Because the nation’s health is so greatly influ-
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tional expenditures devoted to promotional activities has
increased steadily, from 25.5 percent in 1975 to 47.6
percent in 1984. The proportion of expenditures for ciga-
rettes yielding 15 mg or less of “tar” has increased
substantially and has consistently exceeded the domestic
market share of these cigarettes. The fastest growing
markets are discounted cigarettes and brands contain-
ing 25 cigarettes per pack. Several advertising cam-
paigns have targeted women, minorities, and blue-collar
workers.

The study of these marketing trends should assist
health officials in identifying and predicting patterns of
cigarette use and in developing heaith promotion pro-
grams that counteract the influence of advertising by in-
corporating similar, effective techniques. (N Engl! J Med
1987; 316:725-32.)

themes and targets of advertising and promotional
activities.

Tue ErFects oF CIGARETTE ADVERTISING

The influence that cigarette advertising has on
smoking behavior is a matter of current debate. Rep-
resentatives of the tobacco and advertising industries
maintain that the only purpose and effect of cigarette
advertising is to promote brand loyalty and brand
switching. Others believe that cigarette advertising
may perpetuate or increase cigarette consumption by
recruiting new smokers, inducing former smokers to
relapse, making it more difficult for smokers to quit,
and increasing the level of smokers’ consumption by
acting as an external cue to smoke. These effects may
be exerted by direct or indirect means. Indirect mech-
anisms would include the influence of cigarette adver-
tising revenues in discouraging media coverage of is-
sues related to smoking and disease, and the possible
effect of advertising, by its mere existence, in fostering
the notion that smoking is socially acceptable or at
least “not really all that bad.” The evidence on this
issue has been reviewed elsewhere,”® and extensive
testimony on the subject was presented at the recent
Congressional hearings mentioned above.’

The possible effects of cigarette advertising on over-
all cigarette consumption could be attributed to the
language and imagery used in cigarette advertise-
mehts, which tend to undermine the effectiveness of
the Surgeon General’s warnings. In its report to Con-
gress for the year 1978, the Federal Trade Commission
(FTC) noted that “some ads use language which di-
rectly contradicts the required health warning and sci-
entific evidence that smoking is dangerous to health
and perhaps to life itself. . . . A number of cam-
paigns imply that smoking a particular brand solves
the health dilemma or at least minimizes the prob-
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lem.” The FTC drew attention to the advertising slo-
gan, “Alive with pleasure,” which is still in prominent
use today.'® The brand advertised by this slogan —
Newport — is touted as “the fastest growing brand in
America” in an industry trade journal.!! (The use of
trade names in this article is for identification only,
and does not constitute endorsement by the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services or any of its
agencies.) The Commission concluded that cigarette
advertisements “may have the capacity to create
misimpressions of the safety and desirability of
smoking.”

A British study of cigarette sponsorship of televised
sporting events provides evidence that promotional
activities have effects similar to those of traditional
print advertising.'? Many of the promotional activi-
ties for cigarettes, such as distributing non-tobacco
products bearing cigarette brand names, do not in-
clude the Surgeon General’s health warnings that
are required on print advertisements. Moreover, ciga-
rette sponsorship of sporting events allows ciga-
rette brand names to be shown or mentioned on televi-
sion and radio, despite the ban on broadcast cigarette
advertising.

THE EXTENT OF CIGARETTE ADVERTISING

According to an FTC staff report on cigarette ad-
vertising, “cigarettes are the most heavily advertised
product in America.”!?® Total cigarette advertising
and promotional expenditures reached $2.1 billion in
1984."* From 1974 through 1984, total advertising and
promotional expenditures increased approximately
sevenfold, or threefold after adjustment of expendi-
tures according to the consumer price index (all items)
to constant 1974 dollars (Fig. 1). In 1974 dollars, total
advertising and promotional expenditures increased
from 1.0 cent per pack sold in 1974 to 3.3 cents per
pack sold in 1984 (assuming all cigarettes were sold in
20-cigarette packs).

The 100 companies with the highest advertising ex-
penditures in 1985 included all 6 major cigarette man-
ufacturers: Philip Morris Companies, No. 2; RJR/

I.BT
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Adjusted expenditures
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Figure 1. Cigarette Advertising and Promotional Expenditures,
United States, 19741984,

Adjusted expenditures are adjusted according to the consumer
price index (all items), to constant 1974 dollars.
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1. Cigarette Advertising and Promotional Ex-
itures According to Category (FTC Classifica-
tion), United States, 1984.*

EXPENDITURES
3 millions (%)

193.5 (9.2)
425.9 (20.3)
285.0 (13.6)
25.8 (1.2)
it of sale 167.3 (8.0)
otional allowances? 363.2 (17.3)
pling distribution§ 148.0 (7.1)
ution bearing name{ 128.0 (6.1)
bution not bearing name || 12.4 (0.6)
ic entertainment** 60.0 2.9)
286.0 (13.7)

2095.2

* Federal Trade Commission.

ing in or on public transportation facilities.
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Cigarettes.
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report any changes in advertising themes for 1984.!*
The advertising and marketing themes discussed be-
low are especially likely to increase cigarette con-
sumption. '

Low-Tar Cigarettes

Sixty-four percent of total advertising and promo-
tional expenditures in 1984 were for cigarettes yielding
15 mg or less of “tar.” These cigarettes accounted for
54 percent of the domestic market share in the same
year.'* During the past decade, the proportion of total
advertising and promotional expenditures devoted to
cigarettes yielding 15 mg or less of tar has increased
substantially, but this proportion has consistently ex-
ceeded the domestic market share of these cigarettes
(Fig. 2). This suggests that cigarette companies are
seeking to expand this market. An article in Business
Week explains why the industry may be motivated to
try to do so: “Some [industry executives] suggest that
the explosion in low-tar brands . . . has finally done
the job of stopping health-conscious smokers from
quitting.” %2

One advertisement for a low-tar cigarette included
the headline, “Vantage is changing a lot of my feelings
about smoking,” and the following statement:

I'like to smoke, and what I like is a cigarette that isn’t timid on taste.
But I’'m not living in some ivory tower. I hear the things being said
against high-tar smoking as well as the next guy. And so I started
looking. Fg; a low-tar smoke that had some honest-to-goodness
taste. . . .

Another advertisement for True cigarettes contained
this testimonial from a woman smoker: “Considering
all I'd heard, I decided to either quit or smoke True.
I smoke True.”!* According to the FTC, advertising
that emphasizes tar and nicotine content may “con-
tain the implied representation that low ‘tar’ and nico-
tine cigarettes are ‘safe.’” Such implied representations
may mislead the reader about the safety of smoking
reduced ‘tar’ and nicotine brands.”'°

Table 2. Cigarette Advertising and Promotional Expenditures,
United States, 1975—-1984 .+

ADVERTISING PROMOTIONAL
YEAR EXPENDITUREST - ExPENDITURES}

3 millions (percent of yearly total)

1975 366.2 (74.5) 125.1 (25.5)
1976 430.0 (67.3) 209.1 (32.7)
1977 552.1(69.1) 247.4 (30.9)
1978 600.5 (68.6) 274.5 (31.4)
1979 748.9 (69.1) 334.5 (30.9)
1980 829.9 (66.8) 412.4 (33.2)
1981 998.3 (64.5) 549.4 (35.5)
1982 1040.1 (58.0) 753.7 (42.0)
1983 1080.9 (56.9) 819.9 (43.1)
1984 1097.5 (52.4) 997.7 (47.6)

*Source: Federal Trade Commission.

‘tIncludes advertising in newspapers and magazines and outdoor, transit, and point-of-sale
advertising (see Table I for definitions).

$Includes promotional allowances, sampling distribution, distribution bearing name, distri-
bution not bearing name, public entertainment, and “other” (see Table 1 for definitions).
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Although today’s filter-tipp:d “low-yield” ciga-
rettes are associated with lower rates of lung cancer
than their higher-yield predecessors, their effect on
the incidence of cardiovascular disease, chronic ob-
structive lung disease, and fetal damage is unclear. In
some ways, low-yield cigarettes may even increase the
‘health risk, since smokers who switch to these ciga-
rettes may compensate for the lower intake of nicotine
by smoking more cigarettes per day, inhaling more
deeply, puffing more frequently, or smoking cigarettes
to a shorter butt length. Moreover, cigarette additives
are more commonly introduced into lower-yield ciga-
rettes to enhance their “taste”; the identity of these
additives is not disclosed to consumers, and they pre-
sent unknown risks to the smoker.?*

Other cigarette brands are designed and advertised
in ways that suggest a lower exposure to tar. These too
may mislead consumers about the dangers of smok-
ing. For instance, Parliament Lights have a “recessed”
filter that is claimed to “keep your lips from touching
the tar that builds up on the filter.”2> Concord has a
“flavor control filter,” which can be twisted to “adjust
the taste from a rich, flavorful low tar to a light, mild
ultra low tar, or anyplace in between.”

Discounted Brands

Several discounted name brands (e.g., Doral and
Stride) were introduced in 1984, reportedly to com-
pete with the less expensive, nonbrand (“generic”)
cigarettes. Doral was offered at a price competitive
with the prices of generic varieties, approximately
30 percent below the cost of regular brands. The
market share of discounted brands has increased from

Table 3. Estimated Tobacco Advertising Expenditures in Five
Media, United States, 1985.*

ADVERTISING OF

OtHER ToBACCO
PrODUCTS AND
ACCESSORIESE

AL CIGARETTE

MEDIUM ADVERTISING T ADVERTISING}

millions of dollars

Newspapers 25,170 199.8 4.2
Magazines 5,155 367.1 8.1
Television 20,7708 ] 23.57 )
Radio** 6,490 0 47|
Outdoor 945 210.8 0.2
Othertt 36,220 _NA NA
94,750 7711 40.7

*Source: Newspaper Advertising Bureau, New York City, based on data from Media Rec-
ords, Leading National Advertisers, Spot Radio Report, and McCann Erickson Inc. NA denotes
data not available.

q

+Includes media and prc costs.

fIncludes media costs but not production costs.

§Includes network and spot television, and network and local cable television.

fncludes network and spot television and network cable television, but not local cable
television.

[{ Pursuant to the Comprehensive Smokeless Tobacco Health Act of 1986 (Public Law 99-
252), advertising of smokeless tobacco products (chewing tobacco and snuff) on electronic
media was prohibited after August 27, 1986.

**Includes network and spot radio.

+tIncludes farm publications, direct mail, business papers, transit, point-of-sale, yellow
pages, weekly newspapers, “shoppers,” “penny-savers,” and others.
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5.5 percent in 1984 (approximately twice the shag
in 1983) to 7.2 percent in 1985. More than 80 perceg
of the discounted-brand share in 1984 was attrlbu
to generic cigarettes. 14,27

This trend has important public health 1mphcat|
since cigarette sales are inversely related to pn
Teenagers appear to be especially price-sensitive |
their purchase of cigarettes.?8

Packages with 25 Cigarettes 1

Another fast-growing market includes brands ‘»‘
25 cxgarettes per pack, which were virtually nonexig
ent in the United States before 1983. Five of the ¢
major U.S. cigarette manufacturers now sell brands
packs of 25 cigarettes, some at the regular val
added” price, and others at a premium price. By
end of 1985, three of these brands (Rlchland Ceg
tury, and Players Lights 25s) accounted for 1.4 pg
cent of the domestic cigarette market.?

John G. Maxwell, Jr., a tobacco-industry anal
refers to marketing of the 25- agarette pack as

“consumption goes up to availability” strategy.>’
other words, a person usually smoking one pack pé
day would be inclined to finish the pack by the end
the day, whether it contained 20 or 25 cigarettes. T
advertising slogan for Marlboro 25s is consistent wi
this strategy: “5 more smokes for the long working
day.”?! Since the health effects of smoking are dosq
related, switching to 25-per-pack brands would i in
crease the risk of disease if daily cigarette consumg
tion increased. On the other hand, persons smokig
30 or 40 cigarettes per day might reduce their dail§
cigarette consumption by switching to 25-cigaret
packs®? (although compensatory changes, such as
increased frequency of puffing, might offset the be
efits). ‘

SpeciaL TARGETS

In response to the decline in cigarette sales and ¢
proliferation of brands, the U.S. cigarette market ha
become increasingly segmented. According to ind
try analysts, new Clgarette brands must target specifl
segments of the market in order to succeed. 3% Asd
result, marketing campaigns have targeted womeh
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s, blue-collar workers, and several other

1968 several cigarette brands marketed spe-
L for women have been introduced, including
a Slims, Silva Thins, More, Eve, Satm, and
umber of “brand extensions,” such as New-
im Lights and Salem Slim Lights, are also tar-
pward women. The cigarette paper and pack-
B'ioften designed to appeal to women. For
Eve has a flower design on its filter tip; Satin
patin-like paper tip; and Ritz, billed as the
igner cigarette,” bears the logo of the fashion

Yves Saint Laurent, on its package and
34-36

dugh the current prevalence of smoking among
28 percent) is nearly as high as that among
f-percent),” women’s brands account for only
rcent of the total cigarette market.>>38 This
hat the majority of female smokers purchase
ftral (or male-oriented) brands instead of wom-
eids, perhaps as a sign of equality.
e of such words as “slim” and “thin” in the
gnames and advertisements may suggest the
8ing effect of smoking, which is likely to have
peal to women. Indeed, advertisements for
brands appear prominently in Weight Watch-
ine. Similarly, Silver Lights cigarette paper is
with the slogan “Keep thin and light ”
ffette advertising in women’s magazines has
Bubstantially.3940 Of the 20 magazmes receiv-
Thost cigarette advertising revenue in 1985, 8
Bomen’s magazines (Better Homes and Gardens,
cle, Woman’s Day, McCall’s, Ladies’ Home Jour-
ok, Cosmopolitan, and Glamour).*' The themes
> advertisements are typically designed to
women. The slogan for Virginia Slims —
ome a long way, baby” — associates smok-
gth women’s liberation. Similarly, Brown and
Mson Tobacco Corporation is test-marketing a
m cigarette, KIM 25s, using the advertis-
an: “For women who know the meaning of
- Ritz, according to an R.J. Reynolds spokes-
*JS aimed at women in their 20s and 30s who
ore independent, probably tending to be single
han married, and who spend more of their
on fashion and fashion accessories.”*?
en’s products are offered free or at discounted
when some women’s brands are purchased.
the introduction of Newport Slim Lights, a
kage of Aziza eye shadow came with the pur-
two packs of cigarettes.*® Empty packs of Eve
b were redeemable for a free pair of Silkies panty
Pr a discounted Anne Rothschild chemise.
i ng the past 20 years, the rate of smoking
F women has declined much more slowly than
men.?”* Among adolescents, females have
ed males in terms of smoking rates. In 1985, a

TRENDS IN CIGARETTE ADVERTISING AND MARKETING — DAVIS 729

higher proportion of women than men were daily ciga-
rette smokers among graduating high-school students
(21 percent and 18 percent, respectively) and college
students (18 percent and 10 percent, respectively).*

The American Cancer Society predicted that by the
end of 1985, lung cancer would surpass breast cancer
as the most common cause of death from cancer in
women.*® By contrast, the incidence of lung cancer
among men is now declining.*’

Blacks

Several cigarette brands have been promoted spe-
cifically to the black commuiiity, including Kool,
Winston, More, Salem, Newport, and Virginia
Slims.*3*° In one study, Newport, Kool, and Salem
accounted for 60 percent of cigarettes purchased by
blacks. Blacks (65 percent) were more likely than
whites (24 percent) to smoke menthol cigarettes,
and menthol brands were more commonly advertised
in black-oriented than in white-oriented magazines
(Cummings KM, Giovino G, Mendicino AJ: unpub-
lished data).

Cigarettes are advertised heavily in black-oriented
publications such as Ebony, Jet, and Essence. Cigarette
advertisements account for 12 percent of total adver-
tising revenue in Essence, billed as “The magazine for
today’s black woman.” *8 In 1985, cigarette companies
spent $3.3 million for advertisements in Ebony.*! Philip
Morris has published “A Guide to Black Organiza-
tions,” filled with cigarette advertisements featuring
black models.*®

An effective advertising medium for targeting ethnic
groups is the eight-sheet billboard, which is small
(5 by 11 ft) and uvsually placed low and close to the
street. In 1985, tobacco companies spent $5.8 million
for advertisements on eight-sheet billboards in black
communities, accounting for 37 percent of total adver-
tising in this medium. The most commonly advertised
brands in these markets were Newport ($2.0 million),
Kool ($1.4 million), Salem ($911,000), and Winston
($622,000).2°

Other promotional methods targeted to blacks in-
clude sponsorship of athletic, civic, cultural, and
entertainment events by cigarette brands or compa-
nies. Examples include the-40th anniversary gala of
the United Negro College Fund, the Kool Achiever
Awards (presented to “outstanding adults who are
working to improve the quality of life in inner city
communities”), an Ebony fashion show, and a forum
for publlshers of black newspapers on preserving free-
doms in American life.*

From 1965 to 1983, smoking rates among black
males consistently exceeded those among white males
by 8 to 10 percentage points, whereas rates among
black females and white females were similar.’? Corre-
spondingly, black males have had a 45 percent excess
mortality rate from lung cancer as compared with
non-minority males, whereas the mortality rates
among black and non-minority females are about the
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same. Death rates associated with heart disease are
higher in blacks than whites, among both males and
females.”®

Hispanics

Three cigarette brands with Spanish names have
been introduced in recent years (Rio, Dorado, and
L&M Superior) and are reportedly aimed at His-
panics.?3>%5% Of the top 10 companies advertising in
Hispanic markets, 2 are cigarette companies — Philip
Morris (No. 1) and R,J. Reynolds (No. 10).%® In 1985
tobacco companies spent $1.4 million for advertlse-
ments on eight-sheet billboards in Hispanic areas —
more than twice the amount spent for the next most
heavily advertised product (liquor). In these markets,
the brands most commonly advertised were Newport,
Winston, Camel, and Salem.?’ Since 1981, Philip
Morris has published a directory of national Hlspamc
organizations, filled with cigarette advertisements in
English or Spanish. Cigarette brands and companies
have sponsored cultural and entertainment events in
Hispanic communities, often accompanied by free-
sample campaigns.*9:57

The Behavioral Risk Factor Surveys for 1981-1983
showed that smoking rates were somewhat lower in
Hispanic males than in white and black males, but
markedly lower in Hispanic females than in white and
black females.>® According to the National Health In-
terview Survey for 1980, Hispanic men had a smoking
rate (38 percent) intermediate between that of white
men (36 percent) and black men (42 percent). %9 Local
surveys have shown a marked increase in smoking
among Mexican-American youths, to a rate above
those among their black and white peers.”®

Blue-Collar Workers

Recently, cigarette companies have increased their

emphasis on advertising in “blue-collar” magazines
(e.g., Popular Mechanics). The number of pages with
cigarette advertising in the top 10 “upscale” maga-
zines (e.g., Vogue and U.S. News & World Report) fell 23
percent in 1984 and 17 percent in 1985, whereas the
number of pages in the top 10 blue-collar magazmes
fell only 7.1 percent in 1984 and 9.5 percent in 1985.%
Blue-collar workers are also targeted in other media.
According to an R J. Reynolds executive:
Blue-collar people read the sports pages, and we will make every
effort to place Winston in newspapers. We also know that they’re
impressed with out-ofthome advertising because that gives them
comfort when they see their brand in the marketplace.??

Smoking rates among blue-collar male workers (47
percent) exceed thase among white-collar male work-
ers (33 percent),®' and smoking rates generally in-
crease with decreasing education.’® Tobacco-industry
executives are no doubt aware of these trends. The
executive director of the Tobacco Merchants Associ-
ation (New York) has attributed the higher smoking
rates among blue-collar workers to their relative lack
of education (presumably regarding the health haz-
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ards of smoking): “Certainly a lot of data indica: - thi f ci
smoking is becoming a more blue-collar activity pag s b

ly because of increased education, at the other ¢:.d,"8
This contradicts the usual assertion by the induysg
that consumers are universally aware of the “claimef
health risks” associated with smoking.

Children and Adolescents

Whether adolescents are the target of, or at leg
exposed to, czgarette advertisements is arr lmpor
question, since most smokers acquire the habit as .’
nors. According to the National Health Interview Syg
vey for 1978-1980, 79 percent of male smokers and q
percent of female smokers born between 1940 any
1949 began to smoke before they were 20.%

The tobacco industry denies that it advertises
children.®? The Tobacco Institute states that |
1969, the industry offered to end radio and t:ievi
advertising because of its" substantial audicnce i§
young people.”%® However, cigarette advertisemeqf
continue to appear in publications with large teenaf
readerships. In Glamour, one fourth of whose rea
are girls under 18 years of age,®* cigarette advertisif
expenditures were $6.3 million in 1985.*' In Sport k,
lustrated, one thlrd of whose readers are boys under} i
years of age,®* cigarette advertising expendltures i
$29.9 million in 1985.* Rj Reynolds is the excluf
advertiser in Movzegoer, a “customized” magazme o
tributed free in hundreds of movie theaters natl
wide.®>% About half of those who attend movies
day are less than 21 years of age.’” TV Guide, whl
receives more cigarette advcrtlsmg revenue than a
other magazine ($36 million in 1985),* mtnrms,
advertising clients that each issue reaches 8. millig
teenagers 12 to 17 years 0ld.*% Themes in . igare]
advertising that emphasize youthful vigor, scxual §
traction, and independence are likely to be especialf
appealing to teenagers and young adults grappli
with these issues. ?

Cigarette brands are promoted indirectly to chi
dren as candy cigarettes. Many have names, log g
and packaging identical or similar to those of
cigarette brands.”®’? Although not manufactured .
tobacco companies, they have remained on the mark®§
for years despite obvious copyright infringement. (§

More important than the issue of whether toba
advertising targets children and adolescents is
question of whether the advertisements actually reacdig
these groups. Studies have shown that cigarette a0/
vertisements and promotional activities do inded
reach teenagers. In a study involving 1195 A:: >trah
schoolchildren, subjects were presented with ¢ xgarcm
adverusements from which all identifying wrmngh |
been removed. A large proportion of smokers 2
nonsmokers were able to identify the brand namesa
slogans correctly.”® Similar results were obtained "” S
study of 306 high-school students in Georgia (GOl / £
stein AO, et al.: unpublished data). A survey of 82 ¥
children in Great Britain showed that their recog""

3




cigarette brands varied according to which
5 had recently sponsored televised sporting
12

fough daily cigarette smoking among high-
eniors fell from 29 percent in 1976 to 20 per-
1981, the rate has remained at 19 to 21 percent
1985.%

roups

i)ers of military services have long been targets
te advertising campaigns.’* Numerous ciga-
fivertisements continue to appear in publica-
fihed at those in the military, such as Army
fNavy Times, and Air Force Times. For the six-
Heriod from March through August 1986, each
sue of Army Times carried an average of 2.3
Bf color cigarette advertisements, including 14
ck covers. Park Avenue Tobacco Company
bnd, Va.) was reported to have introduced a
brand named 1776, aimed at those in the
1Its advertising slogan is “The flavor says
8bn.’ The price says ‘At ease.”” ’>7® Philip Mor-
sted Cambrxdge a discounted brand, on U.S.
bases.’
g rates in the military are among the highest
lifor any group — 47 percent of military-serv-
bers in 1985. Smoking-related costs to the

$210 million.”®

ous Groups

are probably many other unrecognized ciga-
[Vertising campaigns that have targeted various
'wo unusual targets are religious groups and
. Cigarette advertisements have appeared in
v »sh -oriented publications Hadassah Magazine
8yish World (Long Island, N.Y.), and cigarette
jes have sponsored several religious events.”
rd has offered free athletic equipment to pris-
es who save empty packages of Newport ciga-
ptid Beech-Nut chewing tobacco. Correctional
*f ons were supplied with collection bins for the

ackages and with posters to alert inmates to
bmotion 5 Smoklng rates have been reported to
u 85 percent in various prison populations.®'-?

CONCLUSION

gdvertising of tobacco products promises to be

Pject of ongoing discussion and debate. While
fliscussions proceed, the study of trends in ciga-

Bk

rketing will be useful in several ways. Market-
fa may assist health officials in identifying and
1 g patterns of agarette use. Groups targeted
i ertnsmg campalgns are hkely to face greater
:4 s with cigarette smoking in the future. The
fpromotion of low-yield brands will continue to
Bhine the message that there is no safe cigarette.
:study of cigarette advertising may be useful in
pping effective health promotion programs. Anti-
i

ealth care system in fiscal year 1984 were an |
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smoking counteradvertisements that parody cigarette
advertisements have been developed. “Ad-spoof”
competitions among schoolchildren have been used
to enhance their understanding of the messages in
cigarette advertisements as well as the health and cos-
metic consequences of smoking.8¥° An entire school
curriculum project has been developed around the
film Death in the West. The film, featuring six cowboys
in the American West who were dying of lung can-
cer or emphysema, was designed to counter what is
generally regarded as the most successful cigarette
advertlsmg image ever created: the Marlboro cow-
boy.%°

I am indebted to the following people for assistance in the prepa-
ration of the manuscript: Susan L. Arnold, Alan Blum, M.D.,
James Conaghan, James Dunaway, Juliette S. Kendrick, M.D.,
James S. Marks, M.D., Robert A. Musacchio, Ph.D., Darenda J.
Rogers, and Joe B. Tye.
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