jones, for example, signed a non-publi-
cation agreement when he went to work for the industry in the late 1980s, about
five years after publishing his book, Bad Blood, on the Tuskegee syphilis experiments.
Jones was being groomed as an expert witness, but after about a year and a half of
work in Library of Congress archives and Arents’s famous collection at the New
York Public Library he was dropped, perhaps because (as he now suspects) the
lawyers were unhappy with his recognition of the reality of addiction. That is how
the industry works: it has enough money to hire large numbers of scholars, giving
them nominally free rein to investigate certain (narrow) topics, and then promotes
a select few to the status of expert witness who can be counted on to stick to the
requisite script. Jones, incidentally, is the only historian with whom I have spoken
who regrets having worked for the industry, though perhaps there are others.28

The industry was more pleased with John C. Burnham, who had gone to work
for the industry a few years prior to this time, in 1986. Burnham is one of the few
industry experts ever to have published on tobacco prior to his work for the com-
panies, though it should also be noted that his book, Bad Habits: Drinking, Smok-
ing, Taking Drugs, Gambling, Sexual Misbehavior and Swearing in American His-
tory (1993) was published five years after he began working for Philip Morris’s
Project Cosmic. Burnham was one of three Project Cosmic directors with a history
of medicine background, along with David Harley, then at Oxford, and Yale psy-
chiatry professor David Musto who, according to his website, should be considered
“the leading historian of drug policy in the United States.”29 More than a dozen med-
ical historians would eventually work for the industry, tainting the articles and ed-
itorial boards of the world’s leading medical history journals (see Figure 33).

WITNESSING FOR THE INDUSTRY IN COURT

Among the various services rendered by historians to Big Tobacco, the most dis-
turbing—and consequential—is their provision of testimony in court. Expert wit-
nesses are most often recruited from the larger body of consultants already work-
ing for the companies, sometimes for months or even years. Jon Harkness, for
example, was chosen to help defend the industry as an expert witness in Boerner v.
Brown & Williamson (in 2003) after having worked for the industry for about eight
years, part of which overlapped with his editorship of Isis, the official journal of the
History of Science Society. For his tobacco work Harkness was paid about $500,000:
$300,000 as salary and another $200,000 for research expenses. I analyzed the sub-

Historians Join the Conspiracy 475



stance of his testimony in a recent article for Tobacco Control,30 raising this ques-
tion of disclosure: should authors be required to disclose such relationships? What
about members of an editorial board or peer reviewers: should they be required to
disclose? And if so, how and how often and to whom? And is disclosure always
enough? When does scholarship become too tainted to publish? This last-mentioned
item may sound outlandish, but the fact is that several medical journals already bar
publication of any and all research funded by the tobacco industry,31 and perhaps
it is time for historians to consider doing the same.

The network of historians who have testified as expert witnesses for the indus-
try is large, including at least forty-eight professors of history in the United States
alone. (Non-historians have presented historical testimony,32 but those persons
listed in the box on pages 460–63 are all professional historians.) One particularly
disturbing aspect of this business is the deep involvement of medical historians.
Kenneth Ludmerer, M.D., a Washington University professor of medicine and med-
ical history, was actually the first academic historian to testify on the stand for the
industry—in Kotler v. American Tobacco, an individual plaintiff ’s case tried in Boston
in 1990. Ludmerer had begun working for the industry in August of 1988, when
Arnold & Porter hired him to prepare a response to Jeffrey E. Harris, an MIT econ-
omist who, in 1985, had written a chronicle of the recognition of tobacco health
hazards for the plaintiffs in Cipollone v. Liggett.33 It is not entirely clear how Lud-
merer first came to the attention of tobacco attorneys, but it may have been through
the recruitment efforts of John Burnham at Ohio State, who had earlier been listed
as a witness for the defense in Cipollone. Ludmerer says he agreed to work for the
industry after seeing the poor quality of historical testimony introduced by the plain-
tiffs, but what is remarkable is how truncated his own investigations have been—
especially in light of his own self-praise.

In 2002 in USA v. Philip Morris, for example, Ludmerer claimed to have stud-
ied the history of tobacco and health “more thoroughly, more comprehensively,
more representatively, more systematically than anyone in the world had ever done.”
He admitted that the Surgeon General’s report of 1964 “helped erase any residual
doubt” about the lung cancer hazard, but nowhere did he acknowledge the indus-
try’s refusal to admit the reality of such hazards. Remarkably, he also never con-
sulted the industry’s internal documents. In Harvey v. Lummus he admitted to hav-
ing never asked anyone at Philip Morris what the company knew about the hazards
of smoking; nor did he review any internal industry documents:

Q: Would it be correct to say that you have not reviewed a single internal Philip Mor-
ris company document?

A: That is correct.34

Ludmerer seems not to have been embarrassed by this; he just didn’t consider it
part of his assignment. That is where much of the bias in such testimony can be
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found: in delimitation of expertise, in the framing of questions posed and ques-
tions neglected—producing a kind of strategic myopia or tunnel vision. Asked about
his neglect of such documents, Ludmerer says this had to do with the historian’s
unavoidable “setting boundaries” to research. Queried about the TIRC, he says only,
“I have heard the term. . . . I really don’t know much about it. I have not studied it,
I have no intention to study it. It is again out of my area.” Delimitation of expertise
seems to be a deliberate industry strategy: they hire and train a scholar in only one
particular area and then can be assured that when he or she is asked a potentially
embarrassing question, this will be beyond their scope of competence. Ludmerer in
Cipollone claimed not even to know whether smoking posed a public health threat:

Q: Sir, would you agree that there is reliable evidence today to suggest that cigarette
smoking is a major threat to the smoking public? . . .

A: I do not have an opinion on that subject, an expert opinion.

Again, in the same deposition:

Q: Doctor, is it your opinion that cigarette smoking contributes to the development
of lung cancer in human beings?

A: I have no opinion on that.
Q: Do you have an opinion as a physician?
A: No, I have no expert opinion.35

How could such a distinguished medical scholar have no opinion on what is ar-
guably the most important medical fact of modernity? We don’t have to speculate;
the fact is that Ludmerer was simply following the script drafted for him by his han-
dlers. In 1988, in a memo titled “Witness Development,” Arnold & Porter’s Janet L.
Johnson explained to STIC’s State-of-the-Art Subcommittee their need to develop
a “storyteller” to tell “our version” of the history of the recognition of tobacco haz-
ards. Jeffrey Harris’s expert report for Cipollone had presented a detailed chronicle
of the discovery of the lung cancer hazard, identifying evidence from the 1930s and
the strong case for a proof by 1957. The industry wanted to counter this testimony,
without having to address when a link had actually been established: “Instead of
trying to defend the issue of whether and when a link between cigarette smoking
and lung cancer was established, we should consider focusing our testimony on de-
fending 1954, attacking Harris’ 1957 date on which a link was ‘proven,’ and demon-
strate that it was not ‘proven’ in 1957 with post-57 statements by medical experts
about the existence of a controversy.”36 The industry’s claim would be that contro-
versy persisted after 1957 and that the relationship between lung cancer and ciga-
rettes “was not even a legitimate scientific question until 1954.” Johnson realized
there was little to be gained by extending the state-of-the-art story into more re-
cent times; indeed there were advantages to limiting the time span covered by their
expert, insofar as this would free them from having to answer questions about when
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in fact the controversy was resolved. Johnson acknowledged the tightrope any such
expert would have to walk when distinguishing his personal opinion from his ex-
pert testimony:

This witness could probably testify credibly that it is his personal opinion that ciga-
rette smoking is only a “risk factor” in the etiology of lung cancer. It would be less
credible, however, for this witness to give expert testimony that the community of sci-
entific and medical experts believe today that smoking is only a risk factor.37

That is why Ludmerer could make this delicate point, that he had no “expert” opin-
ion on causality whatever his personal views might be. Recall that the conspiracy
to deny all evidence of hazards was still in force; it would not be abandoned until
the end of the 1990s, when legal settlements with the states forced a (partial) re-
treat. The industry’s lawyers realized they were going to have to deal with certain
“tensions” in the testimony of any medical history expert: “What will this witness
say about general causation? What will this witness say about the current state-of-
the-art? Is the ‘controversy’ still alive? If not, when did it end? If it’s still alive, who
believes it? Only tobacco interests? Who else?”38

Defense attorneys had earlier tried to resolve these tensions by developing a med-
ical history witness who was not a physician—and could therefore get away with
having no expert opinion on causation. This witness would be hired to focus ex-
clusively on pre-1960 events—absolving them of having to talk about the indus-
try’s conduct after that time. As expressed in 1988, this was one of the industry’s
“original mandates” for developing a state-of-the-art witness:

One of the original mandates for developing a witness to address “state-of-the-art” is-
sues was to find a witness (a) who could not have an expert opinion on general cau-
sation, and (b) who could not address the current state-of-the-art on general causa-
tion. Following this mandate, we developed a non-M.D./medical historian [John
Burnham] who, because he was not a medical doctor, could not have an expert opin-
ion on general causation and who, because his research and expertise focused on the
pre-1960 period of history, did not have an expert opinion on the current state-of-
the-art. On the other hand, this witness was not qualified to evaluate specific research
issues because he was not a medical doctor or a scientist. By contrast, however, a state-
of-the-art expert with medical credentials will have to face squarely issues on general
causation.39

Notice how carefully crafted this search for an expert witness was. The witness had
to be ignorant on the crucial issue of causation, since the industry’s denialist en-
terprise was still in force. Nor could the expert safely address state-of-the-art issues
after 1964, because that would expose the bankruptcy of the industry’s denial of
causation. Ludmerer solved the latter problem: he was a medical historian but was
asked to investigate only the limited time frame from 1930 to 1964, keeping the
spotlight off those several decades thereafter, when the conspiracy of denial was

478 Part III. Conspiracy on a Grand Scale



still in full force. And the problem of causation was solved by having him separate
whatever “personal” views he might have from those based on his professional ex-
pertise.

The testimony offered by defense historians in American tobacco litigation is
not difficult to grasp. Indeed it can be summarized in a single sentence: “Everyone
knew, but no one had proof.” People have only themselves to blame for whatever
suffering is caused by cigarettes, and the industry did nothing wrong in question-
ing statistics or stalling for more research or marketing “light” cigarettes. Of course
there are sub-strategies and nuances in such testimony: Ludmerer, for example, ar-
gues that statements must be situated in the context of their times, that history is
complex and messy, and that we must guard against the 20–20 vision of hindsight—
“Monday morning quarterbacking.” All fine truisms, but in the industry’s hands all
gamed as exculpatory stratagems. Ludmerer’s stress on context, for example, allows
him to situate, to exculpate, to make the abnormal seem normal. Admonishing
against hindsight allows him to say that events back in the day were not as they ap-
pear to us now; we need to cut the past some slack and not judge too harshly. Messi-
ness also suggests a fog of uncertainty about the past, with neither black nor white
but only shades of gray. Countless variants on such arguments have been introduced
to deny addiction or enfeeble advertising or otherwise exculpate the industry. The
defenses are elaborate, hackneyed, and sometimes formulaic to the point of ex-
hibiting plagiarism;40 they are also put forward in court by such distinguished pro-
fessors as Peter English of Duke (a pediatrician and medical historian), Michael
Schaller at the University of Arizona, Elizabeth Cobbs-Hoffman at San Diego State,
Lacy Ford at the University of South Carolina, Michael E. Parrish of UC San Diego,
and dozens of others (see again the box on pages 460–63).

THE HUMAN COST

I’ve highlighted several different ethical breaches in the tobacco–history encounter.
These ethical issues are weighty enough, but more than ethics is at stake. Let me
conclude this chapter by recalling that there is a human cost to expertise and that
every time a historian steps into a courtroom human lives hang in the balance. What
is the human cost of expertise, when historians work for the tobacco industry in
court?

According to a Wall Street Journal report from 2000, the U.S. tobacco industry
spends about $900 million per year on legal expenses.41 Let’s call it a billion. The
value of such efforts to the industry could be quite a bit higher, but let’s assume this
is a justifiable expense and one of their many costs of doing business. If we regard
this as a normal business investment, and one for which the companies expect a
reward on a par with other investments, we can calculate its impact on tobacco pric-
ing and therefore on tobacco consumption and therefore on human health.
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Let us assume the industry cannot win its cases without experts and that histo-
rians provide the industry with, say, 10 percent of its litigation expertise. Let us as-
sume, for the sake of argument, that historians contribute $100 million a year to
the industry’s survival.42 The figure could well be higher than this, since the billion
or so spent on litigation may be worth many times this amount. It could be lower
if you think that historians don’t contribute much to the winning of such cases. Let
us further assume that this $100 million is a savings passed on to consumers in a
form that basically keeps the price of cigarettes low.

What would this mean for the impact of historical expertise on human health?
The cost of litigation can be considered a kind of tax on cigarettes. If the cost is

passed on to consumers in the form of higher prices and higher prices means fewer
cigarettes smoked, then we can calculate how many deaths are caused by the pro-
vision of historical expertise. That is because there is a close and predictable rela-
tionship between the number of cigarettes smoked in a society and the number of
tobacco-induced deaths in that society twenty-five years later. The delay stems from
the long but predictable “time lag” between exposure and death: Philip Morris talks
about this as “not unlike a glacier,” to which new smokers are “added” at one end
and eventually melt away at the other, “slowly, steadily over time.”43 This relation-
ship is consistent and predictable and basically runs as follows.

For every million cigarettes smoked in a society there will be one excess death
caused by those cigarettes. And for every three million cigarettes smoked there will
be one extra death from lung cancer. Both have this time lag of about twenty-five
years. These are approximations of course but seem to hold pretty much true for
anywhere in the world. Divide the number of cigarettes smoked in any given year
by three million, and you will have the number of lung cancer deaths per annum
twenty-five years later.

So what does this say about the impact of our experts? The first thing to recall
is that the price elasticity of tobacco is about .4—which means that for every 10
percent increase in price, consumption will fall by about 4 percent. A $100 million
increase in cost therefore causes about $40 million worth of cigarettes not to be con-
sumed. If cigarettes cost $5 per pack with twenty cigarettes per pack, this means
that an increase in the price of cigarettes by $100 million will cause a reduction in
the number of packs smoked by $40 million divided by $5/pack = 8 million packs,
or 160 million cigarettes. If cigarettes cause one death for every million smoked,
this means that the industry’s deployment of historical expertise in litigation causes
about 160 deaths per year.

Of course the true figure, if there is such a thing, could be higher or lower. Maybe
it’s not 160 but 16 or 1,600. The point is not to calculate an exact or even an ap-
proximate figure but rather simply to emphasize that the provision of aid to pol-
luting industries costs human lives. It’s not just a question of moral or social re-
sponsibility; it’s also a question of life and death.44
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Do historians realize that lives hang in the balance when they step into the wit-
ness stand? I don’t know what they are thinking, or if they really are thinking. Maybe
they are dazzled by the money or the attention, or just trying to do “a good job.”
Some may see in the defense of smoking a higher cause of some sort, perhaps lib-
erty or personal responsibility; many are clearly led to focus on some narrow body
of historical facts and may not even know or care they are missing the forest for the
trees. Some may think they are working not for Big Tobacco but for some higher
truth that is supposed to come from the clash of warring experts. Most seem to take
comfort in the belief that their handlers don’t seem to be “influencing” their find-
ings. Historians employed for such purposes may well be (kept) ignorant of the con-
sequences of their actions, perhaps by the elaborate parceling up of tasks that is often
entailed in such assignments. Perhaps they feel they are just following facts, if not
just following orders.
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Part four

Radiant Filth and Redemption
What we have thus far seen of the rise of lung cancer, that is surely just the
beginning of the catastrophe.
Fritz Lickint, 1953

If the exit gate from our market should suddenly open, we could be out of busi-
ness overnight.
Claude E. Teague, 1982
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On May 26, 1995, Philip Morris made a startling announcement. The world’s largest
cigarette company admitted that a sizable number of its cigarettes had been “tainted”
by improper mixing of a plasticizing agent ordinarily used in making filters and an-
nounced the beginning of a recall. Eight billion “smelly, bad-tasting cigarettes” were
eventually pulled from the shelves, after smokers had started noticing an odor akin
to certain kinds of plastics or pesticides. The recall cost the company over $100 mil-
lion, but the public was assured no harm was done, and business continued as usual.
A batch of improperly mixed “plasticizer” was blamed for the foul-up, though de-
tails were never released on precisely how this had gotten into the tobacco.1 It even-
tually turned out that the contaminant—methyl isocyanate, a close relative of the
compound that killed thousands when released from a chemical plant at Bhopal,
India—was not from a plasticizer but from the paperboard used to make hard-pack
cartons of Marlboros, Virginia Slims, and Benson & Hedges.

This recall is odd, though, on several levels. One of the largest consumer prod-
uct recalls in history was absorbed with little more than a hiccup in the company’s
stock price, which had risen nearly seventy-fold since the mid-1970s, outperform-
ing the Dow Jones Industrial Average by an order of magnitude. (FYI: $10,000 in-
vested in Philip Morris stock in 1958 would now be worth about $50 million.) The
move is also odd, though, because it must have saved many lives—albeit not for
reasons one might imagine. The recall saved lives not because it prevented expo-
sure to a defective plasticizer but rather because these were cigarettes no one ended
up smoking. Since one person dies for every million cigarettes smoked, in theory
at least this recall saved about eight thousand lives.

Of course if Philip Morris had had its way the cigarettes would never have been
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contaminated and would have been sold and smoked in the usual deadly sort of
way, killing those eight thousand people. The company didn’t recall the cigarettes
to save lives; the recall was issued simply to protect the company’s image—fouled
by whatever PR mess might have come from people throwing away their stinking
fags, fearing Bhopal.

The tobacco industry spends a great deal of time—and money—making ciga-
rettes look good. The paper is bleached to a pleasing ivory white, the rod evenly
shaped and uniform, the package sparkly clean and attractive. Even the color of the
ash is not left to chance: the companies have learned that smokers prefer a light-
colored ash, and chemicals are added to achieve this effect. Billions of dollars have
gone into cigarette design, much of which involves manipulation of physical image
and symbolic effluents. The modern cigarette is a work of art (or piece of work),
fêted via billions in ad and promotional revenues as a handy, handsome, white, svelte,
smooth, and easily fondled consumer “good.”

Image and reality, however, are as night and day in this realm. We’ve already seen
how Kents were sold with “micronite” filters containing crocidolite asbestos: billions
of asbestos-laden cigarettes were smoked from 1952 through 1956, causing some
number of smokers to contract asbestosis, lung cancer, or mesothelioma after inhaling
the mineral needles of this Lorillard brand. Scholars have gone back to dissect old
cigarettes from such packs, which reveal (via electron microscopy) asbestos fibers
protruding from the business ends of these vintage cigarettes. And by smoking them
on machines designed to replicate the human lung, scholars have calculated how
many fibers were likely to have been inhaled. Smokers of Kents in the mid-1950s on
average inhaled over a hundred million particles of asbestos every year, more than
enough to cause tumors. Lawsuits against Lorillard have been filed by people suffering
from mesothelioma or lung cancer, and some such cases have been won.2

Asbestos, though, has been only one of many “extra” ingredients in cigarettes.
Smokers inhale fibers of cellulose acetate, the chemical standard for virtually all
modern filters, but smokers are also known to have inhaled charcoal particles, sand,
the combustion products of various machine greases, worm and insect body parts
and excrement, asbestos filaments from ceiling insulation in tobacco plants, and
other kinds of filth. Cigarette manufacturing is not, in fact, a very clean business.
A 1958 study by British tobacco manufacturers found bits of steel from the knives
used to cut tobacco, along with sand from the carborundum wheels used to sharpen
those knives. Food inspectors routinely examine food for flies, vermin and rot, and
various forms of adulteration, but who watches over the cigarette factories?3

One way to learn about such contaminants is from the many letters of complaint
written to the companies. Smokers have often contacted the companies to protest
finding filth or defects of one sort or another in cigarettes, and in 1983 the Amer-
ican Tobacco Company divided these complaints into twenty-five separate cate-
gories, as part of an effort to compare its different manufacturing plants. Most of
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those who complained drew attention to cigarettes broken or torn by rough han-
dling, but stems, worms, rubber, plastic, metal shards, and other “foreign matter”
were also noted. The Reynolds company preserved many such letters, containing
similar complaints. A sailor stationed at Pearl Harbor in 1998 wrote about a car-
ton he had bought containing three cigarettes with bug holes in them, including
one with “at least one bug alive!”4 A man from Alton, New York, complained about
an odd taste in several of the Doral Menthol Lights he had recently purchased,
prompting him to dissect one: “I decided to take one of the cigarettes apart. I found
this meal worm or whatever type it is in with the cigarette tobacco.”5 A woman from
Shoreline, Washington, complained about a different problem: “Today I was about
halfway done with my cigarette when it suddenly flamed up! The flame was high
enough that it burnt my nose and singed my hair!”6

The companies must have received hundreds of thousands of such complaints
over the years. A man from Newcastle, Texas, complained that his Doral cigarettes
tasted “so much like bug spray I couldn’t smoke them.” A woman from Gurnee, Illi-
nois, reported that her Salem Lights “not only taste funny,” but gave her “a blind-
ing headache.” A woman from East Baldwin, Maine, wrote after finding worms: “I
know that smoking isn’t good for you, but I don’t enjoy smoking worms.” Others
wrote to complain about filters detaching or air bubbles in the wrap or a “terrible
aftertaste . . . tinny or metal of some sort”; others complained about cigarettes be-
ing “as old as dirt” or full of holes or exploding into the smoker’s face. A man from
Tampico, Illinois, wrote that his wife had been driving when the front end of her
cigarette fell off, burning her hand. A Florida man wrote, “I found a stick inside the
cigarette! What is it? Tobacco? Wood? Please explain!” A Madera, California, woman
wrote, “My husband thinks that because of all the law suits and attorney fees that
your letting the quality of your product go down.” R. J. Reynolds carefully tabulated
each of these letters and categorized them by nature of complaint. In one three-
month period from 1995 the company logged thirty-eight pages of complaints for
the single category “Fire Falls Out” (causing burns).7 Product complaints were traced
by elaborate tracking mechanisms to specific factories and even to specific making
machines; complaints about “insufficient glue,” for example, were traced back to
the specific machines that had produced those cigarettes.8

The archives also preserve examples of the companies’ responses. In 1999, when
a man from Martinsburg, West Virginia, wrote to Reynolds about feeling sick from
smoking a cigarette with some kind of metal in it, Reynolds Consumer Response
Specialist Ginger Coe wrote to reassure that the company had examined the metal
and found it to be “a piece of wire composed of iron and copper.” This was no cause
for alarm, Coe wrote, because

Copper is a metal with a low order of toxicity. It is also an essential trace element re-
quired for good health. The temperature encountered in a cigarette and the duration
of contact is not sufficient to volatilize metallic copper (MP = 1083°C). Iron also has
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a low order of toxicity and is also an essential trace element required for good health.
The temperature encountered in a cigarette and the duration of contact is not suffi-
cient to volatilize metallic iron (MP = 1535°C). Based on a thorough review of all avail-
able information, our scientists have concluded any health risk associated with the
one-time smoking of this material is minimal and would not be responsible for the
health effects you described.9

We also know there were differences from factory to factory in the particular kinds
of screw-ups. “Odor” was a more common complaint for cigarettes made at Amer-
ican’s Durham plant than at its Reidsville facility, whereas Durham was more likely
to generate complaints about worms. Similar records were kept for cigarettes
stained, missing, or defective in some physical aspect. In 1988 American Tobacco
received thirty-nine written complaints of cigarettes being “wormy,” with the high-
est number coming from Florida.10 This was an improvement over previous years:
in 1983, for example, eighty complaints of worms were received within the space
of a single month. Perhaps you were a smoker back then and smoked some of these
worms? Or their excreted feces?

Of course it is strange to think about contaminants in smoke when even pure,
pristine, natural tobacco is already toxic. If even the cleanest cigarette smoke will
kill you, does it really matter if there is extra filth in the form of metal shards or in-
sect excrement? Perhaps this is different from, say, fecal pellets in your cereal or
hair in your hot dog. We don’t really have much of a common cultural perception
of the filth in cigarettes, nothing we can compare to the rot and stench of the stock-
yards Upton Sinclair exposed inThe Jungle. Which is odd, because far more people
die from cigarettes than ever perished from the maggots and microbes that once
tainted our meat.

The moral of this story is not that tobacco should be clean but rather that its mak-
ers cannot be trusted. To find out more about what is really in a cigarette we need
to return to the archives, where we find the companies well aware of the presence
in cigarettes of lead and arsenic, along with pesticides and polonium and a witches’
brew of chemicals added for various purposes. Topics rarely broached in the con-
sumer letters—because most people really have no idea what they are smoking.
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Notes

INTRODUCTION

1. The Ecusta company’s website, http://www.ecusta.com/products.htm, accessed Jan-
uary 2006, has since been taken down. For background on the company, see The Echo—
Anniversary Edition—1939–1949 (Pisgah Forest, NC: Ecusta Paper Corp., 1949).

2. Richard Doll and A. Bradford Hill suspected arsenic; see their “Smoking and Carci-
noma of the Lung: Preliminary Report,” British Medical Journal 2 (1950): 739–48. Franz Her-
mann Müller suspected the increasing use of stems; see his “Tabakmissbrauch und Lungen-
carcinom,” Zeitschrift für Krebsforschung 49 (1939): 57–85. J. J. Durrett of the Federal Trade
Commission suspected the humectant diethylene glycol; see Hiram R. Hanmer to Paul M.
Hahn, “Memorandum on Alleged Causative Relation between Cigarette Smoke and Bron-
chiogenic Carcinoma,” Sept. 15, 1950, Bates 950218815–8825, p. 7.

The “Bates numbers” I shall be citing are used to identify documents prepared for release
in the discovery phase of litigation. These numbers have been stamped onto documents by
handheld automatic stamping machines, such as those patented by the Bates Manufactur-
ing Company of Orange, New Jersey, in the 1890s. Bates numbers allow large sets of docu-
ments to be uniquely sequenced, though in practice, when archives from multiple trials are
combined, more than one document may end up with the same Bates number. Readers can
retrieve documents from the online Legacy Tobacco Documents Library by entering the first
part of the Bates number (preceding the hyphen) in the search field at http://legacy.library
.ucsf.edu.

3. See Louis Kyriakoudes, “Historians’ Testimony on ‘Common Knowledge’ of the Risks
of Tobacco Use: A Review and Analysis of Experts Testifying on Behalf of Cigarette Manu-
facturers in Civil Litigation,” Tobacco Control 15 (2006): iv107–16; also my “Should Medical
Historians Be Working for the Tobacco Industry?” Lancet 383 (2004): 1174–75.

4. U.S. liability laws generally do not require proof that parties guilty of negligence knew
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they were doing harm; it is enough that they failed to act in accord with the “state of the art.”
For legal purposes, then, the question is not so much when the industry “knew” but rather
when they “should have known.”

5. Testimony of the “Seven Dwarfs” before Henry Waxman’s congressional committee
can be found at http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/settlement/timelines/
april942.html#nope. For the testimony of Geoffrey Bible, see Minnesota v. Philip Morris,
March 2, 1998, Bates BIBLEG030298, p. 5782.

6. Richard Kluger, Ashes to Ashes: America’s Hundred-Year Cigarette War, the Public Health,
and the Unabashed Triumph of Philip Morris (New York: Knopf, 1996).

7. The Plaza Hotel meeting is described in “Tobacco Industry Meeting, New York, De-
cember 14, 1953,” Bates 680262226–2228.

8. On January 26, 2006, the Air Resources Board of California’s Environmental Protec-
tion Agency recognized secondhand smoke as a significant cause of breast cancer, based on
a five-year review of epidemiology. The report also concluded that secondhand smoke con-
stitutes a “toxic air contaminant” responsible for more than fifty thousand American deaths
per annum. For documentation, see http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/ets2006/ets2006.htm;
and for an updated assessment, Canadian Expert Panel on Tobacco Smoke and Breast Can-
cer Risk report of April 2009, http://www.otru.org/pdf/special/expert_panel_tobacco_breast
_cancer.pdf.

9. Industry executives were privately admitting the reality of cigarette addiction more
than a quarter-century prior to the Surgeon General’s report of 1988, the first to arrive at
this conclusion. British American Tobacco (BAT) Chief Scientist Sir Charles Ellis in 1961
characterized smokers as “nicotine addicts,” for example, and two years later Brown & Wil-
liamson’s chief counsel and executive vice president confessed (privately) that “nicotine is
addictive” and that the company was “in the business of selling nicotine, an addictive drug.”
See Ellis, “Meeting in London with Dr. Haselbach,” Nov. 15, 1961, Bates 301083862–3865;
Addison Yeaman, “Implications of Battelle Hippo I & II and the Griffith Filter,” July 17, 1963,
Bates 435.

10. Louis Kyriakoudes notes that American etiquette guides as late as the 1970s (Amy
Vanderbilt’s, for example) were still recommending that a good hostess provide cigarettes
and ashtrays for her guests after a dinner party; he cites this as evidence that many people
were not yet ready to talk about smoking as a deadly addiction. See his testimony in Boerner
v. Brown & Williamson, May 9, 2003, Bates Kyriakoudesl050903.

11. On baldness: J. G. Mosley and A. C. C. Gibbs, “Premature Grey Hair and Hair Loss
among Smokers: A New Opportunity for Health Education?” BMJ 313 (1996): 1616. On pre-
mature menopause: E. R. te Velde, P. L. Pearson, and F. J. Broekmans, eds., Female Reproductive
Aging (London: Parthenon, 2000), p. 255. On Hollywood films: M. A. Dalton et al., “Effect
of Viewing Smoking in Movies on Adolescent Smoking Initiation: A Cohort Study,” Lancet
362 (2003): 281–85; also James D. Sargent, “Effect of Seeing Tobacco Use in Films on Try-
ing Smoking among Adolescents,” BMJ 323 (2001): 1394–97. On plasticizers released into
the lungs: D. E. Mathis (Eastman Kodak Co.), “Factors Affecting Filter Firmness,” n.d., Bates
599006814–6819. On hookah: Wasim Maziak, “The Waterpipe: Time for Action,” Addiction
103 (2008): 1763–67; also Erika Dugas et al., “Water-Pipe Smoking among North American
Youths,” Pediatrics 125 (2010): 1184–89.
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12. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Reducing the Health Consequences
of Smoking: 25Years of Progress: A Report of the Surgeon General (Washington, DC: U.S. Gov-
ernment Printing Office, 1989), chap. 4, tables 6, 15, and 16 and figs. 1 and 2.

13. Steven A. Schroeder, “Tobacco Control in the Wake of the 1998 Master Settlement
Agreement,” New England Journal of Medicine 350 (2004): 293–301; J. R. Hughes et al., “Preva-
lence of Smoking among Psychiatric Outpatients,” American Journal of Psychiatry 143
(1986): 993–97; R. J. Reynolds, “Project Scum,” Dec. 12, 1995, Bates 518021121–1129. Simon
Chapman, Mark Ragg, and Kevin McGeechan have published a fascinating account of how
scholars tend to exaggerate the fraction of mentally ill who are smokers; see their “Citation
Bias in Reported Smoking Prevalence in People with Schizophrenia,” Australian and New
Zealand Journal of Psychiatry 43 (2009): 277–82.

14. Eavescasting is a word I asked the linguist Iain Boal to craft to designate this hidden
intent to broadcast; the word is formed from a truncated amalgam of “eavesdropping” and
“broadcasting.”

15. See my “ ‘Everyone Knew but No One Had Proof ’: Tobacco Industry Use of Medical
History Expertise in US Courts, 1990–2002,” Tobacco Control 15 (2006): iv117–25.

16. Lorillard in 1963 launched a newspaper—Science Fortnightly—to cloak its popular
Kent brand in the authority of science. The publication was designed for doctors’ offices, with
careful attention given to the quality of paper used and even the font and format of the type-
face, all to catch the doctor’s eye and the attention of patients. Published from 1963 through
1964, the paper actually makes quite a good read, with articles on cosmology and dinosaurs
and the achievements of racial minorities in science. The hope was to use top-notch popu-
lar science reporting to burnish the image of Kent as a “safer” cigarette, which is why every
issue had at least two prominent ads for that brand and for no other product. Science Fort-
nightly was good popular science, but it was also an effort to convince doctors of the supe-
riority of Kent, with its “Micronite” (formerly asbestos) filter. Doctors were always a group
the industry wanted to influence and for obvious reasons: a 1950s industry document noted
that for every physician “reached,” a thousand patients were also being reached. Lorillard in
1994 ordered the destruction of its collection of Science Fortnightly along with associated
documentation; see “Record Transfer List,” May 5, 1994, Bates 87929836–9837.

17. My Stanford colleague Matthew Kohrman has recently mapped over three hundred
of the world’s tobacco factories—“cigarette citadels”—which can now be viewed interactively
at https://www.stanford.edu/group/tobaccoprv/cgi-bin/wordpress/.

PART I

1. Francis Robicsek,The Smoking Gods: Tobacco in Maya Art, History, and Religion (Nor-
man: University of Oklahoma Press, 1978).

2. Robert K. Heimann, Tobacco and Americans (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1960), p. 203.
Heimann was an NYU-trained sociologist who skyrocketed into the executive ranks of the
American Tobacco Company (AT) in the early 1950s. His book was actually a collaboration
between AT, Hill & Knowlton, the Tobacco Institute, and Philip Morris. Details of the pub-
lication history can be found in J. S. Fones and E. P. Quinby to George Weissman, “Notes and
Suggestions on ‘Americans and Tobacco,’ ” May 4, 1959, Bates 1005038147–8155.
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3. Harris Lewine, Good-Bye to AllThat (New York: McGraw Hill, 1970), pp. 11–12. Sev-
eral other versions of this story circulate: the Rizla rolling paper company in France, for ex-
ample, talks about soldiers in the Napoleonic wars using pages from books to wrap tobacco;
see http://www.rizla.co.uk/riztory/riztory.php. Accounts of the origin of the cigarette differ ac-
cording to whether one is talking about “small cigars,” the word cigarette, or paper wrapping.

CHAPTER 1

1. There are three principal ways to classify tobacco: by breed, place of growth, and
method of curing. The categories blend into one another, since the varieties grown in specific
regions tend also to be cured in specific ways, and the quality of the smoke produced is
strongly influenced by the soil in which it is grown. Flue-cured, or “bright,” tobacco is also
known as Virginia tobacco, because that is where it was originally cultivated. Seeds taken
from Virginia tobacco and planted in Cuba, however, will produce leaves best suited for
Cuban cigars. American Tobacco’s Robert K. Heimann commented on this in 1960, noting
that the tobacco plant was “more true to the earth in which it grows than the seed from which
it springs”; see his Tobacco and Americans, pp. 146–85.

2. Direct heating by means of propane gas, begun after World War II, has been suspected
of increasing the production of carcinogenic nitrosamines in tobacco and cigarette smoke;
see Dietrich Hoffmann and Ilse Hoffmann, “The Changing Cigarette: Chemical Studies and
Bioassays,” in Risks Associated with Smoking Cigarettes with Low Machine-Measured Yields of
Tar and Nicotine (Bethesda, MD: National Cancer Institute, 2001), pp. 159–91.

3. Laurence Brockliss and Colin Jones in theirThe Medical World of Early Modern France
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997) note that eighteenth-century methods for reviving bodies
fished from the Seine included “rubbing eau-de-vie and ammoniac on various parts of the
body and blowing tobacco smoke up the anus” (p. 744).

4. Heimann, Tobacco and Americans, p. 244.
5. A good review is G. F. Peedin, “Flue-Cured Tobacco,” in Tobacco: Production, Chem-

istry and Technology, ed. D. Layten Davis and Mark T. Nielsen (Oxford: Blackwell, 1999), pp.
104–42.

6. Turkish leaf also produces a low-alkaline smoke, which is why it has often been used
in cigarettes. American’s Pall Mall brand, introduced in 1913, originally used Oriental ( = Turk-
ish) tobacco and didn’t shift over to flue-cured until 1936. Chambers’ Edinburgh Journal in
1868 reported on the popularity of cigarette smoking following the Crimean War of 1853–
56, advising that “for full benefit” smoke from Turkish-leaf cigarettes should be inhaled into
the lungs; see Richard B. Tennant, The American Cigarette Industry: A Study in Economic
Analysis and Public Policy (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1950), p. 130.

7. Francis J. Weiss (Sugar Research Foundation, for R. J. Reynolds), “Tobacco and Sugar,”
Oct. 1950, Bates 502477793–7881. An excellent review of the role of sugars in tobacco chem-
istry is Reinskje Talhout, Antoon Opperhuizen, and Jan G. C. van Amsterdam, “Sugars as
Tobacco Ingredient: Effects on Mainstream Smoke Composition,” Food and Chemical Toxi-
cology 44 (2006): 1789–98.

8. Fritz Lickint, Ätiologie und Prophylaxe des Lungenkrebses (Dresden: Steinkopff, 1953),
pp. 68, 134–35.
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9. See Prabhat Jha and Frank J. Chaloupka, eds., Tobacco Control in Developing Coun-
tries (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000); also my “Tobacco and the Global Lung Cancer
Epidemic,” Nature Reviews Cancer 1 (2001): 82–86. For the hypodermic needle comparison:
Henner Hess, Rauchen: Geschichte, Geschäfte, Gefahren (Frankfurt: Campus, 1987), p. 49.

CHAPTER 2

1. Thomas H. Steele et al., Close Cover before Striking:The Golden Age of Matchbook Art
(New York: Abbeville Press, 1987).

2. “Camel Is Still Going Strong after 60 Historic Years,” RJR World (Jan.–Feb. 1974): 4,
Bates 507849712–9729.

3. “George W. Hill: Pioneer Dynamo,” Newsleaf, Nov. 1984, Bates 950213874–3877, p. 8.
4. James A. Bonsack, “Cigarette-Machine,” U.S. Patent No. 238,640, awarded March 8,

1881; B. W. C. Roberts and R. F. Knapp, “Paving the Way for the Tobacco Trust: From Hand
Rolling to Mechanized Cigarette Production,” North Carolina Historical Review 69 (1992):
257–81.

5. An excellent source on the history of tobacco mechanization is the Philip Morris doc-
ument by Pat Walford: “The Development of Cigarette Technology,” Feb. 28, 1979, Bates
1000774237–4245; compare also “Cigarette Manufacture: A Backward Glance,” Molinismo
(London: Molins Machine Co., Ltd., 1971).

6. Richard Hall,The Making of Molins:The Growth and Transformation of a Family Busi-
ness, 1874–1977 (London: Molins Ltd., 1978), p. 2. Bernhard Baron, an American inventor,
began manufacturing cigarette-making machines in London’s East End in the 1880s and in
1896 incorporated his Baron Cigarette Machine Company. John Player & Sons started us-
ing the Baron in Nottingham in 1893 and by the end of the century had installed eighteen
such machines in its factories. The Glasgow firm of Stephen Mitchell & Son also bought six-
teen Barons; see Howard Cox,The Global Cigarette: Origins and Evolution of British Ameri-
can Tobacco, 1880–1945 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), p. 53.

7. Cited in Allan M. Brandt,The Cigarette Century:The Rise, Fall, and Deadly Persistence
of the ProductThat Defined America (New York: Basic Books, 2007), p. 510 n. 49.

8. Cox, Global Cigarette, p. 53.
9. On Italy’s machines, see Giuseppe Cavallini, “La machina italiana per la confezione

delle sigarette,” Il Tabacco, no. 548 (1942); and for Germany’s: M. Richard Creuzburg, “Die
Tabakmaschinenindustrie,” Chronica Nicotiana 1, no. 2 (1940): 30–53.

10. BATCo, “Report on Visit to U.S.A., May 1973,” 1973, Bates 100226995–7033, p. 2;
“Administration January-March, 1971” (BATCo), Bates 105360706–0735, p. 1; J. H. Simp-
son and I. W. Tucker, “The Technical Research Department of Brown & Williamson Tobacco
Corporation: A Comprehensive Report of Its History, Current Status and Recommendations,”
Dec. 1953, Bates 650032904–2943, p. 29. For Reynolds’s machines: “QA Production Divi-
sion,” July 25, 1986, Bates 509908904–8948. The Molins Machine Company of London for
many years was an innovator in cigarette machine design; Desmond Walter Molins was run-
ning the company in the early 1970s, when rumors swirled that the Russians had bought 150
of his Mark VIII machines. Molins was also a pioneer of packing (vs. rolling) machines: its
Mark I machine from 1919 fit ten cigarettes into a soft pack, eliminating hand-packing; see
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Walford, “Development of Cigarette Technology,” pp. 4–5. Liggett in 1974 patented an “au-
tomatic feed device” linking makers with packing machines, allowing them to pack upwards
of 3,600 cigarettes per minute; see Philip Morris’s Technical Newsletter, April 1974, p. 2. An
excellent analysis of machine speeds is BAT’s “Technological Forecasting: A Brief Survey of
Trends,” 1976, Bates 526022434–2566. For Hauni: “Status of Manufacturing Department
Projects and Activities,” May 13, 1981, Bates 500253245–3255. In 2008 the Hamburg-based
Hauni company, with a staff of 3,700, claimed to be “by far the largest and most successful
provider of technologies and solutions for tobacco processing” and “the global market and
technology leader in machine building” for the industry; see http://www.hauni.com/about_us0
.html?&L = 0.

11. Bryan Burrough and John Helyar, Barbarians at the Gate: The Fall of RJR Nabisco
(New York: Harper and Row, 1990), p. 218.

CHAPTER 3

1. Philip Morris, Public Affairs Department, “Tobacco Action Program Manual,” 1980,
Bates 2053630242–0341, pp. 1–1–8.

2. Puffing on cigarettes could give away one’s position, which is why Sassanian soldiers
developed the habit of smoking from the lit end of the cigarette, to hide the coal. In more re-
cent wars smoking has become more dangerous from the use of night-vision goggles, which
can easily spot the heat from a cigarette.

3. Ted Bates and Co., “Copy of a Study of Cigarette Advertising Made by J. W. Burgard:
1953” (Lorillard), n.d., Bates 04238374–8433.

4. “Tobacco Boosts Defense Morale,” News (Paris, TX), Nov. 29, 1959, Bates 1003543302–
3654.

5. See my The Nazi War on Cancer (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999), pp.
258–347.

6. George Seldes, “US to Force Europe to Take $911,100,000 in Tobacco, Only 2 Bil-
lions in Food in ERP Plan,” In Fact, March 22, 1948, pp. 1–3. The Marshall Plan was de-
signed to send goods rather than cash to Europe, with the goal of keeping Europe’s “farm
and factory production machine humming.” The goal was also, though, to help keep U.S.
farm prices high; see “How to Do Business under the Marshall Plan,” Kiplinger Magazine,
May 1948, p. 6.

7. In September 1947 the Committee for European Economic Cooperation (CEEC) drew
up a plan for European reconstruction and presented it to the U.S. government. Tobacco,
significantly, was not included in this. Compare also the list in “First official meeting of the
OEEC in Paris to determine national needs prior to passage of appropriations bill by U.S.
Congress,” April 15, 1948, in the U.S. National Archives.

8. George Seldes, Lords of the Press (New York: Julian Messner, 1938); also his “Tobacco
Shortens Life,” In Fact, Jan. 13, 1941, pp. 1–5; and Jan. 27, 1941, 3–4.

9. Hill & Knowlton, “Confidential Memorandum,” 1954, Bates 501941222–1229.
10. “To Smoke or Not: The Issue Involves Personal Choice, Not the Public Health,” Bar-

ron’s, Jan. 20, 1964, p. 2. The U.S. government by 1970 was paying $31 million per year for
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tobacco for the Food for Peace program, plus another $28 million for tobacco export subsi-
dies and $240,000 for promotion of cigarettes in places such as Japan, which used some Amer-
ican tobacco.

CHAPTER 4

1. Francisco Comin and Pablo Martin Acena, Tabacalera y el estanco del tabaco en Es-
paña: 1636–1998 (Madrid: Fundación Tabacalera, 1999); Jacob M. Price, France and the
Chesapeake: A History of the French Tobacco Monopoly: 1674–1791, 2 vols. (Ann Arbor: Uni-
versity of Michigan Press, 1973).

2. For 1935 data: C. F. Bailey and A. W. Petre, “The Modern Cigaret Industry,” Industrial
and Engineering Chemistry 29 (1937): 11–10, where we hear that “generally, the world over,
tobacco revenues rank first or second in importance as a source of governmental income of
this class.” For France, Italy and Formosa: “Tobacco’s Taxing Dilemma,” Time, May 7, 1965,
http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,898779,00.html. Many Eastern Euro-
pean nations have (or formerly had) state-owned tobacco companies. Bulgartabac, for ex-
ample, remains a state-owned enterprise despite numerous recent efforts at privatization.
TEKEL is Turkey’s state-owned alcohol and tobacco monopoly; other monopolies combine
tobacco and salt (Japan, the Vatican), wine (Taiwan), ginseng (Korea), etc.

3. See my Nazi War on Cancer for details.
4. See Yali Peng, “Smoke and Power: The Political Economy of Chinese Tobacco” (Ph.D.

diss., University of Oregon, 1997). The World Health Organization has published a bibliog-
raphy on smoking in China; see Joy de Beyer et al., Research on Tobacco in China: An An-
notated Bibliography (New York: WHO, 2004). For China’s earlier history, see Cox, Global
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Conference on Smoking and Health, vol. 2 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1977), p. 356.

9. “Attachment II: General Line of Questioning,” Oct. 30, 1997, Bates 466853974–3978;
compare Bates 2060569570–9574.

10. Edward Sanders to Cathy Ellis, Aug. 18, 1998, Bates 2060569578–9581. Phillips
poured about $600,000 into this project in the mid-1990s, prior to pulling out when the to-
bacco industry started having significant legal difficulties.
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1783–1790.
14. http://www.tobaccofreekids.org/reports/internet/. In October 2008 the official site
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bought on such sites are much cheaper than retail: $14.90 for a carton of 200 Marlboro Reds,
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marlboromiles.cigarettes-online-store.com/marlboro-miles-catalog.html.

15. U.S. General Accounting Office, Internet Cigarette Sales (Aug. 2002), http://www.gao
.gov/new.items/d02743.pdf.

16. Kurt M. Ribisl, Rebecca S. Williams, and Annice E. Kim, “Internet Sales of Cigarettes
to Minors,” JAMA 290 (2003): 1356–59.

17. Kathleen Hunter, “States Hunt Down Online Cigarette Buyers,” May 3, 2005 (online).
18. “Credit Card Firms Agree Not to Enable Web Cigarette Sales,” Direct Newsline,

March 21, 2005, Bates 551804079.
19. See, for example, the Wiki CigarettePedia site, http://www.cigarette.pedia.com, where
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23. “BlackBerry Connection,” http://www.blackberry.com/newsletters/connection/it/i6–
2007/sampson.shtml. And on YouTube more generally: Becky Freeman and Simon Chap-
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PART II

1. Egon Lorenz et al., “The Effects of Breathing Tobacco Smoke on Strain A Mice,” Can-
cer Research, 3 (1943): 123; compare also Egon Lorenz, “Experimental Studies on Tobacco
Smoke,” Proceedings of the National Cancer Conference, 1949, p. 203. Nowhere in either pub-
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bacco Company.

2. Ecusta documents were first introduced into litigation by Woody Wilner et al. in
Henry W. Boerner v. Brown & Williamson, tried in May 2003 in Arkansas; I introduced fur-
ther documents testifying in Frankson v. American Tobacco, Nov. 18–19, 2003.
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tion of Carcinoma with Cigarette Tar,” Cancer Research, 13 (1953): 855–66; and for its im-
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3. See M. V. Cornil, “Sur les greffes et inoculations de cancer,” Bulletin de l’Académie de
médecine 25 (1891): 906–9.

4. K. Yamagiwa and K. Ichikawa, “Experimentelle Studie über die Pathogenese der Epi-
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und Physiologie 162 (1900): 32–84, esp. p. 70.
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smoking; see James T. Patterson,The Dread Disease: Cancer and Modern American Culture
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1987), pp. 1–35. Tobacco industry chronolo-
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cause of oral and esophageal cancer; see Paul Larson and Harvey Haag, “Cancer of the Esoph-
agus, Stomach and Intestines, Liver and Bladder,” Jan. 1—Dec.31,1950, Bates 500508793–8794.
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9. Fritz Lickint, “Tabak und Tabakrauch als ätiologischer Factor des Carcinoms,” Zeit-
schrift für Krebsforschung 30 (1929): 349–65; Herbert L. Lombard and Carl R. Doering, “Can-
cer Studies in Massachusetts,” New England Journal of Medicine 198 (1928): 481–86.

10. Müller, “Tabakmissbrauch,” 78, emphasis in original; and for background, see my Nazi
War on Cancer, 173–247.

11. Eberhard Schairer and Erich Schöniger, “Lungenkrebs und Tabakverbrauch,” Zeit-
schrift für Krebsforschung 54 (1943): 261–69; also my Nazi War on Cancer, 183–217. Ernest L.
Wynder and Evarts A. Graham, “Tobacco Smoking as a Possible Etiologic Factor in Bron-
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chiogenic Carcinoma,” JAMA 143 (1950): 329–36. Austin Smith, Fishbein’s successor as ed-
itor of JAMA, solicited the articles by Wynder and Graham and by Morton Levin published
in the May 27, 1950, issue of JAMA; see Hiram R. Hanmer, “Memorandum on Telephone
Conversation with Mr. Hahn,” June 16, 1950, Bates MNAT00733134. Wynder and Graham’s
research had already attracted attention; see William L. Laurence, “Cigarettes Linked to Can-
cer in Lungs,” New York Times, Feb. 27, 1949. Doll and Hill’s careful work includes their
“Smoking and Carcinoma” and their “The Mortality of Doctors in Relation to Their Smok-
ing Habits,” BMJ 1 (1954): 1451–55. And for an overview: Colin White, “Research on Smok-
ing and Lung Cancer: A Landmark in the History of Chronic Disease Epidemiology,” Yale
Journal of Biology and Medicine 63 (1990): 29–46.

12. Lorenz et al., “Effects of Breathing Tobacco Smoke.” For “reassuring experiments”:
Hiram Hanmer to Henry S. Patricoff, March 9, 1949, Bates 950204894. And for a press re-
port: “Smoking Mice Live Normal Span: U.S. Experiments Fail to Prove Cancer Rise,” U.S.
News and World Report, Feb. 3, 1950, pp. 22–23.

13. A. C. Hilding, “Phagocytosis, Mucous Flow, and Ciliary Action,” Archives of Envi-
ronmental Health 6 (1963): 61–73.

14. Otto Mühlbock, “Carcinogene Werking van Sigarettenrook bij Muizen,” Nederlands
Tijdschrift voor Geneeskund 99 (1955): 2276–78, Bates 2023693883–3885; Murco N. Roegholt
to Sydney Negus, Sept. 5, 1955, Bates 950166932. Roegholt here also mentions the view of
the pathologist H. E. Schornagel of Rotterdam affirming the link between smoking and can-
cer of the lung as “doubtless.”
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1. Angel H. Roffo, “Was Man von dem Krebs wissen muss. Auflklärungsschrift,” Buenos
Aires, 1928.

2. Angel H. Roffo, “Durch Tabak beim Kaninchen entwickeltes Carcinom,” Zeitschrift
für Krebsforschung 33 (1931): 321. Roffo had earlier produced precancerous leukoplakias on
the ears of rabbits using tobacco tars; see his “Leucoplasia tabáquica experimental,” Boletín
del Instituto de Medicina Experimental 7 (1930): 130–44.

3. Angel H. Roffo, “El tabaco como Cancerígeno,” Boletín del Instituto de Medicina Ex-
perimental 42 (1936): 287–336; also his “Krebserzeugendes Benzpyren gewonnen aus Tabak-
teer,” Zeitschrift für Krebsforschung 49 (1939): 588–97. Some of this work was done by Roffo’s
son, A. E. Roffo Jr.; see his “Espectrografía de los derivados obtenidos por destilación directa
de los tabacos y su relación como agentes cancerígenos,” Boletín del Instituto de Medicina
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Smoke Condensate,” Dec. 1, 1958, Bates 504912197–2250. Brown & Williamson scientists
in 1952 reported “a partial isolation and identification of the aromatic hydrocarbon, ben-
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7. Schairer and Schöniger, “Lungenkrebs”; Müller, “Tabakmissbrauch”; Fritz Lickint,
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504184873–4894. For the industry’s expert witness: Lauren V. Ackerman (Expert Report),
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Past,” New York Times, March 7, 2000.
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War on Cancer, pp. 206–17. Karl Astel’s remarks are in “Der Rektor der Friedrich-Schiller-
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22–24.
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ica Nicotiana 1, nos. 3–4 (1940): 25 ff. Helmuth Aschenbrenner was general secretary of the
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heim, see 50 Jahre: Landesanstalt für Tabakbau und Tabakforschung, Forchheim (Baden-
Württemberg, 1977).

18. “Ergebnisse der Tabakforschung,” Deutsche Tabakzeitung, Dec. 4, 1940, cited in Reine
Luft 23 (1941): 40.

19. For a photo of the Führer’s bust in the nerve center of German tobacco apologetics,
see Chronica Nicotiana 2, no. 1 (1941): 8.

20. Friedrich Richter, Raubstaat England (Hamburg-Bahrenfeld: Cigaretten-Bilderdienst,
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(1940): 49.
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1943): 7–19; 4 (July–Aug. 1943): 5–15. The referenced Ph.D. dissertation is by Frits Vaan-
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Lung Cancer May Be Due to Cigarettes,” Richmond News Leader, Nov. 1940, Bates 950229634.

5. American Tobacco’s clippings and abstracts from the British Medical Journal on
Hitler’s antitobacco campaign can be found in “Physiological Action of Tobacco Smoke,” Bates
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in its “Memorandum on A. Alleged Effects of Smoking B. Improvement of Cigarette Tobac-
cos with Special Reference to Irritation,” Jan. 4, 1943, Bates 950291224–1339. For filter de-
signs, see “German Patent No. 612,737,” trans. Carl Demrick, May 3, 1935, Bates 950293926–
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Ochsner and Michael DeBakey, “Primary Pulmonary Malignancy,” Surgery, Gynecology and
Obstetrics 68 (1939): 435–51. For the smoke machine: J. A. Bradford, W. R. Harlan, and H. R.
Hanmer, “Nature of Cigaret Smoke: Technic of Experimental Smoking,” Industrial and En-
gineering Chemistry 28 (1936): 836–39, Bates 962007682–7686; also “Evolution of the Smok-
ing Machine,” 1945, Bates 950110818–0824. B. Pfyl in Germany had earlier developed smok-
ing machines; see his article with Ottilie Schmitt: “Zur Bestimmung von Nicotin in Tabak
und Tabakrauch,” Zeitschrift für Untersuchung der Lebensmittel 54 (1927): 60–77. Automatic
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ufacturers were already familiar with the cancer threat, however. Charles J. Kensler in 1955
reported the following conversation with Peyton Rous (1879–1970), who would later win
the Nobel Prize for discovering the world’s first cancer virus:
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and by 1936 had twenty-two chemists and technicians; see “Memorandum on the Research
Department of the American Tobacco Company,” Aug. 3, 1936, Bates MNAT00818698–8721.
The research department in 1949 had “60 trained specialists,” and by the mid-1950s Han-
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48459. And for Miller’s work: H. R. Hanmer to C. F. Neiley, May 21, 1936, Bates 950248535.
Miller may have been the author of the MCV’s 1942 “Survey of Medical Schools of North
America” (Bates 962007373–7374), which turned up “no investigative work having to do
with tobacco” in more than sixty schools surveyed. The dean of the University of Vermont’s
Medical School did, however, volunteer that his faculty “smoke Luckies.”

18. E. S. Harlow and P. S. Larson, “Testimony: Determination of the Effect of Nicotine
on the Irritation of Cigarette Smoke,” Jan. 22, 1948, Bates MNAT00399035–9040.

19. For Larson and Haag’s remuneration: “American Tobacco Company Payments for
Various Research and Consulting Services,” May 26, 1967, Bates BBAT023713. For “sold
American”: Harlow to Hanmer, “Importance of Biological Research,” p. 2 (the double en-
tendre references the tobacco auctioneer’s well-known slogan). Hanmer repeated Haag’s
being “sold American” in a letter to the company’s advertising manager, S. L. Weaver, on
March 20, 1946, Bates 950204841. In correspondence with the public, however, Haag was
characterized as “an impartial authority”; see Hanmer to C. C. Langdon, March 30, 1946,
Bates 950205030–5032.

20. For “sterilizing”: American Tobacco Co., Effect of Subjecting Tobaccos to High Temper-
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atures: An Explanation of the Phrase “It’s Toasted” (New York: American Tobacco, 1928). For
“proceed with all haste”: H. R. Hanmer to P. M. Hahn, Dec. 16, 1935, Bates MNAT00484003.

21. John Daffron, “Something in Human Body Takes Nick out of Nicotine,” N. L. (Roa-
noke), Oct. 27, 1943, Bates 950229582; compare Bates 950229583.

22. Paul S. Larson, “Obituary for Harvey Haag,” ca. Oct. 14, 1961, Archives, Thompkins-
McCaw Library, Virginia Commonwealth University.

23. John J. Trotter to AT, July 23, 1946, Bates 950204297. Engel later became an indus-
try ally, as Hill & Knowlton provided him with “help” with a pro-industry assignment for
Harpers in 1954; see Hill & Knowlton, “Report of Activities through July 31, 1954,” Bates
95527373–7395; also their “Tobacco Industry Research Committee Information Activities,”
Oct. 7, 1954, Bates TINY0001828–1833, where we find the assessment that Engel’s article
will be “a defense against the cigarette attacks,” lending weight to the industry’s “no proof ”
contention.

24. Haag, “Comments on ‘Cigarettes Cause Cancer’ by Leonard Engel” (for Hanmer),
Aug. 1946, Bates 950278708–8713; H. R. Hanmer to John J. Trotter, Aug. 5, 1946, Bates
MNAT0076499–6500.

25. Alfred F. Bowden to C. Estelle Smith, Feb. 27, 1948, Bates MNAT00800321.
26. For “dangerous implications”: Hanmer to Herstein, Dec. 25, 1946, Bates MNAT0075

6039. For “more satisfaction”: Hiram R. Hanmer to John Holley Clark Jr., Jan. 23, 1950, Bates
MNAT00648779–8780. In 1948 Harlow boasted that American Tobacco was building “un-
doubtedly the best library on tobacco and related subjects in the world”; see Harlow to Han-
mer, July 21, 1948, p. 4, Bates MNAT00380519–0526.

27. For “highly significant”: Lombard and Doering, “Cancer Studies in Massachusetts,”
p. 486. For “just enough evidence”: H. B. Parmele to Adam Riefner, July 29, 1946, Bates
04365255–5256.

28. For “destructive distillation”: Hiram R. Hanmer, “Memorandum on the Research
Department of the American Tobacco Company,” Aug. 3, 1936, Bates MNAT00818698–
8721, p. 9. For “did not smoke tobacco”: Hanmer to Karl M. Herstein, Dec. 25, 1946, Bates
MNAT00756039–6040. Hanmer was also not entirely correct to say that “the life insurance
companies and the National Cancer Institute disagree with Roffo.” Frederick L. Hoffman,
chief statistician for Prudential Insurance, was one of the first Americans to take Germany’s
tobacco–cancer research seriously; see his “Cancer and Smoking Habits,” in Cancer . . .
Comprising International Contributions, ed. Frank E. Adair (Philadelphia: Lippincott,
1931), pp. 62–66. Hoffman here speculated that female cancer of the lung might well stem
from exposure to “air pollution” caused by “almost universal smoking habits” (p. 67; com-
pare his Cancer and Diet [Baltimore: Williams & Wilkins, 1937], p. 489). For American’s de-
fense of “toasting,” with explicit mention of “destructive distillation,” see the “Memoran-
dum Submitted by the American Tobacco Company” (to the Federal Trade Commission),
Dec. 9, 1930, Bates 968312154–2362.

29. Harvey B. Haag, J. B. Weatherby, Doris Fordham, and P. S. Larson, “The Effect on Rats
of Daily-Life Span Exposure to Cigaret Smoke,” Federation Proceedings 5 (1946): 181.

30. Negus had handled press relations for the AAAS at its 1938 convention in Richmond,
for which the science writers covering the event gave him an award for presenting “the first
indisputable proof ever offered of the theory of evolution,” meaning his “mutation” from “a
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scientist “into a higher type of human being—a newspaper reporter.” See “Accolade for Dr.
Negus,” Richmond Times-Dispatch, Jan. 1, 1963. For “approved by you”: Sidney S. Negus to
H. R. Hanmer, Feb. 17, 1941, Bates 950210624–0625. The industry maintained massive lists
of names and addresses of science writers in many different countries; see, for example, the
fifty-page “National Association of Science Writers, Inc., Membership List,” July 1978, Bates
10399837–9887. For “friendly atmosphere”: H. R. Hanmer to Sidney S. Negus, Jan. 27, 1942,
Bates 962000277. Negus worked for American Tobacco into the 1960s, earning $ 17,000 from
1955 through 1963; see “American Tobacco Company Payments,” May 26, 1967, Bates BBAT023
713. MCV scholars published dozens of articles on nicotine metabolism and toxicity in the
1930s, 1940s, and 1950s; for abstracts see Bates 950612959–2998, and for reprints, Bates
CTRMN030078Y-0097. For Hanmer et al.’s flawed epidemiology, see E. S. Harlow, “Heavy
Smokers with Low Mortality: A 14 1/4-Year Test of the Anti-Cigarette Hypothesis,” discussed
with Larson and Haag, May 8, 1961, Bates 950277196–7197.

31. For MCV publications produced under contract with American Tobacco as of 1949,
see “List of Reprints of Articles by Members of MCV Staff,” 1949, Bates 950210691–0692. Her-
bert McKennis was supported by TIRC/CTR funds continuously beginning in 1956, primarily
to research nicotine metabolism. He received substantial funding for this work—$60,000 in
1972 alone, for example, plus funds from the AMA’s ERF; see R. C. M. to Bing, Jacobson, and
Sommers, “Herbert McKennis,” Sept. 14, 1976, Bates HK2255032-5033. American Tobacco
considered McKennis “the leading authority” on nicotine metabolism at this time. For wit-
ness tampering: Harlow to Harlan and Hanmer, April 2, 1958, Bates 950165636.

32. Paul S. Larson, “Comments at Formal Opening of Nutriculture Laboratory,” May 10,
1956, Bates 950247795–7797. American Tobacco had earlier forced C 14–labeled smoke into
the lungs of dogs to see how fast it would be cleared from the body; see “Determination of
the Rate of Elimination of Tobacco Smoke from the Body,” 1954, Bates 962006829–6830.
For Harlow’s travel: E. S. Harlow to H. R. Hanmer et al., “Visit to Argonne National Labora-
tory,” Aug. 5, 1955, Bates 950247872–7873. For publicity spin: E. S. Harlow to W. R. Harlan,
“Dr. DuPuis’ Letter,” Jan. 5, 1956, Bates 950139972.

33. “Conference of Tobacco Research Chemists,” Oct. 1953, Bates 950264444–4445; E. S.
Harlow to H. R. Hanmer and W. R. Harlan, “Preliminary Draft of Proposed Statement for
Mr. Hahn,” March 19, 1956, Bates 950281178–1180; R. W. Davis to E. S. Harlow, R. H. Irby,
and E. C. Cogbill, “Visit to Industrial Reactor Laboratory (Highstown, N.J.) and Radiation
Science Center—Rutgers University,” Aug. 14, 1967, Bates 950113464–3465; R. W. Davis to
E. C. Cogbill, “Progress Report,” March 6, 1969, Bates 950282988–2989.

34. H. R. Hanmer to R. K. Heimann, Sept. 15, 1964, Bates 950133747–3750.
35. E. P. Richardson, “The American Tobacco Company Research Laboratory,” July 1941,

Bates 950133122–3178.
36. For large “NO”: Hiram R. Hanmer to Preston L. Fowler, Feb. 14, 1949, Bates 95013

3824. American Tobacco researchers published only sixty-four scientific papers from 1929
through 1971; see “Papers Published by Staff Members of the Research Laboratory, The Amer-
ican Tobacco Company—1929–Current,” n.d., Bates 966103488–3494. For “more liberal pol-
icy”: J. M. Moseley to H. R. Hanmer, July 28, 1948, Bates MNAT00380513–0518, p. 6. For
nicotine as “tranquilizer”: Mary Grant, “Tobacco (in report) Poses as Tranquilizer,” Palo Alto
Times, Dec. 9, 1958, Bates 0000715.
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37. For Philip Morris, see “Summary of the Research Program,” Nov. 21, 1950, Bates
507141834–1834. Arthur D. Little, Inc., in the early 1950s had a staff of 850, about half of
whom were scientists. The company conducted extensive biological tests for Liggett & My-
ers, including tests of the carcinogenicity of cigarette tars; see “The Biological Test Program
at Arthur D. Little,” n.d. (pre-1960), Bates LG0385256–5272. Charles J. Kensler directed bi-
ological research at Arthur D. Little from July 1954 to January 1957, supervising experiments
in which tobacco smoke condensates were painted on the skins of mice. Kensler was called
to testify in Otto Pritchard v. Liggett & Myers (on April 29, 1960), where he claimed that the
only carcinogen isolated from tobacco smoke was benzpyrene and that even this had been
found only in trace amounts. Internal company reports, however, had referenced “not one or
two but probably many compounds” in cigarette smoke capable of causing cancer; see “Biol-
ogical Test Program at Arthur D. Little,” p. 102. For Kensler’s autobiography, see his Nov. 21,
1985, deposition for Cipollone v. Liggett, Bates kenslerc112185.

38. H. B. Parmele to W. J. Halley, Feb. 12, 1954, Bates 89751850–1852; Fishbein to Alden
James, Nov. 17, 1953, Bates 01150396. Fishbein was already working for Lorillard by 1952;
see Parmele to R. M. Ganger (president of Lorillard), Nov. 21, 1952, Bates 00620708. Fish-
bein arranged to have an article by Morris T. Friedell placed in JAMA; the resulting paper,
claiming that Kent cigarettes produced less vasoconstriction than other brands, failed to dis-
close that the author had received many thousands of dollars from Lorillard; see M. T. Friedell,
“Effect of Cigarette Smoke on the Peripheral Vascular System,” JAMA 152 (1953): 897–900.
Subsequent papers by Friedell were rewritten by Lorillard prior to publication; see Parmele
to Friedell, Sept. 10, 1954, Bates 01151457. Fishbein praised Friedell to Lorillard: “he has an
excellent case for Kent” (Fishbein to Parmele, Feb. 2, 1953, Bates 01150446). Fishbein loved
plugging Kents: “There is to be a small meeting of the board of the International Poliomy-
elitis Congress in New York on May 27 and I will see to it that they hear all about Kents at
that time” (Fishbein to Parmele, April 28, 1953, Bates 89752346). The “only drawback” to
Friedell’s study, according to Parmele, writing to Lorillard’s director of advertising, was that
Friedell had also found that other filters filtered about as effectively—or poorly—as Kent.
This inconvenient fact was fortunately “not mentioned in the report and there is no reason
why it should ever be known” (Parmele to Alden James, May 7, 1953, Bates 89752349–2350).
A 190-page draft of Fishbein’s book, titled “Effects of Tobacco and of Cigarette Smoking on
the Body,” April 1954, scheduled for publication by Blakiston, can be found at Bates
01150580–0768. And for Fishbein’s placement of cigarette-friendly pieces, see his letter to
R. M. Ganger, March 9, 1953, Bates 00620694–0695.

39. See, for example, “Are They Harmful?” Consumer Reports, Feb. 1953, p. 71, where Haag’s
defense of diethylene glycol is cited without any mention of his work for the tobacco giant.

40. Parmele to Halley, Feb. 12, 1954.
41. Paul M. Gross (Duke) to Preston L. Fowler (AT), June 13, 1951, Bates 950153142–

3143.
42. William Stepka, “Isotope Farming at Medical College of Virginia,” Commonwealth

(July 1956): 49–51, Bates 962007772–7774. Stepka directed the MCV’s Nutriculture Labo-
ratory and served as an American Tobacco Company consultant throughout the 1960s and
1970s.

43. See, for example, E. S. Harlow to C. F. Hetsko, June 21, 1966, Bates 970318304.
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44. Arthur W. Burke Jr., “Oscar Auerbach: Report of a Lecture Delivered at the Medical
College of Virginia,” June 4, 1970, Bates 962007474–7478. Burke prepared reports for AT on
other MCV visitors—Seymour Ochsner, for example, who lectured at the college on April
20, 1970 (Bates 962000214–0216).

45. For Smith’s gratitude: R. Blackwell Smith, Sept. 4, 1957, Bates 950248258–8259. For
MCV appointments of American Tobacco personnel: “Planned Site Visits of Candidates for
Positions in the M.C.V. Biological Program,” May 4, 1966, Bates 950161648. Egle obtained
$52,500 in research support from American Tobacco from 1966 through 1969 (Bates
50201119–1158). For “salubrious situation”: “Conference March 23, 1966 at New Products
Division,” April 25, 1966, Bates 962000312–0315. For legal consultations: Arthur W. Burke
Jr. to Janet Brown, July 28, 1966, Bates 950219413. For other consulting: William T. Ham to
E. S. Harlow, May 25, 1965, Bates 950163600; and Rodney C. Berry to Kenneth S. Rogers,
May 12, 1967, Bates 950163587. For Gallaher’s visit: A. W. Burke, “Report of Information
Conveyed by Dr. Paul B. Larson,” March 14, 1967, Bates 950163591.

46. For “safest mild stimulant”: D. T. Watts to E. S. Harlow, Oct. 16, 1968, Bates 95500
4249–4251. For $200,000: “Current Research Grants to the Department of Pharmacology,”
Sept. 25, 1968, Bates 955004252. For “will protect people”: Marvin A. Friedman, “Applica-
tion for Research Grant,” Jan. 31, 1974, Bates 50201119–1158. Other MCV scholars receiv-
ing TIRC/CTR funding included Ebbe C. Hoff, psychiatry; William Regelson, oncology; and
Jan F. Chlobowski, biochemistry. And from pharmacology, apart from Haag, Larson, and
McKennis: Mario D. Aceto, Jack Freund, John A. Rosecrans, and Ronald P. Rubin.

47. Jesse Steinfeld’s remarks from Feb. 1, 1977, are cited in Bates 500270479–0866.
48. On titration: William L. Dunn, “Smoker Psychology,” Nov. 11, 1977, Bates 1003287995–

7996. On Suter: William L. Dunn, “Smoker Psychology,” Aug. 8, 1977, Bates 1003287997–
7998. On DeSimone: M. L. Reynolds to Thomas A. Pyle, Jan. 3, 1983, Bates 682320785. For
Kilpatrick: S. James Kilpatrick, “To Show that the Association in the Hirayama Study be-
tween ETS and Lung Cancer Is Not Significant,” Oct. 17, 1988, Bates TIBU0034471–4475.
Kilpatrick was a member of the industry’s ETS Advisory Group; see “Research Projects on
Environmental Tobacco Smoke,” July 1985, Bates TI05201794–1796.

49. On Accord: D. Ress, “Accord Device Cuts Nicotine, Eliminates Poison, Study Hints,”
Times Dispatch, March 23, 1999. “ETS and IAQ Consultants,” Oct. 8, 1990, Bates 507778674–
8690.

50. “Cast of Characters,” Sept. 1992, Bates 2025884159–4213; also “People’s Court,” 1992,
Bates 2025884135–4142.

51. See, for example, Joseph L. McClay to Barbara Zedler, “Metabolomics ms,” Feb. 19,
2001, Bates 5024446083. The Legacy Library contains hundreds of emails exchanged between
VCU faculty and Philip Morris; most of these can be accessed by searching “vcu.edu.” This
is a useful way to explore the involvement of particular universities in tobacco industry col-
laborations; “vcu.edu,” for example, returns 1,835 separate documents; “Stanford.edu” re-
turns 295; and “Harvard.edu” returns 1,164. VCU scholars identified by this means for 2006–
10 include Daniel E. Adkins, Kellie Archer, William H. Barr, Russell M. Boyle, Eleanor D.
Campbell, W. Hans Carter, John A. DeSimone, Carleton Garrett, Chris Gennings, Sunil S.
Iyer, Vijay Lyall, Joseph L. McClay, Edward Lenn Murrelle, Edwin van den Oord, Misook
Park, Ramesh Ramakrishnan, Domenic A. Sica, Bradley Todd Webb, and Timothy P. York.
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CHAPTER 12

1. Mark Parascandola stresses the role of the germ theory in elevating the status of lab-
oratory experimentation; Koch’s postulates required laboratory experiments to isolate
causative agents, and population inferences suffered in the evidentiary status hierarchy. See
his “Epidemiology: Second-Rate Science?” Public Health Reports 113 (1998): 312–20. Epi-
demiology was not so much weak science as novel science, and a form of science that, by
virtue of its strength, came under attack as “weak” (from the tobacco industry). For a cri-
tique of “gold standard” evidentiary exceptionalism, see Brandt, Cigarette Century, pp. 120–
48. For “put in context”: Jones Day, “Teague Depo. Prep.,” pp. 16–21. On exculpation via
contextualization, see again my “Should Medical Historians Be Working for the Tobacco
Industry?”

2. Wynder, Graham, and Croninger, “Experimental Production of Carcinoma.”
3. “Experimental Cancer in Mice Produced by Cigarette Smoke” (Press release, Memo-

rial Center for Cancer and Allied Diseases), April 11, 1953, Bates 950167557–7559.
4. Hanmer, “Memorandum on Alleged Causative Relation,” Supplement, p. 5. Wynder’s

November 19, 1952, letter to Rhoads was supplied clandestinely to American Tobacco by
J. H. Teeter of the Damon Runyon Memorial Fund and can be found at Bates MNAT00587276.

5. For “flavoring laboratory”: Jones Day, “Teague Depo. Prep.,” p. 8. For “frightening”: Roy
Norr, “Cancer by the Carton,” Reader’s Digest, Dec. 1952, pp. 7–8; Alton Ochsner, “Lung Can-
cer: The Case against Smoking,”The Nation, May 23, 1953. Norr’s article was an abbreviated
version of his “Smokers Are Getting Scared!” from the October 1952 Christian Herald.

6. Teague, “Survey,” p. 5. For “Because of the possible connection”: Jones Day, “Teague
Depo. Prep.,” p. 6. We don’t know precisely when Teague was asked to prepare his review,
but it was probably not long after the publication of Norr’s “Cancer by the Carton” in Reader’s
Digest in December 1952. Wynder et al.’s mouse experiments—unpublished but circulating—
must have provided an additional prompt. Reynolds scientists have testified that Teague’s re-
view was produced at the request of Kenneth H. Hoover (head of Reynolds’s research de-
partment) and “widely disseminated” at Reynolds but also sent to the “B.G.M.C.” (Bowman
Gray Medical Center); see Jones Day, “Teague Depo. Prep.,” p. 7.

7. Teague, “Survey,” p. 8; G. M. Badger, “The Carcinogenic Hydrocarbons: Chemical Con-
stitution and Carcinogenic Activity,” British Journal of Cancer 2 (1948): 309–48.

8. For “firmly establish”: Teague, “Survey,” 10–11. For “beyond a reasonable doubt”: Earl
Ubell, “Cigarette–Lung Cancer Link Proved, Dr. Hammond Says,” Herald Tribune, Oct. 20,
1954, Bates 966039727. Hiram R. Hanmer at American Tobacco also regarded Hammond’s
survey as “the most portentous thing in the offing . . . the crux of the whole situation. If un-
favorable to cigarette smoking, it will practically clinch everything Wynder and Graham have
said” (“The Situation with Respect to Cancer Research,” Nov. 13, 1953, Bates 950164216–4217).

9. Teague, “Survey,” p. 6.
10. Ibid., pp. 14–15.
11. Tommy Ross, counsel for American Tobacco, drafted this first “white paper”; see Bates

JH000502EXHIBIT18905. For 176,800 copies: Hill & Knowlton, “Report on TIRC Booklet,
‘A Scientific Perspective on the Cigarette Controversy,’” May 3, 1954, Bates 01138747–8782.
For “authorities from the Damon Runyon Fund”: “Cigaret Controversy: Tobacco Industry’s

notes to pages 192–196 597



‘White Paper’ Counters Smoking-Cancer Tie-in,” Wall Street Journal, April 14, 1954, Bates
CORTI0014324. For “relatively unimportant”: TIRC, A Scientific Perspective on the Cigarette
Controversy, April 14, 1954, Bates 961008056–8076. The McNally reference is William D.
McNally, “The Tar in Cigarette Smoke and Its Possible Effects,” American Journal of Cancer
16 (1932): 1502–14. McNally’s paper was used to pitch a filter device to American Tobacco;
see Otto Muller to American Tobacco, Dec. 9, 1932, Bates 950190634.

12. For Senkus: Claude E. Teague Jr., Deposition for Minnesota v. Philip Morris, July 8,
1997, vol. 1, Bates TEAGUEC070897, p. 51. Teague’s survey was “updated” by Alan Rodg-
man shortly after he arrived at the company in June 1954; this update—never released by
Reynolds—impressed the company’s top lawyer, Henry H. Ramm, enough to earn Rodg-
man an assignment “preparing for and defending litigation”; see Rodgman’s deposition tes-
timony for Arch, Aug. 4, 1997, Bates RODGMANF080497, pp. 608–9. In the 1990 docu-
ment prepared to coach Teague prior to his deposition, lawyers working for Reynolds
suggested that Teague’s survey was merely “a review” and not an attempt to evaluate this lit-
erature critically. They also asked him not to “speculate” about the extent to which manage-
ment had knowledge of hazards prior to 1953 (Jones Day, “Teague Depo. Prep.,” p. 7). For
Teague’s interview: Jones, Day, Reavis and Pogue, “Report Containing Analyses Concerning
Research Development Activities Prepared by RJR outside Legal Counsel,” Dec. 31, 1985,
Bates 515871651-2176, p. 14. I accessed this document prior to its removal from the archives
as “Privileged Content.” For “caused concern” and “recall all copies”: Jones, Day, Reavis and
Pogue, “RJR Research and Development Activities: Fact Team Memorandum,” Dec. 31, 1985,
Bates 515871651–1912, p. 8.

British tobacco researchers in the mid-1960s characterized the Policy Committee as “the
main power in the smoking and health situation . . . extremely powerful; it determines the
high policy of the industry on all smoking and health matters . . . and it reports directly to
the Presidents.” See Phillip J. Rogers and Geoffrey F. Todd, “Report on Policy Aspects of the
Smoking and Health Situation in U.S.A.,” Oct. 15, 1964, Bates 1003119099–9135, pp. 6–7.

13. Teague wrote “annual” and “long-range assumption and forecast” papers begin-
ning in 1969; these later turned into the firm’s Strategic Plans; see Jones, Day, Reavis and
Pogue, “Management and Legal Supervision and Control of R&D Activities,” Dec. 31, 1985,
Bates 519198732–8819, p. 14. For “specialized,” see Teague’s “On the Nature of the Tobacco
Business and the Crucial Role of Nicotine Therein,” April 14, 1972, Bates 83570661–0670,
p. 2; and for “pre-smokers,” see his “Some Thoughts about New Brands of Cigarettes for the
Youth Market,” p. 1. For “most of our customers,” see Teague’s memo to G. R. Di Marco, “Nor-
dine Study,” Dec. 1, 1982, Bates 500898255–8257. For his job titles, see Bates TEAGUEC0
70897.

14. For pride in having found benzpyrene: Jones Day, “Teague Depo. Prep,” p. 59; Alan
Rodgman, “Analysis of Cigarette Smoke Condensate,” Feb. 12, 1964, Bates 501008855–8928.
Reynolds was the first to find cholanthrene and several other carcinogenic hydrocarbons
in tobacco tars; see Rodgman to Hoover, Nov. 2, 1959, p. 1. For “strong indications”: Claude
Teague, “Disclosure of Invention,” Nov. 18, 1955, Bates 504912040–2042. For publication
bans: Ralph L. Rowland to Managers, “Management Meeting, March 22, 1971: Rewards and
Recognition,” April 20, 1971, Bates 515873927–3929; Alan Rodgman, “A Critical and Objec-
tive Appraisal of the Smoking and Health Problem,” Sept. 12, 1962, Bates 504822823–2846.
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15. For “little or no effect”: Claude Teague to Kenneth Hoover, “Disclosure of Invention:
Filter Tip Materials Undergoing Color Change on Contact with Tobacco Smoke,” Dec. 17,
1953, Bates 511235573. Murray Senkus, Carroll S. Tompson, and Walter M. Henley also
signed off on Teague’s disclosure. Liggett & Myers researchers explored similar gimmicks;
see Jean P. Eaves, “Stenographic Minutes of a Conference Held at the Research Laboratory,”
Jan. 23, 1952, Bates LG0205897–5926. For “illusion of filtration”: M. E. Johnston, “Market
Potential of a Health Cigarette,” June 1966, Bates 1001913853–3878.

16. Claude E. Teague Jr., Deposition for Minnesota v. Philip Morris, vol. 1, July 8, 1997,
Bates TEAGUEC070897, pp. 72–73, 77–78; compare Bates TEAGUEC070897, TEAGUEC07
0997, TEAGUEC071097, and TEAGUEC071197; and Jones Day, “Teague Depo. Prep.”

CHAPTER 13

1. On Runyon’s cancer, see Jimmy Breslin, Damon Runyon (New York: Ticknor and Fields,
1991), pp. 382–83. Walter Winchell in the 1950s supported Joe McCarthy’s anticommunist
witch-hunt; he also served as the announcer for The Untouchables for several years begin-
ning in 1953. In the 1930s he had allowed his name to be used in advertisements for Lucky
Strike cigarettes.

2. Separate letters from John H. Teeter to Paul M. Hahn, O. P. McComas, and J. C.
Whitaker are all dated Sept. 28, 1950, Bates MNAT00730768, 2022238737, and 502407922.

3. Hiram R. Hanmer to John H. Teeter, Oct. 18, 1950, Bates MNAAT00901168. The ref-
erence is to “Smoking in Lung Cancer,” Science News Letter, Oct. 7, 1950.

4. John H. Teeter to Hiram R. Hanmer, Dec. 27, 1950, Bates MNAT00730758.
5. George Weissman to R. N. DuPuis, Oct. 7, 1953, Bates 2022239142–9147.
6. Hiram R. Hanmer to Preston L. Fowler, May 16, 1951, Bates MNAT00730744–0746,

copied to American Tobacco President Paul M. Hahn.
7. Hanmer to Fowler, May 16, 1951, p. 2. For “airborne infection”: Lanza to Hanmer,

Nov. 11, 1952, Bates 950164267–4268; John H. Teeter to W. F. Greenwald, March 25, 1952,
Bates 2022238892.

8. For “petroleum industry problem”: Hiram R. Hanmer, “Meeting, 9 a.m., November 5,
1953, Sloan-Kettering Institute,” Nov. 17, 1953, Bates 950167411–7415, p. 2. From 1926 to
1948 Lanza was associate director of medicine for Metropolitan Life Insurance, during which
time he also worked for Johns Manville, exonerating asbestos from charges of causing lung
cancer. Lanza claimed that people working with the fiber died not because the mineral was
scarring their lungs but rather because their lungs did a bad job of clearing out the fibers.
Lanza had also vigorously defended mining companies in the Tri-State area around south-
western Missouri; see his deposition for William Burns v. St. Joseph Lead Co., June 8, 1934,
where he denied any hazard from breathing lead sulfide and denied any silicosis hazard from
dust in mines where the rock had a free silica content less than about 30 percent. See also
Barry I. Castleman, Asbestos: Medical and Legal Aspects, 5th ed. (New York: Aspen, 2005).

9. Hiram R. Hanmer, “Observations Concerning Individuals Participating in the Meet-
ings” (of Nov. 5, 1953, at NYU), n.d., Bates MNAT00688881–8886, p. 2.

10. For Wynder’s later funding: Nicole Fields and Simon Chapman, “Chasing Ernst L.
Wynder: 40 Years of Philip Morris’s Efforts to Influence a Leading Scientist,” Journal of Epi-
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CHAPTER 17
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8. See, for example, the Tobacco Institute’s “Centuries-Old Smoking/Health Controversy
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norance more generally, see my Cancer Wars, esp. chap. 5, and the volume edited by myself
and Londa Schiebinger: Agnotology:The Making and Unmaking of Ignorance (Stanford: Stan-
ford University Press, 2008).
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ton E. Harrington, see “Report of the Annual Meeting of Stockholders, April 27, 1965,” Bates
LG0154575–4587, p. 7. For Lorillard, see A. W. Spears to J. E. Bennett, “Possible Questions
and Answers Pertaining to the Annual Meeting,” Feb. 27, 1968, Bates 94672608–2616.
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2051033546–3547.

15. For examples, see the Congressional Record, Dec. 4, 1967, pp. S17792–17815, Bates
00619074–9097.

16. R. J. Reynolds, “Internal Communications Publications,” 1982, Bates 500644776–
4801, p. 20.
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RJR World, March–April 1974, Bates 502284007; “Fact and Fiction,” Caravan, May 1968, Bates
502283877. For “no demonstrated relationship”: “Smoking: Villain or Innocent Victim?” To-
bacco International Communiqué (Reynolds Tobacco International), 5 (Nov.–Dec. 1980), p.
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2437.

19. “R. J. Reynolds Industries and Non-Tobacco Subsidiaries,” 1980, Bates 505566775–
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Bates 5705313–5317. For “campaigning”: Charmian Schaller, “Tobacco Institute Poll Rais-
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WLC, 1996), Bates 519810305–0853. For “complicated mathematical models”: “R. J. Reynolds
Issues Guide,” Nov. 6, 1996, Bates 519980204–0441, pp. 3.1.1—3.1.5.
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as part of the industry’s larger “Issues A–Z” pamphlet (Dec. 22, 1983, Bates 1005097556–
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27. RJR Nabisco, “Annual Meeting of Shareholders,” April 17, 1996, Bates 520800648–
0821.

28. We shouldn’t exaggerate their sophistication: a 932-page bibliography of books in
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mier antitobacco scholar; see “Holdings of the Philip Morris Research Center Library,” 1985,
Bates 1002300062–0991.
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445–47.
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Dec. 10, 1976, pp. 47–53, Bates 2024272998–3004.

37. “Project Censored” website: http://www.projectcensored.org/static/1977/1977-story2
.htm.

38. Frederick Panzer (TI) to Jim Peterson (Reynolds), Nov. 15, 1977, Bates 500083670–
3671; Carl Jensen and Project Censored, 20 Years of Censored News (New York: Seven Stories
Press, 1997), p. 49. Rosenbaum’s article was reprinted and distributed to the public through
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EPA, 1992).
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Notes,” June 24, 1987, Bates 2021502102–2134. Philip Morris here concedes that research
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Beliefs on Cigaret-Cancer Link in New Poll” (press release), Aug. 10, 1958, Bates TIMN0460
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