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Abstract Because the nation’s health is so greatly influ-
enced by cigarette smoking, this report examines current
rends in cigarette advertising and marketing. According
to the Federal Trade Commission, total cigarette advertis-
ing and promotional expenditures reached $2.1 billion
in 1984. From 1974 through 1984, total expenditures
increased approximately sevenfold, or threefold after ad-
justment according to the consumer price index. In 1985,
digarette advertising expenditures accounted for 22.3
percent, 7.1 percent, and 0.8 percent of total advertis-
ing expenditures in outdoor media, magazines, and news-
papers, respectively. When all products and services
were ranked according to national advertising expendi-
tures, cigarettes were first in the outdoor media, second
in magazines, and third in newspapers.

The proportion of total cigarette advertising and promo-

f A CCORDING to the U.S. Surgeon General, ciga-

rette smoking is “the chief, single avoidable cause

:of death in our society and the most important public
hiealth issue of our time.”' Estimates of the effects of
.tigarette smoking on mortality in the United States
' range from approximately 270,000 deaths® to 485,000

deaths® per year. A middle estimate by the U.S. Public
Health Service puts the toll at about 350,000 deaths
per year,"** or about one sixth of deaths from all
causes. Smoking-related diseases annually account for
an estimated $22 billion in health care costs and $43
billion in lost productivity.®

Because of the impact of smoking on the nation’s
health, the widespread promotion of tobacco prod-
ucts has come under intense scrutiny. On July 18
and August 1, 1986, the U.S. House of Representa-
tives Committee on Energy and Commerce, Subcom-
mittee on Health and the Environment, held hearings
on tobacco advertising. More than 40 witnesses gave
testimony, representing health organizations, the to-
bacco and advertising industries, and several other
groups.

Federal legislation was introduced in the last Con-
gress that would ban all tobacco-product advertising
and promotion (H.R. 4972) or disallow the deduction
of tobacco-product advertising costs as business ex-
penses (H.R. 3950 and S. 1950). These bills have been
reintroduced in the new Congress.

The purpose of this article is to analyze, from a
public health perspective, current trends in cigarette
advertising and marketing. The analysis focuses on
the extent of cigarette advertising and on special

From the Division of Health Education. Center for Health Promotion and
Education, Centers for Disease Control, Atlanta. Address reprint requests to
Dr. Davis at the Office on Smoking and Health, Center for Health Promotion
and Education, Centers for Discase Control. 5600 Fishers Lane, Park Bldg.,
Rm. 1-10, Rockville, MD 20857.
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SPECIAL ARTICLE

CURRENT TRENDS IN CIGARETTE ADVERTISING AND MARKETING
RonaLp M. Davis, M.D., M.A.

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.

THe ErFFecTs 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 eflects 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
(FT'C) 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.” 1°

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/

2.51

2.0

Adjusted expenditures

Advertising expenditures
{billions of dollars)

0.0 ' et +——t —— y y
1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984

Figure 1. Cigarette Advertising and Promotional Expenditures,
United States, 1974-1984.

Adjusted expenditures are adjusted according to the consumer
nrira index (all items). to constant 1974 dollars.
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Nabisco (R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Company), No, 34
Grand Metropolitan plc (Liggett & Myers Tol)acu;
Company), No. 43; Batus (Brown & Williamsey|
Tobacco Corporation), No. 44; American Brand,'
No. 51; and Loews Corporation (Lorillard Division)§
No. 54.1° Of the 100 most heavily advertised brands ff
all products and services in the major media g
1985, 8 were cigarette brands'® (despite the absenc
of the cigarette brands’ advertising from 4 of the s
media because of the ban on broadcast cigarette ad.§
vertising). )

The FTC classifies cigarette advertising and promoy
tional expenditures into 11 categories (Table 1). Tra
ditional forms of print advertising are the first fivg
categories in Table 1; promotional activities are thosg

paper, magazine, and outdoor advertising accountediili
for 43.2 percent of total expenditures.'* B

The proportion of total expenditures devoted tofl
promotional activities has steadily increased, from|
25.5 percent in 1975 to 47.6 percent in 1984 (Table 2). 3
This shift parallels a similar shift from advertising to}

promotional spending by the packaged-goods industryf:

in general,'” although the shift has been more rapid in}
the case of cigarettes. One cigarette company, RJR/{
Nabisco, sponsored more than 1600 events in 200@
cities in 1985.'%

Data are available from several sources on advertis- §
ing expenditures in different media. Figures vary §§
slightly from one source to another because dif-§
ferent methods are used to estimate expendi ures @
and because some sources include both media -osts
(e.g., charges for broadcast time, magazine s, ace,
or billboard rental) and production costs, whereas
others include only media costs. The data prescnted
in Table 3 show that cigarette advertising expend-
itures in 1985 accounted for 0.8, 7.1, and 22.3 percent
of total advertising expenditures in newspapers.
magazines, and outdoor media, respectively. These
proportions underestimate the true proportions be-
cause the figures for cigarette advertising expend-
itures include only media costs, whereas the figures
for total media advertising expenditures include me-
dia and production costs. The proportions in 1984
were 1.0 percent (newspapers), 8.4 percent (mag-
azines), and 21.1 percent (outdoor). The relative
decrease in cigarette advertising in newspapers and
magazines may reflect the gradual shift from advertis-
ing to promotional activities during the past decade
(Table 2).

The three major types of advertising are nation-
al advertising (e.g., by manufacturers), retail adver-
tising, and classified advertising. Data are available
for national-advertising expenditures that allow com-
parisons of advertising expenditures for different
products and services. According to the Media Rec-
ords classification system, national advertising cx
penditures are classified into major categories (c.g-
alcoholic beverages, automotive products, foods. -
bacco. and transportation) and subcategories (c.g-
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Table 1. Cigarette Advertising and Promotional Ex-
penditures According to Category (FTC Classifica-
tion), United States, 1984.*

CATEGORY EXPENDITURES
$ millions (%)
Newspapers 193.5 (9.2)
Magazines 425.9 (20.3)
Qutdoor media 285.0 (13.6)
Transitt 25.8 (1.2)
Point of sale 167.3 (8.0)
Promotional allowances$ 363.2 (17.3)
Sampling distribution§ 148.0 (7.1)
Distribution bearing namef 128.0 (6.1)
Distribution not bearing name | 12.4 (0.6)
Public entertainment** 60.0 (2.9)
All otherstt 286.0 (13.7)
2095.2

*Source: Federal Trade Commission.

tAdvertising in or on public transportation facilities.

$Paid to retailers and any other persons (other than full-time company
employees involved in cigarette distribution and sales) in order to facilitate
the sale of cigarettes.

§Includes the costs of the cigarettes and the costs of organizing, promot-
ing, and running sampling efforts.

qINet costs of distributing all items, other than cigarettes, including the
cost of such items, distributed to cc s by sale, redemption of cou-
pons, or otherwise, bearing the name or depicting any portion of the pack-
age of any variety of cigarettes sold by the company.

| Net costs of distributing all items, other than cigarettes, including the
cost of such items, distributed to cc s by sale, ption of cou-
pons, or otherwise, nor bearing the name or depicting any portion of the
package of any variety of cigarettes sold by the company.

**Promotion and sponsorship of sporting, musical, and other public
entertainment events bearing or otherwise displaying the name of the com-
pany or any of its cigarettes.

+tIncludes direct mail, audio-visuals, and endorsements and testimoni-
als. The category “endorsements and testimonials” includes, but is not
limited to, all expenditures made to procure cigarette use; the mention of a
cigarette product or company name; the appearance of a cigarette product,
name, or package; or other representation associated with a cigarette prod-
uct or company, in any situation (e.g., motion pictures, stage shows, or
public appearance by a celebrity) in which such use, mention, or appearance
may come to the public’s attention.

i

(fgcer, passenger cars, dairy products, cigarettes, and
girlines). In 1985, the subcategory of cigarettes was
the most heavily advertised in outdoor media, the sec-
ond most heavily advertised subcategory in magazines
(after passenger cars), and the third most heavily ad-
vertised subcategory in newspapers (after passenger
cars and airlines) (Newspaper Advertising Bureau
[New York]: unpublished data).

.. Of the seven companies with the largest advertising
expenditures in outdoor media in 1985, six were ciga-
rette companies.'” Cigarette advertisements account-
ed for 14.6 percent of transit-shelter advertisements in
1984, second only to liquor advertisements (19.4 per-
cent).'® In 1985, tobacco advertising expenditures for
eight-sheet (5 by 11 ft [1.5 by 3.4 m]) billboards were
$7.8 million — about half the total expenditures for
this medium ($15.6 million).*’

SpeciaL THEMES

The major advertising themes for 1982 and 1983,
according to the FTC, associated cigarette smoking
with high-style living, healthy activities, and econom-
I¢, social, and professional success.?! The FTC did not
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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.“‘ l?uring the past decade, the proportion of total
a.dvertlsmg 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.”??

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. Fc;x; 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, advertisiné
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.+ '

PROMOTIONAL
EXPENDITURESE

ADVERTISING
YEAR ExpenDITUREST

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 (431
1984 1097.5 (52.4) 997.7 (47 .6

*Source: Federal Trade Commussion.

7lnclqdes advertising in newspapers and magazines and outdoor. transit, and point-of -sale
advertising (see Table ! for definitions).

1Includes promotional allow ances. sampling distribution. distnbution bearing name. distri-
bution not bearing name. pubhic entertainment, and “other™ tsee Tabic | 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

ALl CIGARETTE PRODUCTS AND
MEDIUM ADVERTISING T ADVERTISINGE ACCESSORIESE
millions of dollars

Newspapers 25,170 199.8 4.2
Magazines 5.155 367.1 8.1
Television 20,7708 0 23.59 |
Radio** 6,490 0 4.7
Outdoor 945 210.8 0.2
Othertt 36,220 NA NA

94,750 777.7 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.

tIncludes media and production costs.

¥Includes media costs but not production costs.

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

CIncludes 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-
252y, advertising of smokeless tobacco products tchewing tobacco and snuff) on electronic
media was prohibited after August 27, 1986,

**Includes network and spot radio.

Ftinctudes farm publications, direct mail, business papers. transit, point-of-sale. yellow
pages. weekly newspapers, “shoppers.” “penny-savers,” and others.
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Figure 2. Domestic Market Share and Proportion of Total Adver.
tising and Promotional Expenditures Related to Cigarettes Yielg.
ing 15 mg or Less of “Tar,” United States, 1975—-1984.

5.5 percent in 1984 (approximately twice the share
in 1983) to 7.2 percent in 1985. More than 80 percent
of the discounted-brand share in 1984 was attributed
to generic cigarettes.'*?’

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

Packages with 25 Cigarettes

Another fast-growing market includes brands with
25 cigarettes per pack, which were virtually nonexist.
ent in the United States before 1983. Five of the six
major U.S. cigarette manufacturers now sell brands in

packs of 25 cigarettes, some at the regular, “value-

added” price, and others at a premium price. By the
end of 1985, three of these brands (Richland, ('cn-
tury, and Players Lights 25s) accounted for 1.4 )ecr-
cent of the domestic cigarette market.?

John C. Maxwell, Jr., a tobacco-industry analyvst,
refers to marketing of the 25-cigarette pack as the
“consumption goes up to availability” strategy.” In
other words, a person usually smoking one pack per
day would be inclined to finish the pack by the end of
the day, whether it contained 20 or 25 cigarettes. 'T'he
advertising slogan for Marlboro 25s is consistent with
this strategy: “5 more smokes for the long working
day.”?! Since the health effects of smoking are dose-
related, switching to 25-per-pack brands would in-

crease the risk of disease if daily cigarette consumyp-

tion increased. On the other hand, persons smoking
30 or 40 cigarettes per day might reduce their daily
cigarette consumption by switching to 23-cigarectte
packs®® (although compensatory changes, such as an
increased frequency of puffing, might offset the ben-
efits).

SpeciaL TARGETS

In response to the decline in cigarette sales and the
proliferation of brands, the U.S. cigarette market ha ¢
hecome increasingly segmented. According to indus-

try analysts, new cigarette brands must target specilic

segments of the market in order to succeed.® As a f
result, marketing campaigns have targeted women.
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minorities, blue-collar workers, and several other
groups.
Women

Since 1968, several cigarette brands marketed spe-
cifically for women have been introduced, including
Virginia Slims, Silva Thins, More, Eve, Satin, and
Ritz. A number of “brand extensions,” such as New-
port Slim Lights and Salem Slim Lights, are also tar-
geted toward women. The cigarette paper and pack-
age are often designed to appeal to women. For
instance, Eve has a flower design on its filter tip; Satin
has a satin-like paper tip; and Ritz, billed as the
first “designer cigarette,” bears the logo of the fashion
‘W designer, Yves Saint Laurent, on its package and
& fleer tip.3*36

nt | Although the current prevalence of smoking among
ed '@ women (28 percent) is nearly as high as that among

‘% men (33 percent),3” women’s brands account for only
ns § 5to 10 percent of the total cigarette market.*>3® This
e. B suggests that the majority of female smokers purchase

& sex-neutral (or male-oriented) brands instead of wom-
B en’s brands, perhaps as a sign of equality.
it The use of such words as “slim” and “thin” in the
brands’ names and advertisements may suggest the
.weight-losing effect of smoking, which is likely to have
. ‘#pecial appeal to women. Indeed, advertisements for
women’s brands appear prominently in Weight Watch-
#1s Magazine. Similarly, Silver Lights cigarette paper is
vertised with the slogan, “Keep thin and light.”
Cigarette advertising in women’s magazines has
g:own substantially.3%%0 Of the 20 magazines receiv-
g the most cigarette advertising revenue in 1985, 8
- ‘were women’s magazines (Better Homes and Gardens,
b Family Circle, Woman’s Day, McCall’s, Ladies’ Home jJour-
b nal, Redbook, Cosmopolitan, and Glamour).*' The themes
idn these advertisements are typically designed to
: attract women. The slogan for Virginia Slims —
' “You’ve come a long way, baby” — associates smok-
* ing with women’s liberation. Similarly, Brown and
" Williamson Tobacco Corporation is test-marketing a
g new slim cigarette, KIM 25s, using the advertis-
. ing slogan: “For women who know the meaning of
' free.”*2 Ritz, according to an R.J. Reynolds spokes-
. person, is aimed at women in their 20s and 30s who
. are “more independent, probably tending to be single
. rather than married, and who spend more of their
H income on fashion and fashion accessories.”*
. Women’s products are offered free or at discounted
~ prices when some women’s brands are purchased.
During the introduction of Newport Slim Lights, a
free package of Aziza eye shadow came with the pur-
thase of two packs of cigarettes.’® Empty packs of Eve
Lights were redeemable for a free pair of Silkies panty
hose or a discounted Anne Rothschild chemise.
During the past 20 years, the rate of smoking
- mong women has declined much more slowly than
* @mong men.*”"" Among adolescents, females have
" Wurpassed males in terms of smoking rates. In 1985, a
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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 community, including Kool,
Winston, More, Salem, Newport, and Virginia
Slims.*®*9 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.” *® 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 usually 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 publishers 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.33:3455 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 advertise-
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 Hispanic
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.*%>7

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).* 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 magazines
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-of-home advertising because that gives them
comfort when they see their brand in the marketplace.??

Smoking rates among blue-collar male workers (47
percent) exceed those 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 indicate 1hay
smoking is becoming a more blue-collar activity, part.
ly because of increased education, at the other end.”%
This contradicts the usual assertion by the industry
that consumers are universally aware of the “claimeq
health risks” associated with smoking.

Children and Adolescents

Whether adolescents are the target of, or at least
exposed to, cigarette advertisements is anr important
question, since most smokers acquire the habit as mi-

nors. According to the National Health Interview Sur. |

vey for 1978-1980, 79 percent of male smokers and 70
percent of female smokers born between 1940 and |
1949 began to smoke before they were 20.%

The tobacco industry denies that it advertises to
children.%2 The Tobacco Institute states that “Ip
1969, the industry offered to end radio and television
advertising because of its substantial audience of
young people.”%® However, cigarette advertisements
continue to appear in publications with large teenage
readerships. In Glamour, one fourth of whose readers |
are girls under 18 years of age,® cigarette advertising |
expenditures were $6.3 million in 1985.*' In Sports II- |

.

lustrated, one third of whose readers are boys under 18 5 <

years of age,®* cigarette advertising expenditures were
$29.9 million in 1985.*' R.]J. Reynolds is the exclusive
advertiser in Moviegoer, a “customized” magazine dis-
tributed free in hundreds of movie theaters nation-
wide.5>6¢ About half of those who attend movies to-
day are less than 21 years of age.®” TV Guide, which
receives more cigarette advertising revenue thar any
other magazine ($36 million in 1985),*' inforn . its
advertising clients that each issue reaches 8.8 m::lion
teenagers 12 to 17 years 0ld.®®® Themes in cigarectte
advertising that emphasize youthful vigor, sexual at-
traction, and independence are likely to be especially
appealing to teenagers and young adults grappling
with these issues.

Cigarette brands are promoted indirectly to chil-
dren as candy cigarettes. Many have names, logos.
and packaging identical or similar to those of real
cigarette brands.”®72 Although not manufactured by
tobacco companies, they have remained on the market
for years despite obvious copyright infringement.

More important than the issue of whether tobacco
advertising targets children and adolescents is the
question of whether the advertisements actually reach
these groups. Studies have shown that cigarette ad-
vertisements and promotional activities do indced
reach teenagers. In a study involving 1195 Australian
schoolchildren, subjects were presented with cigarette
advertisements from which all identifying writing had
been removed. A large proportion of smokers and
nonsmokers were able to identify the brand names and
slogans correctly.”” Similar results were obtained in 4
study of 306 high-school students in Georgia (Gold-
stein AO, et al.: unpublished data). A survey of 88
children in Great Britain showed that their recognr
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tion of cigarette brands varied according to which
brands had recently sponsored televised sporting
evcnts.12

Although daily cigarette smoking among high-
school seniors fell from 29 percent in 1976 to 20 per-
cent in 1981, the rate has remained at 19 to 21 percent
through 1985.*°

Military Groups

Members of military services have long been targets
of cigarette advertising campaigns.’* Numerous ciga-
rette advertisements continue to appear in publica-
tions aimed at those in the military, such as Amy

i Times, Navy Times, and Air Force Times. For the six-
month period from March through August 1986, each
weekly issue of Army Times carried an average of 2.3
ages of color cigarette advertisements, including 14
of 26 back covers, Park Avenue Tobacco Company
(Richmond, Va.) was reported to have introduced a
cigarette brand named 1776, aimed at those in the
military. Its advertising slogan is “The flavor says

. *Attention.” The price says ‘At ease.”” ”>7® Philip Mor-
' ris has tested Cambrldge a discounted brand, on U.S.
| mihtary bases.’

ice members in 1985. Smokmg-related costs to the
‘military health care system in fiscal year 1984 were an
utimated $210 million.”®

y . There are probably many other unrecognized ciga-
- rette advertising campaigns that have targeted various
. groups. T'wo unusual targets are religious groups and
- prisoners. Cigarette advertisements have appeared in
. the Jewish-oriented publications Hadassah Magazine
- and Jewish World (Long Island, N.Y.), and cigarette
companies have sponsored several religious events.”®

Lorillard has offered free athletic equipment to pris-
on inmates who save empty packages of Newport ciga-
rettes and Beech-Nut chewing tobacco. Correctional
institutions were supplied with collection bins for the
empty packages and with posters to alert inmates to
the promotion.®” Smoking rates have been reported to
be 80 to 85 percent in various prison populations.?!#3

CONCLUSION

The advertising of tobacco products promises to be
the subject of ongoing discussion and debate. While
these discussions proceed, the study of trends in ciga-
fette marketing will be useful in several ways. Market-
ing data may assist health officials in identifying and
predicting patterns of cigarette use. Groups targeted
by advertising campaigns are likely to face greater
Problems with cigarette smoking in the future. The
heavy promotion of low-yield brands will continue to
Undermine the message that there is no safe cigarette

The study of cigarette advertising may be useful in

’ dCVClopmg effective health promotion programs. Anti-
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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.?*%" 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
advertising 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.

REFERENCES

I. Department of Health and Human Services. The health consequences of
smoking: cancer: a report of the Surgeon General, 1982. Rockville, Md.:
Office on Smoking and Health, 1982:v, xi. (DHHS publication no. (PHS)
82-50179.)

2. Rice DP, Hodgson TA, Sinsheimer P, Browner W, Kopstein AN. The
ecopomic costs of the health effects of smoking, 1984. Milbank Q 1986;
64:489-548.

3. Ravenholt RT. Tobacco’s impact on twentieth-century U.S. mortality pat-
terns. Am J Prev Med 1985; 1(4):4-17.

4. Department of Health and Human Services. The health consequences of
smoking: cardiovascular disease: a report of the Surgeon General, 1983.
Rockville, Md.: Office on Smoking and Health, 1983:iv. (DHHS publica-
tion no. (PHS) 84-50204.)

5. Department of Health and Human Services. The health consequences of
smoking: chronic obstructive lung disease: a report of the Surgeon General,
1984. Rockville, Md.: Office on Smoking and Health, 1984: viii. (DHHS
publication no. (PHS) 84-50205.)

6. Smoking-related deaths and financial costs. Washington, D.C.: United

- States Office of Technology Assessment, September 1985.

7. Warner KE. Selling smoke: cigarette advertising and public health. Wash-
ington, D.C.: American Public Health Association, 1986.

8. Chapman S. Cigarette advertising and smoking: a review of the evidence.
In: Smoking out the barons: the campaign against the tobacco industry. New
York: John Wiley, 1986:79-97.

9. Popper ET. Oversight hearings on tobacco advertising. Subcommittee on
Health and the Environment, Committee on Energy and Commerce, United
States House of Representatives, July 18, 1986.

10. Federal Trade Commission. Report to Congress pursuant to the Public
Health Cigarette Smoking Act, for the year 1978. Washington, D.C.: Feder-
al Trade Commission, Dec. 1979:6-10.

11. We're the fastest growing brand in America. US Tobacco Candy } 1986;
213(27):5.

12.  Ledwith F. Does tobacco sports sponsorship on television act as advertising
to children? Health Educ J 1984; 43:85-8.

13. Myers ML, Iscoe C, Jennings C, Lenox W, Minxky E, Sacks A. Federal
Trade Commission staff report on the cigarette advertising investigation.
Washington, D.C.: Federal Trade Commission, May 1981:3, 12.

14. Federal Trade Commission. Report to Congress pursuant to the Federal
Cigarette Labeling and Advertising Act, 1984. Washington, D.C.: Federal
Trade Commission, July 1986.

15. 100 leading national advertisers. Advertising Age. September 4, 1986:
1. 116.

16. The top 200 brands. Marketing and Media Decisions (New York). July
1986.

17. Edwards PL. Sales promotion comes into its own. Advertising Age. July 28,
1986:65.

18. Giges N, Freeman L. ANA hears talk of better days. Advertising Age.
November 3. 1986:1, 106.

19. Drug ads could fill in for smokes. Advertising Age. December 16. 1985:
1. 68.

20. National advertising report of cight-sheet outdoor: 4th quarter and 1985
summary. Independence, Mo.: Eight-Sheet Outdoor Advertising Associ-
ation, 1986:31-2.




732

21.

29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

3s.
36.
37.

38.

39.

41.

42.

47.
48.
49.
50.
51.

52.

53.

54.

THE NEW ENGLAND JOURNAL OF MEDICINE

Federal Trade Commission. Report to Congress pursuant to the Federal
Cigarette Labeling and Advertising Act, for the years 1982-1983. Washing-
ton, D.C.: Federal Trade Commission, June 1985.

Cigarette sales keep rising. Business Week. December 15, 1980:52, 57.
Vantage is changing a lot of my feelings about smoking. Time Magazine.
November 7, 1977:86-7.

Department of Health and Human Services. The health consequences of
smoking: the changing cigarette: a report of the Surgeon General. Rockville,
Md.: Office on Smoking and Health, 1981. (DHHS publication no. (PHS)
81-50156.)

Open invitations. Chicago Tribune Magazine. April 25, 1982:23.

Twist and shout. Advertising Age. August 12, 1985:2.

Maxwell JC. Cigaret sales smolder below 600 billion. Advertising Age.
November™18, 1985:61.

Warner KE. Smoking and health implications of a change in the federal
cigarette excise tax. JAMA 1986; 255:1028-32.

Maxwell JC. Maxwell report: sales estimates for the cigarette industry. New
York: Furman Selz Dietz Mager & Birney, February 3, 1986.

Gloede WF. New menthol cigaret brands battle in Pa. Advertising Age.
January 20, 1986:36.

5 more smokes for the long working day. Time Magazine. April 21,
1986:44-5.

Kozlowski LT. Pack size, reported cigarette smoking rates, and public
health. Am J Public Health 1986; 76:1337-8.

Hollie PG. Segmented cigarette market. New York Times. March 23,
1985:29, 31.

Gloede WF. RJR stumps tobacco industry with Ritz plan. Advertising Age.
February 24, 1986:4.

Abrams B, Guyon J. Lorillard tries to lure women with a Satin cigarette
fantasy. Wall Street Journal. February 17, 1983.

Gloede WF. Newport has slim chance. Advertising Age. February 10,
1986:72.

Department of Health and Human Services. Smoking and health: a national
status report. Rockville, Md.: Centers for Disease Control, Office on Smok-
ing and Health, 1986:19, 21. (DHHS publication no. (CDC) 87-8396.)
Gloede W. B & W'’s Capri answers women's quest for slim. Advertising
Age. December 8, 1986:76.

Ermnster VL. Mixed messages for women: a social history of cigarette smok-
ing and advertising. NY State J Med 1985; 85:335-40.

Jacobson B, Amos A. When smoke gets in your eyes: cigarette advertising
policy and coverage of smoking and health in women’s magazines. In:
Smoking out the barons: the campaign against the tobacco industry. New
York: John Wiley, 1986:99-137.

Gorog WF. Oversight hearings on tobacco advertising. Subcommittee on
Health and the Environment, Committee on Energy and Commerce, United
States House of Representatives, August 1, 1986.

Tompor S. Brown & Williamson to test cigarette brand designed for wom-
en. Louisville Courier Journal. May 23, 1986:B9.

Puffing up the Ritz. Time Magazine. February 4, 1985:46.

Department of Health and Human Services. The health consequences of
smoking for women: a report of the Surgeon General. Rockville, Md.:
Office on Smoking and Health, 1980.

Johnson LD, O'Malley PM, Bachman JG. Drug use among American high
school students, college students, and other young adults: national trends
through 1985. Rockville, Md.: National Institute on Drug Abuse, 1986:37,
202. (DHHS publication no. (ADM) 86-1450.)

Cancer facts and figures, 1985. New York: American Cancer Society,
1985:8.

Decrease in lung cancer incidence among males — United States, 1973-
1983. MMWR 1986; 35:495-6, 501.

Cooper R, Simmons BE. Cigarette smoking and ill health among black
Americans. NY State ] Med 1985; 85:344-9.

Blum A. Selling cigarettes: the blue-collar, Black target. Washington Post.
May 18, 1986:F1, F4.

Williams L. Tobacco companies target blacks with ads, donations, and
festivals. Wall Street Journal. October 6, 1986. 2:1.

Rowan CT. Making a mint by selling cigarettes and booze to blacks. Chica-
20 Sun-Times. October 8, 1986:33.

Department of Health and Human Services. Health, United States, 1985.
Hyattsville, Md.: National Center for Health Statistics, 1985:72. (DHHS
publication no. (PHS) 86-1232.)

Department of Health and Human Services. Report of the Secretary’s Task
Force on Black and Minority Health. Washington, D.C.: Office of Minority
Health, 1985; 1:108, 1986; 3:14, 4:69-70.

Gloede WF. RIR puts on the Ritz; PM goes to Rio. Advertising Age.
January 21, 1985:1, 78.

55.
56.

57.
58.

59.

61.

62.

63.

65.
66.
6.
68.
69.
70.
7.

73.
74.

76.
77.

78.

79.
80.

81.

82.
83.
84.

8s.
86.

87.

88.
89.

90.

March 19, 1ug)

Gardner F. Smoke with a Spanish accent. Marketing and Media Decisiong,
July 1984:176.

Fitch E. Hispanic marketing: prime space available at low rates. Advemsn‘
Age THURSDAY. February 27, 1986:11.

Delgado JL. Oversight hearings on tobacco advertising. Subcommittee oy
Health and the Environment, Committee on Energy and Commerce, Uniteg §
States House of Representatives, July 18, 1986. d
Remington PL, Forman MR, Gentry EM, Marks JS, Hogelin GC, Trow. 3
bridge FL. Current smoking trends in the United States: the 1981-1983 ¢
behavioral risk factor surveys. JAMA 1985; 253:2975-8.
Marcus AC, Crane LA. Smoking behavior among US Latinos: an emerging }
challenge for public health. Am J Public Health 1985; 75:169-72. i
Englander TJ. Cigarette makers shift ad strategies. US Tobacco Candy }
1986; 213:1, 46, ;
Department of Health and Human Services. The health consequences of
smoking: cancer and chronic lung disease in the workplace: a report of thy |}
Surgeon General, no. 21, 1985. Rockville, Md.: Office on Smoking and ]}
Health, 1985:25. (DHHS publication no. (PHS) 85-50207.) ]
R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Company. We don’t advertise to children. Tuu
Magazine, April 9, 1984:91. b
Voluntary initiatives of a responsible industry. Washington, D.C.: Tobaccg 8
Institute, 1983 (brochure). :
Hutchings R. A review of the nature and the extent of cigarette advertising ig }§
the United States. In: Proceedings of the National Conference on Smokin' b
or Health. New York: American Cancer Society, 1981:241-62. s
Levin G. Tailoring medium to marketers’ needs. Advertising Age THURS- 3
DAY. October 3, 1985:38. ‘
R.J. Reynolds reaches kids with “Moviegoer.” Tobacco Youth Rep 1986; :
1(1):13-4.

International motion picture almanac. New York: Quigley Publishing, ,ﬁ 1
1981:32A. .
Next time you're in the checkout line, look around: that's your intermarket.
Wall Street Journal. May 25, 1982:5.

April 25, 1983:47.

Blum A. Candy cigarettes. N Engl J Med 1980; 302:972.

Idem. Aiming at children — “Who, us?” Med J Aust 1983; 1:235-6.
School bans “cigarettes” after parents’ complaints. Med J Aust 1983; I:
248. !
Chapman S, Fitzgerald B. Brand preference and advertising recall in adoles
cent smokers: some implications for health promotion. Am J Public Heaith |
1982; 72:491-4. j
Blake GH. Smoking and the military. NY State J Med 1985; 85:54-6.
Hall T. Smokers in military are firm’s market for 1776 cigarette. W' .| Street
Journal. February 12, 1985:1.

Epidemic of new cigarette brands plagues U.S. Smoking Health R:p 1985,
2(3)5.

Tobacco marketers on new-product roll. Advertising Age. Feb.uary 3.
1986:56.

Department of Defense. Department of Defense report on smoking and
health in the military. Washington, D.C.: Office of the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Health Affairs) and Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Force Management and Personnel), 1986.

Blum A, Fitzgerald K. How tobacco companies have found religion. NY
State J Med 1985; 85:445-50.

Gloede WF. Hey, Louie! Save da pack. Advertising Age. November 18.
1985:98.

Miller RE, Cappiello LA. Relationships between inmates’ past drug pr:
tices and current drug knowledge and attitudes. int J Addict 1983; 18:88}
90.

Bell DS, Champion RA. Deviancy, delinquency and drug use. Br J Psychu
try 1979; 134:269-76.

Biener K. Genussmittel-und Drogenprobleme Strafgefangener. Off Gesund:
heitswes 1980; 42:55-8.

Blum A. Medicine vs Madison Avenue: fighting smoke with smoke. JAMA
1980; 243:739-40.

What’s up DOC? Med J Aust 1983; 1:246-7.

Bittoun R. A tracheostomy for the Marlboro man. Med J Aust 1982; 2:6%
70.

Blum A, Wodak A, Grigor J, et al. A tracheostomy for the Marlboro man
Med J Aust 1982; 2:459-60.

Battle of the billboards. American Medical News, September 26, 19862
Spoofing the ‘joy of smoking.” American Medical News. December ¢
1986:1, 29.

Glantz SA. Dearh in the West curriculum project. NY State J Med 198*
85:470-1.

Vol.3

TR/ |

OLLI
B:

Han. .

- man
ma |

histi. |

In
by ¢

. men

nign
spor
nate
unfa
logic
prog
men

Ti
with
and
and
Mea:




