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André Calantzopoulos, CEO of Philip Morris International,
wants his company to stop selling cigarettes.
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Purpose:

To analyze the strategy and tactics employed by Philip Morris International’s (PMI) “Smoke-

Free Future” and Altria’s (Philip Morris USA) “Moving Beyond Smoking” public relations campaigns.
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Key Findings:

In a full-page ad placed in newspapers throughout the United States, the 1954 “Frank
Statement to Cigarette Smokers” sought to dispute the smoking-cancer link and falsely
position tobacco companies as concerned about public health. Since then, dozens of similar
public relations campaigns by tobacco companies have sought to influence the public and
policy makers.

Tobacco companies have long engaged in public relations campaigns to portray their
corporation as changing, reformed in its ways, and now committed to being part of the
solution.

Over the last few years, public relations campaigns by Philip Morris International (PMI) and
Altria (parent company of Philip Morris USA) follow the same pattern — making the bold
claims that they are public health advocates seeking to create a “smoke-free future” and
“move beyond smoking” by “giving up cigarettes.”

4

Faced with steadily declining cigarette sales, PMI & Altria are promoting novel “smoke-free”
nicotine delivery systems designed to sustain nicotine addiction among their customers and
to recruit new users. At the same time, they continue to aggressively market cigarettes and
oppose public health policies to reduce smoking.

Examination of the historical record shows that PMI & Altria’s campaigns are linear
descendants of the decades-long tobacco industry effort to obfuscate the health
consequences of tobacco use.

To remediate poor corporate reputations, PMI & Altria strive to burnish their tarnished image
by implanting the notion that they are responsible corporate citizens worthy of being viewed
as credible, trustworthy, and driven by the noble goal of enhancing the health of their
customers.

PMI & Altria target their propaganda campaigns to influence key opinion leaders, including
regulators and legislators, to adopt permissive policies favorable to their business interests.

PMI & Altria claim that they are “giving up cigarettes” while intensively promoting their
combustible brands, including Marlboro, the #1 selling cigarette worldwide.

As part of their effort to remake their image as health companies, PMI is acquiring
pharmaceutical companies which market treatments for respiratory and oral diseases while
Altria is expanding into medical marijuana.

The health emphasis of PMI public relations communications contrasts markedly from its
messages to investors, notably in their emphasis upon sustaining the profitability of their
cigarette brands.

PMI & Altria’s “smoke-free” campaigns seek to undermine fact-based science by creating
dubious counternarratives based upon biased and misleading claims.

PMl is untruthful in its marketing claims that its heated tobacco product (1QOS) is effective in
smoking cessation and deceptive in its claims that it is “smoke-free.”
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PMI created a supposedly independent “Foundation for a Smoke-Free World,” but it is the

sole funder, and the company uses its charitable entity to further its “Smoke-Free Future’
public relations campaign.

PMI’s “Smoke-Free Future” campaign falls squarely into the category of propaganda: a
deliberate and systematic effort to persuade via psychological manipulation. Its “Unsmoke
Your Mind” slogan is evocative of an Orwellian-style propaganda designed to implant false
ideas in the viewer’s brain.

v

The pervasiveness of these campaigns across print, web, and social media seeks to “gaslight
its viewers, by copious repetition of untruths, into doubting well-established scientific truths.

Prestigious newspapers such as The New York Times, The Washington Post, The Wall Street
Journal, and The Boston Globe, which have long banned tobacco advertising, carry tobacco
advertorials which are thinly veiled brand promotions and convey deceptive, factually
inaccurate, messaging.

Appearing in leading newspapers lends tobacco advertorials credibility, conveys authority,
implies endorsement, and bolsters believability to a company’s sponsored message.

In effect, PMI & Altria are using advertorials to circumvent advertising bans to promote their
newly introduced products, especially their IQOS heated tobacco brand.

The traditional wall in journalism, which separates newspaper editorial and marketing
departments, may have enabled acceptance of tobacco advertorials as a rich revenue source
while keeping those who responsible for maintaining high journalistic standards at arm’s
length.

Our hope is that editors, editorial boards, and publishers whose newspapers have long
banned tobacco advertising will recognize the illogic and policy incongruity of carrying
advertorials that have become a backdoor means of resuming tobacco promotion in their
pages.

PHILIP MORRIS
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I. Executive Summary:

In recent years, the tobacco companies Philip Morris International (PMI) and Altria
(parent company of Philip Morris USA) launched major public relations efforts and
accompanying advertising campaigns declaring that they are creating a “smoke-free future” and
“moving beyond smoking.” As this paper details, these campaigns are the latest in a decades-
long history of rebranding efforts. For at least 70 years, tobacco companies have made empty
promises of change.

PMI and Altria’s actions follow decades of similar campaigns launched by tobacco
companies that expressed their concerns for the public’s well-being and promoted their
contributions to society, with the goal of mollifying critics and getting “a seat at the table” for
any deliberation that might obstruct their profits. A survey of the policy, regulatory, and legal
pressures on their business, and the shifting societal attitudes towards smoking, show why
tobacco companies felt the need to develop these campaigns. As the federal government
launched investigations into the companies, studies proved the links between smoking, disease,
and death, states and individuals filed lawsuits, and the public became more skeptical of
companies’ intent, tobacco companies scrambled to develop ways to fix their corporate image.
This paper examines dozens of advertising and public relations efforts by the tobacco companies
to address critics, influence policy makers, and fend off new laws and regulations that might
place limitations on their business practices.

In the 1950s, as research linking smoking with lung cancer reached the mainstream
media, tobacco industry executives and the public relations firm Hill & Knowlton established a
plan to create a counter narrative and reassure the public and policy makers. One of the first
actions was to issue “A Frank Statement to Cigarette Smokers” in the form of an advertisement
in hundreds of newspapers across the United States. In the statement, the tobacco companies
questioned the research findings and denied that their products caused harm, but also said the
suspicions were a “matter of deep concern” and pledged to establish a group of scientists called
the “Tobacco Industry Research Committee (TIRC)” to study the issue. The Federal Judge in the
court case that in 2006 found the tobacco companies guilty of racketeering called the TIRC a
“sophisticated public relations vehicle — based on the premise of conducting independent
scientific research — to deny the harms of smoking and reassure the public.”

In the decades following the Frank Statement, the tobacco companies took a similar
approach to address new challenges. Other examples detailed in the report include campaigns
in the 1980s to reverse the growing public sentiment that smoking is socially unacceptable,
campaigns in the 1990s to address proposed actions by the federal government to address high
levels of youth smoking, and Philip Morris’s campaign in the early 2000s saying that it was a
“responsible company in a changing world.” The Philip Morris Companies, then comprised of
Philip Morris USA and Philip Morris International, went so far as to change its name to Altria
Group in January 2003. Internal tobacco industry documents showed goals behind the
campaigns, such as to “focus attention/regulation away from marketing restrictions as the
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answer” and “neutralize the demonization of the company and improve success in legal and
regulatory areas.”

Today, campaigns by PMI, Altria and other tobacco companies follow this same pattern.
PMI’s “Smoke-Free Future” (SFF) public relations campaign launched in September 2017 and
Altria started its “Moving Beyond Smoking” in 2020. Both campaigns have been heavily
promoted online, on social media, through sponsored events, and via advertisements and
advertorials in major newspapers. Motivation for the campaigns is the desire to minimize
regulation so that these companies can hold on to customers and recruit new ones, thereby
sustaining profitability in the face of declining cigarette sales. Permeating PMI’s SFF public
relations is promotion of its heated tobacco brand IQOS, which it introduced in 2014 and
intensely markets worldwide.!

The primary audience of the PMI SFF campaign is regulators and policymakers, and the
campaign is designed first and foremost to influence them to adopt rules favorable to the
company’s business interests. In the United Kingdom, for example, SFF advertisements, dressed
up as a public health campaign, surrounded the Houses of Parliament. PMI’s lobbying effort
succeeded in recruiting a number of Members of Parliament (MPs) to endorse their SFF
campaign and champion it among their constituents.

The central messages of the SFF campaign are: PMI cares about the health of smokers;
IQOS is a disruptive innovation providing nicotine without “smoke”; PMI science is trustworthy
and accurate while the science of its critics is misinformation; regulators and legislators should
clear a path for PMI to promote its emerging nicotine products; and we all should admire and
be grateful for the great work PMI is doing to enhance the public health. Variations of the SFF
themes include: “Unsmoke Your World,” “Hold My Light,” the Orwellian “Unsmoke Your Mind,”
and a regulator/legislator targeted theme “It’s Time.” PMI uses these messages to burnish its
image, sound like a reasonable stakeholder in public health even though it’s the one
perpetrating damage, and minimize policies that would otherwise interfere with its profitability.

PMI and Altria’s hypocrisy in claiming “We’re Trying To Give Up Cigarettes” is made
obvious by study of their annual reports and communications to investors, which consistently
emphasize the need to sustain and further the profitability of their cigarette brands, under the
guise of funding their smoke-free efforts. Despite what they say about getting out of the
combustibles business, these companies’ flagship cigarette brand Marlboro remains the leading
cigarette brand both worldwide and in the US, where it is #1 among both men and women as
well as among teenage starter smokers (Altria sells Marlboro in the U.S., while PMI sells the
brand outside the U.S.). If PMI and Altria were serious about giving up cigarettes, then they
would stop marketing their cigarette products. In addition, if PMI and Altria were truly serious

! Jackler RK, Ramamurthi D, Axelrod AK, Jung JK, Louis-Ferdinand NG, Reidel JE, Yu AWY, Jackler LM, Chau. Global
Marketing of IQOS: The Philip Morris Campaign to Popularize “Heat-Not-Burn” Tobacco. SRITA White Paper (313
pages) Stanford University. (https://tobacco-img.stanford.edu/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/21231822/IQOS_Paper 2-
21-2020F.pdf)
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about ending cigarette use, then they would halt their extensive political lobbying aimed at
undermining policies intended to reduce smoking — their purported goal.

The PMI SFF campaign is riddled with biased and misleading claims that distort facts and
thereby undermine the veracity of scientific realities. While PMI advertorials characterize their
critics as purveyors of misinformation, a number of PMI’s scientific statements rise to the level
of disinformation as they are deliberately deceptive. For example, SFF claims that IQOS is highly
effective (>70%) in helping smokers quit cigarettes entirely, while multiple studies independent
of PMI sponsorship show that it is not an effective cessation tool as the great majority of users
continue to smoke cigarettes. Indeed, even PMI’s own modified risk tobacco product application
for its IQOS 2.4 heated tobacco product to the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) cited a
cigarette cessation rate that was a tiny fraction of that cited in their promotional materials. For
most smokers, IQOS is complimentary to their cigarettes rather than a replacement for them.

In seeking to overcome its deeply tarnished corporate reputation, PMI is striving to
rehabilitate its image while simultaneously undermining its critics. By saturating multiple media
channels with SFF messages, PMI is attempting to gaslight the public by seeking to implant an
altered reality via repetitiously putting forward false narratives. The SFF campaign falls squarely
into the category of propaganda: a deliberate and systematic effort to persuade via
psychological manipulation.

A major element of the campaigns are advertorials in prestigious US newspapers such as
The New York Times, The Washington Post, The Wall Street Journal, and The Boston Globe,
among many others. As a matter of policy, these major publications do not run advertisements
for cigarettes, yet they have run numerous advertorials from PMI.

Marketers refer to advertorials as “native advertising,” as they appear in the style of an
editorial or objective journalistic article often emulating the appearance (e.g. font) and feel of
the host publication. PMI’s advertorials effectively co-brand the company and its product with
the newspaper. Appearing in prestigious newspapers lends credibility, conveys authority,
implies endorsement, and bolsters believability to a company’s sponsored message. These
particular publications are also highly visible among reputable among policymakers.

There is nothing inherently wrong with advertorials as many companies, charities, and
governments employ them to communicate responsible opinions and perspective they wish to
share with the public. However, many advertorials are brand advertisements dressed up as
opinion pieces. As gatekeepers of information, major newspapers take pride that their content
is subject to rigorous publication standards. Many maintain policies requiring veracity in the
advertising that they carry in their pages. Publishing disinformation campaigns, such as PMlI’s
SFF, is incongruent with their tradition of journalistic excellence.

That an advertorial may be promotional in nature is made clear by newspaper marketing
departments. The Washington Post describes its advertorial services as: “A platform which
connects advertisers with its readers” and “Creating smart, engaging experiences on behalf of
your brand.” The Wall Street journal describes the goal of its advertorials as to: “deploy
sophisticated story telling techniques in order to help brands create content-driven connections
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with audiences.” According to the Boston Globe, its advertorials are intended to “encourage

”

brand loyalty,” “add value to your brand,” “communicate a brand’s ideals,” and “elevate a
consumer’s perspective of your brand, resulting in increased awareness and loyalty.” Clearly the
material published via these programs are forms of brand advertising that, in PMI’s case, is a
device it has exploited to get marketing material into major newspapers that ban tobacco
advertising.

A number of measures are available to counter such tobacco industry tactics. Inside
newspapers, advertorials are the province of marketing departments whose understandable
goal is to maximize advertising revenue. Editorial boards and publishers are charged with
overseeing publication ethics and alignment with sustaining a newspaper’s journalistic
standards. One would hope that once editorial boards become informed concerning the nature
of tobacco company advertorials, they would act to discontinue the practice. Given the brand
enhancing focus of advertorials, it is illogical to accept them from tobacco companies while
maintaining a no tobacco advertising policy.

In reality, tobacco advertorials comprise only a modest corner of newspaper advertorial
business, thus eliminating them ought not to have an excessively burdensome financial impact.
Editors may wish to reflect upon the drivers of their original tobacco advertising ban, most often
adopted in the 1990s, based upon the reality that tobacco use is the leading preventable cause
of death and the industry’s lengthy history of deception. In those newspapers which choose to
continue accepting tobacco advertorials, publishers should consider providing space for public
health critiques to appear adjacent to them, much as was mandated by the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) in the last few years that tobacco advertisements appeared
on American TV and radio, preceding their removal in 1970. A straight-forward policy solution
would be for newspaper leadership to direct their marketing arms to decline advertorials from
companies promoting brands for which advertising would not be accepted by the newspaper.

In 2006, a U.S. Federal court found that major tobacco companies, including Philip
Morris, violated the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organization (RICO) Act: “By coordinating
their public relations, research, and marketing efforts in order to advance their scheme to
defraud by denying the adverse health effects of smoking.” The judgement goes on to conclude:
“Defendants attempted to and, at times, did prevent/stop ongoing research, hide existing
research, and destroy sensitive documents in order to protect their public positions on smoking
and health, avoid or limit liability for smoking and health related claims in litigation, and prevent
regulatory limitations on the cigarette industry.” PMI and Altria’s latest campaigns make it clear
that they have not yet abandoned their deceptive practices.

Moving beyond smoking

Our transformation & Ny

a4, PMI'sjourney to deliver a smoke-free future
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Il. Introduction: Tobacco Company Public Relations and Advertorials

Tobacco Company Public Relations:

One goal of this study is to analyze Philip Morris International’s (PMI) Smoke-Free Future
(SFF) campaign in the context of its historical antecedents. Faced with innumerable critics,
tobacco companies have long used public relations to defend their business interests, primarily
via generating often dubious, emotionally resonant counternarratives. As much of this activity
has been deceptive and disingenuous, it falls into the category of propaganda. The Oxford English
Dictionary defines propaganda as: “The systematic dissemination of information, especially in a
biased or misleading way, in order to promote a political cause or point of view.”?

A number of public relations methods have been used by tobacco companies.>4>©7 One
common strategy has been to emphasize alternative ways of looking at facts by cherry-picking
those supporting their counternarrative, often via “research” sponsored by the companies for
that explicit purpose. Another technique is to align their arguments with emotional triggers such
as threats to individual freedom, fear of government intrusiveness, or by asserting their
commitment to noble goals such as protecting youth from smoking or helping smokers to stop.
Yet another method is to portray the company as a responsible corporate citizen via philanthropy
in support of art, music, race/ethnic advocacy, and other charitable organizations coupled with
promoting these activities via paid and earned media.

Tobacco Company Advertorials:

PMI’s SFF campaign uses numerous digital publicity channels including websites® and
social media (e.g., Twitter,® YouTube??). A primary publicity channel is the newspaper, in which
PMI places advertorials. An advertorial is a paid promotional article formatted to emulate the
editorial style of the host publication. In the advertising industry, advertorials and their cousins
infomercials (marketing TV Programs) are forms of “native advertising” defined as paid
promotional material that matches the look and feel of the media in which they appear. The
ability of an advertorial to influence readers is strongly impacted by the credibility of the source,
hence the choice of prestigious national publications to which readers ascribe a greater degree

2 Oxford English Dictionary. (https://www.oed.com/search?searchType=dictionary&q=propaganda&_searchBtn=Search)

3 Sweda EL Jr, Daynard RA. Tobacco industry tactics. Br Med Bull. 1996 Jan;52(1):183-92. doi:
10.1093/oxfordjournals.bmb.a011525. PMID: 8746306.

4 Friedman LC, Cheyne A, Givelber D, Gottlieb MA, Daynard RA. Tobacco industry use of personal responsibility rhetoric in
public relations and litigation: disguising freedom to blame as freedom of choice. Am J Public Health. 2015
Feb;105(2):250-60. doi: 10.2105/AJPH.2014.302226. PMID: 25521876; PMCID: PMC4318333.

5 Hirschhorn N. Corporate social responsibility and the tobacco industry: hope or hype? Tob Control. 2004 Dec;13(4):447-53.
doi: 10.1136/tc.2003.006676. PMID: 15564636; PMCID: PMC1747956.

6 Fooks GJ, Gilmore AB, Smith KE, Collin J, Holden C, Lee K. Corporate social responsibility and access to policy élites: an analysis
of tobacco industry documents. PLoS Med. 2011 Aug;8(8):e1001076. doi: 10.1371/journal.pmed.1001076. Epub 2011
Aug 23. PMID: 21886485; PMCID: PMC3160341.

7 Dorfman L, Cheyne A, Friedman LC, Wadud A, Gottlieb M. Soda and tobacco industry corporate social responsibility
campaigns: how do they compare? PLoS Med. 2012;9(6):e1001241. doi: 10.1371/journal.pmed.1001241. Epub 2012
Jun 19. PMID: 22723745; PMCID: PMC3378589.

8 PMI SFF Website: https://www.smokefreeworld.org

9 PMI SFF Twitter Channel: https://twitter.com/smokefreefdn

10 pMI SFF YouTube Channel: https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCuwjD_-hEac5XxYMXRc_R5Q
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of believability. By blurring the boundaries between editorial and corporate public relations,
companies seek to lend credibility to their message with its association to the reputation and
trustworthiness of newspapers such as The New York Times, The Washington Post, and The Wall
Street Journal. Many advertorials emulate the font format of the host publication, and
sometimes the notation that the article is a paid advertisement is either absent or minimized.
Doing so also downplays or conceals the role of companies in buying the content, which is
important since studies show that recognizing that the “editorial” has corporate sponsorship
reduces message persuasiveness.'! Studies have shown that advertising formatted as an editorial
is five times more influential than advertising.!?

Industries with tarnished reputations often will sponsor advertorials to burnish their
image. In their textbook Marketing Management, Kotler and Keller describe three categories of
marketing public relations: Defending products that have encountered public problems; Building
the corporate image in a way that reflects favorably on its products; and Influencing specific
target groups.” In the case of heavily regulated products, such as tobacco, a key goal is persuading
regulators, legislators, and citizens with an influence over government policies.

Companies may value advertorials above typical digital ads (e.g., banners and popups)
because they are not impeded by ad blocking software. Advertorials are also appealing options
for publications: The New York Times senior VP of marketing explained that they could charge “a
lot more” for advertorials than for standard digital advertising formations.’> Many of the paid
posts produced by the Times had more engagement than the newspaper’s own editorial
content.'4

11 Wojdynski, B. W., & Evans, N. J. (2016). Going native: Effects of disclosure position and language on the recognition and
evaluation of online native advertising. Journal of Advertising, 45, 157-168.

12 Kotler P, Keller KL. Marketing Management. Pearson Boston. 15th Edition. 2016.

13 O’Reilly L. We spoke to the two New York Times execs whose job is to double digital revenue to $800 million. Business
insider. October 15, 2015. (https://www.businessinsider.com/new-york-times-on-importance-of-branded-content-
and-international-ad-sales-2015-10)

14 Wegert T. Why The New York Times’ Sponsored Content Is Going Toe-to-Toe With Its Editorial. Contently. March 27, 2015.
(https://contently.com/2015/03/27/why-the-new-york-times-sponsored-content-is-going-toe-to-toe-with-its-
editorial/)
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“Native advertisements,” a category which includes advertorials, are paid ads that match
the look, feel and function of the media format in which they appear. Spending on native
advertisements has increased rapidly in recent years, reaching an estimated $52.75 billion in the
USin 2020.%*°

Native digital display advertising spending in the United States from 2016 to 2020 (in billion U.S.
dollars)

Native digital display ad spend in the U.S. 2016-2020
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Native digital display advertising spending in the United States from 2016 to 2020. Statista.
(https://www.statista.com/statistics/369886/native-ad-spend-usa/)

Company-sponsored advertorials emerged in the early 20th century by major
corporations, such as AT&T, which used advertorials to try to justify its telephone monopoly.
Advertorials later in the century were predominantly sponsored by petroleum, energy, and
chemical industries.'® In a review of advertorials appearing in The New York Times between 1985
and 1998, two broad forms were recognized: image advertorials intended to create a favorable
climate of opinion and advocacy advertorials intended to win support for an interest’s viewpoint
on controversial issues.’

While excluded from television and radio by Federal law since 1970, tobacco advertising
remains legal in US newspapers and magazines.’® The European Union, United Kingdom,
Australia, and Canada and many other countries have banned tobacco advertising in most

15 Statista, Native digital display advertising spending in the United States from 2016 to 2020. March 2019.
(https://www.statista.com/statistics/369886/native-ad-spend-usa/).

16 Marchand R. The Fitful Career of Advocacy Advertising: Political Protection, Client Cultivation, and Corporate Morale.
California Management Review. 1987; 29: 128-156.

17 Brown C, Waltzer H, Waltzer MB. Daring to be heard: Advertorials by organized interests on the Op-Ed page of the New York
Times, 1985-1998. Political Communication, 18(1), 23-50.

18 Public Health Cigarette Smoking Act. Public Law 91-222. April 1, 1970. (https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/STATUTE-
84/pdf/STATUTE-84-Pg87-2.pdf)
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media.’® 20 2 22 |n the mid-1980s, as a ban on cigarette advertisements loomed, advertorials
began in the British press.?® Tobacco advertorials typically relate less to their products, at least
not overtly, and instead seek to influence ideas, perspectives, and attitudes — especially among
opinion leaders — with the true target being legislators and regulators. In attempting to create a
more favorable corporate brand identity, tobacco companies hope to gain a “seat at the table”
to influence policies impacting their products.

As we shall discuss, the tobacco industry’s paid advertorials have a long and disreputable
history and have largely focused on seeking to undermine the ever more compelling scientific
evidence that smoking causes cancer and blocking actions to restrict their business. Disturbingly,
the last few years have witnessed a resurgence of deceptive tobacco advertorials driven by PMI
“Smoke-Free Future” (SFF) campaign, with the same goals of blurring the science on their new
products and influencing policy.

Our purpose in creating this white paper is to analyze PMI’s motivation and methods used
in its SFF campaign and, through historical perspective, how it typifies the disingenuous
messaging of tobacco industry public relations over the past century.

19 Canadian Tobacco Products Control Act (C-51). 1988. (https://publications.gc.ca/Collection-R/LoPBdP/modules/prb98-8-
tobacco/legislation.htm)

20 United Kingdom Tobacco Advertising and Promotion Act 2002. (https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2002/36/contents)

21 European Union Directive 2003/33/EC: Advertising and sponsorship of tobacco products. (https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32003L0033)

22 Australian Tobacco Advertising Prohibition Act 1992. (https://www.legislation.gov.au/Series/C2004A04509)

23 Amos A. Tobacco “Advertorials.” The Lancet August 10, 1985.
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Ill. Tobacco Advertorials: Historical Perspective

1930s to 1950s

Research linking smoking with disease and premature death appeared in the 1930s and
1940s, but it wasn’t until the 1950s that the mainstream media — and thus the public — began to
pay attention.?* The first studies finding that smoking caused lung cancer were published in
1950.2°> Publications such as Reader’s Digest and Life magazine released stories on these
studies.?®

RJ Reynolds: The Earliest Tobacco Advertorial in SRITA Collection (1930)

“Turning the light of truth on false and misleading

statements in recent cigarette advertising” Lucky Strike “It’s Toasted” Advertisement
€he New Hork Times
&mﬂlm youn 17/ W //*
WEDNESDAY, MARCH 19, 1930 -
: < Don’t Rasp
Your Throat

Turning the light of Truth
on false and misleading statements

With Harsh
Irritants

“Reach for a LUCKY instead”

in recent cigarette advertising
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R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Company
Makers of CAMEL Ciguarettes

It s toaste

use of Ulir et Rays

Your Throat Prote

ation — against cough

March 19, 1930 (https://tobacco.stanford.edu/cigarettes/for-your-
(https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/tobacco/docs/ throat/your-adams-apple/#collection-5)
#Hid=jgxw0099)
(https://tobacco.stanford.edu/cigarettes/propaganda-
etc/industry-propaganda/#collection-41)

When American Tobacco Company’s flagship brand Lucky Strikes saw rapid growth in the

24 U.S. V. Philip Morris USA, Inc., et al. No. 99-CV-02496GK (U.S. Dist. Ct., D.C.). Final Opinion. August 17, 2006. (“Kessler
Opinion”). pp. 16-17.
(https://www.tobaccofreekids.org/assets/content/what_we_do/industry_watch/doj/FinalOpinion.pdf)

25 Di Cicco ME, Ragazzo V, Jacinto T. Mortality in relation to smoking: the British Doctors Study. Breathe 2016; 12: 275-276.
(https://breathe.ersjournals.com/content/breathe/12/3/275.full.pdf)

26 Kessler Opinion, p. 17.
(https://www.tobaccofreekids.org/assets/content/what_we_do/industry_watch/doj/FinalOpinion.pdf)
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late 1920s with the heath reassurance campaign, “It’s Toasted,” RJ Reynolds responded to the
declining sales of its flagship Camel brand with an advertorial. Pointing out that the Federal Trade
Commission had rebuked American Tobacco for its advertising practices, RJ Reynolds
complained: “The publication of fake testimonial is not greater perversion of the truth than to
imply that heat treatment of tobaccos is an exclusive process of any single manufacturer.” “Our
own brand, CAMEL, continues to grow, but we are, nevertheless, unwilling to let these far-
reaching false statements or impressions regarding the cigarette industry go uncorrected.” In the
month of March 1930 alone, American Tobacco spent $300,000 (equivalent to $4.5 million in
2021) on newspaper advertising alone.?’

Tobacco Industry Research Committee’s A Frank Statement to Cigarette Smokers.
The Most Notorious Tobacco Advertorial (1953)
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(https://tobacco.stanford.edu/cigarettes/propaganda-etc/industry-propaganda/)

With medical research increasingly associating smoking with a surge in lung cancer, and
animal studies confirming tobacco’s carcinogenic potential, in 1953, tobacco industry executives
met with the public relations firm Hill & Knowlton in the Plaza Hotel to develop a public relations
campaign, part of which was to form the Tobacco Industry Research Committee (TIRC) to produce
public relations counter narratives. The development of TIRC would be launched “as news and in
advertisements.”?®

27 Brandt AM. Cigarette century: the rise, fall and deadly persistence of the product that defined America. Basic Books, New
York (2007)

28 Kessler Opinion, p. 21.
(https://www.tobaccofreekids.org/assets/content/what_we_do/industry_watch/doj/FinalOpinion.pdf)
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On January 4, 1954, the “Frank Statement to Cigarette Smokers” was placed as a full-page
advertisement in 448 newspapers in 258 cities across the country, reaching an estimated 43
million Americans at the at a cost of $257,276 (equivalent to $2.7 million in 2021 dollars).?° 3° The
“Frank Statement” questioned recent research findings linking smoking with cancer and claimed
that “eminent doctors and research scientists have publicly questioned the claimed significance
of these experiments.”

Distinguished authorities point out:

1. That medical research of recent years indicates many
possible causes of lung cancer.

2. That (here is no agreement among the authorities regard-
ing what the cause Is.

3. That there is no proof that cigarelle smoking is one of
the causes.

4. That statistics purporting (o link cigaretle smoking with
the disease could apply with equal force to any one of many
other aspects of modern life. Indeed the valldity of the statistics
themselves is questioned by numerous scientists.

From the 1954 TIRC “Frank Statement”

As Judge Gladys Kessler stated in the landmark court case that found the major tobacco
companies guilty of racketeering, “The issuance of the “Frank Statement to Cigarette Smokers,”
was an effective public relations step. By promising the public that the industry was absolutely
committed to its good health, the Frank Statement allayed the public’s concerns about smoking
and health, reassured smokers, and provided them with an effective rationale for continuing to
smoke.”3!

Judge Kessler also stated, “With the creation of TIRC in January 1954, the Defendants
established a sophisticated public relations vehicle -- based on the premise of conducting
independent scientific research -- to deny the harms of smoking and reassure the public. That
essential strand of their long-range strategy was developed and implemented in 1953-54, and
guided their activities for more than forty years.”3? In fact, the concept of using their own science
to counter independent science has continued today. Judge Kessler noted that in 1953, “Hill &
Knowlton also recommended that the companies fund objective research by scientists who were
independent of the tobacco industry, and that an advisory board be established composed of a
group of distinguished scientists from the fields of medicine, research and education ‘whose
integrity is beyond question.””*® PMI and Altria’s actions today echo those words.

29 Tobacco Industry Research Committee. A Frank Statement to Cigarette Smokers. 1954;4:86017454
(https://wwwindustrydocumentslibraryucsfedu/tobacco/ docs/zkph0129)
(https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/tobacco/docs/#id=ItIn0082)

30 Pollay RW. Propaganda, puffing and the public interest: the scientific smoke screen for cigarettes. Public Relations
Review1990;16:27-42.

31 Kessler Opinion, p. 26.
(https://www.tobaccofreekids.org/assets/content/what_we_do/industry_watch/doj/FinalOpinion.pdf)

32 Kessler Opinion, p. 26.
(https://www.tobaccofreekids.org/assets/content/what_we_do/industry_watch/doj/FinalOpinion.pdf)

33 Kessler Opinion, p. 21.
(https://www.tobaccofreekids.org/assets/content/what_we_do/industry_watch/doj/FinalOpinion.pdf)
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1980s

Criticism for the tobacco industry and smoking grew in the 1980s, with public campaigns
such as First Lady Nancy Reagan’s “Just Say No” and D.A.R.E. that were meant to deter youth
from smoking. In addition, tobacco companies were also facing more and more lawsuits from
smokers.

RJ Reynolds Advertorial (1984)

“We don’t advertise to children” (1984-1994) Joe Camel campaign (1987-1997)

We don't adverti Smoofth
hscxxisaetll character.

Who are you kidding?

The newspapers and magazines and billboards are filled with
cigarette ads. Kids can't help but see them.

How can you expect us to believe you're not trying to reach and
influence our children?

We're not surprised if many people feel this way —especially
when years of negative publicity have made them totally cynical
about our industry.

Nevertheless, we'd like to set the record straight.

First of all, we don't want young people to smoke. And we're
running ads aimed specifically at young people advising them that
we think smoking is strictly for adults.

Second, research shows that among all the factors that can
influence a young person tostart smoking, advertising is insignifi-
cant. Kids just don't pay attention to cigarette ads, and thats
exactly as it should be.

Finally—and this is sometimes hard for people outside the
marketing field to understand—all of our cigarette ads are what
we call “brand advertising”” Its purpose is to get smokers of
competitive products to switch to one of our brands, and to build
the loyalty of those who already smoke one of our brands.

At the present there are some 200 different cigarette brands
forsale in the U.S. Many of them have only a very small fraction of
the total cigarette market. Getting smokers to switch is virtually
the only way a cigarette brand can meaningfully increase its
business.

That’s why we don't advertise to young people.

Of course, if you'd like to share this ad with your children, that
would be just fine with us.

RJ. Reynolds Tobacco Company

- T8 TOWAO0 00

(https://tobacco.stanford.edu/cigarettes/propaganda- 1988 Advertisement.

etc/industry-propaganda/#collection-2) (https://tobacco.stanford.edu/cigarettes/cartoons/joe-camel-
cartoons/)

RJ Reynolds (RJR) placed its “We Don’t Advertise to Children” advertorial initially in June
1984 in the New York Times, Washington Post, Wall Street Journal, Los Angeles Times, Chicago
Tribune as well as Time, Newsweek, and People Magazine.3* The advertorial ran repeatedly
between 1984 and 1994. During this era, RIR also ran its notoriously youth appealing Joe Camel
Campaign (1987-1997). Data showed that 86% of 10- to 17-year-olds surveyed recognized Joe
Camel. Joe Camel was identified correctly as advertising cigarettes by 95% of the 10- to 17-year-
olds who claimed awareness of the Joe Camel character. This percentage was higher than the
percentage of children who knew that Ronald McDonald advertised McDonald’s fast food and
within one percent of the number of children who knew that the Keebler elves advertised
cookies. The top two responses of 10- to 17-year-olds to the open-ended question of “How would
you describe Joe Camel?” were (a) “he smokes,” and (b) he is “really cool/acts cool/things he’s

34 “We Don’t Advertise to Children” (https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/tobacco/docs/#id=fgfy0013)
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cool.”® An early 1990s survey of children ages 3 to 6 showed that by age 6, recognition of the
Joe Camel logo was equal to that of Disney’s Mickey Mouse, with over 90% matching Joe to a
pack of Camel cigarettes.3®

Philip Morris Advertorials: “Campaign with the Columnist” (1985)

A series of 1985 advertorials were part of the Philip Morris “Campaign with the
Columnist.”®” The principal objectives were described as:

To engage in a program which will reverse the growing acceptance by segments
of the public that smoking is socially unacceptable.

Via balanced logic it can neutralize the irascibility of the zealots and appeal to the
more balanced judgement of the public at large.

These issues can be effectively engaged through the use of third party voices;
respected, intelligent, humorous, articulate writers who are speaking for
themselves, not a cigarette manufacturer.

The campaign focused upon supposed discrimination against smokers and, by implication,
against the company itself: “... discrimination is discrimination no matter what it is based upon.”
This claim appeared as an Op Ed in The New York Times on December 29, 1984, authored by a
Philip Morris Vice President of Corporate Affairs Stanley Scott, under the heading “Smokers get
a Raw Deal.” Another discrimination-themed advertorial was written by James Hargrove, a New
York City police officer representing the National Black Police Association, who claimed “Anti-
smoking laws discriminate against blacks and minorities.” Hargrove was under contract to Philip
Morris for $1000 per month,38 3% and Philip Morris identified “minorities, especially blacks” as an
“important Philip Morris constituency” “to reach.”®” The company also commissioned Yale Law
School Assistant Dean Bernard Dushman to contribute an advertorial in Newsweek Magazine
(January 13, 1985) which focused on job discrimination: “This time the victims are not blacks,
Jews, or Orientals. Today’s new targets are smokers.” He went on to call employers considering
smoking habits of job applicants as: “perverse, counterproductive, and dumb.” Dushman followed
up with interviews on the Phil Donohue Show and both ABC and NBC news.*°

Another column titled, “In defense of smoking” by James Brady, to whom Philip Morris
referred as a “chronicler of the upper reaches of society,” described: “...smoking has always been
and remains, an acceptable enjoyment of the best people in the very best places.” Another piece

35 Roper Starch Company. Advertising Character and Slogan Survey . November 1993. (Conducted for the RJR Reynolds Tobacco
Company) (https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/tobacco/docs/#id=nmbb0035)

36 DiFranza JR, Richards JW, Paulman PM, Wolf-Gillespie N, Fletcher C, Jaffe RD, Murray D. RIR Nabisco’s cartoon camel
promotes camel cigarettes to children. JAMA. 1991 Dec 11;266(22):3149-53. Erratum in: JAMA 1992 Oct
21;268(15):2034.

37 Campaign with the Columnists. (https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/tobacco/docs/#id=klky0144)

38 McCandless PM, Yerger VB, Malone RE. Quid pro quo: tobacco companies and th