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‘We will speak as the smoker’: the tobacco
industry’s smokers’ rights groups

Elizabeth A. Smith*, Ruth E. Malone*

Introduction: The tobacco industry usually keeps its commercial and political communications separate.
However, the images of the smoker developed by the two types of communication may contradict one
another. This study assesses industry attempts to organize ‘smokers’ rights groups,’ (SRGs) and the
image of the smoker that underlay these efforts. Methods: Searches of the Legacy Tobacco Documents
Library, the British American Tobacco documents database, and Tobacco Documents Online. Results:
1100 documents pertaining to SRGs were found, including groups from across Europe and in Australia,
New Zealand, and Hong Kong. From the late 1970s through the late 1990s they were active in
numerous policy arenas, particularly the defeat of smoke-free laws. Their strategies included asserting
their right to smoke and positioning themselves as courteous victims of tobacco control advocates.
However, most SRGs were short-lived and apparently failed to inspire smokers to join in any significant
numbers. Conclusion: SRGs conflated the legality of smoking with a right to smoke. SRGs succeeded by
focusing debates about smoke-free policies on smokers rather than on smoke. However, SRGs’ inability
to attract members highlights the conflict between the image of the smoker in cigarette ads and that
of the smokers’ rights advocate. The changing social climate for smoking both compelled the industry’s
creation of SRGs, and created the contradictions that led to their failure. As tobacco control becomes
stronger, the industry may revive this strategy in other countries. Advocates should be prepared to
counter SRGs by exposing their origins and exploiting these contradictions.
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T he tobacco industry develops promotions directed both
broadly and at specific target markets.1–7 The industry also

creates communications to counter tobacco control policy
measures (e.g., op-eds, political advertising).8–13 However,
industry commercial and political messages have largely been
separate. Previous research suggests that blending them is
commercially ineffective.14 This study examines industry efforts
to organize smokers’ rights groups (SRGs) to oppose clean
indoor air laws, which involved persuading smokers qua
smokers to act politically, rather than by buying cigarettes.

Social theorists suggest that in consumer capitalism, goods
‘place a person in society,’ and aid self-definition.15 Image
advertising does not describe specific aspects of its subject, but
displays ‘images that one may gain and project by using the
product.’16 Such advertising suggests that this product will taste
good, remove stains, or cure colds, and satisfy profound
psychosocial needs.

Cigarettes are usually promoted with image advertising. (The
exceptions are ads for ostensibly safer cigarettes.)17,18 The
tobacco industry has repeatedly identified two ‘needs’ cigarettes
can fulfill: easing social interactions (e.g., promoting confi-
dence or popularity),19–21 and relieving stress (e.g., promoting
pleasure).2,21 Many cigarette ads use these themes: thus
Marlboro ads project masculine independence, while Capri
ads suggest ‘a moment of escape.’2

Despite such advertising, many smokers find their own
smoking problematic,22 and as many as 70% say they would
like to quit.23 In situations of conflict over smoking, many
smokers ‘disidentify’ with the category ‘smoker.’24 The tobacco
industry has attempted to assuage smokers’ discomfort through
product design21,25 and advertising;2,14 e.g., developing ads to

reassure smokers that they were not ‘social outcasts’ because of
their smoking.2

Furthermore, smokers frequently support tobacco control
policies.26–31 The level of support depends on the country,
culture, and specific policy: in Japan support for and
compliance with smoke-free policies rose with the policy’s
comprehensiveness.30 Some smokers, particularly those from
countries with weak tobacco control policies, find smoke-free
laws ‘discriminatory.’32 However, experience in California and
other jurisdictions with strong clean indoor air laws shows that,
once implemented, support for such policies increases, even
among smokers.33,34 This article shows how the identity
proposed by SRGs conflicted with that conveyed in cigarette
advertising, exposing contradictions that highlighted the
changing social position of smoking.

Methods

Data were collected from the Legacy Tobacco Documents
Library (http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu), BAT Documents Arch-
ive (http://bat.library.ucsf.edu), and Tobacco Documents
Online (http://tobaccodocuments.org/) which hold millions
of company documents released in response to litigation. We
began with search terms such as ‘smokers’ rights’ and names of
organizations. Searches were extended using a ‘snowball’
strategy. Further information on sources and methods is
provided in earlier work.35,36 Searches on the Internet Archive
(http://www.archive.org/index.php) for past SRG sites, and
web searches for current sites were also performed. Documents
were sorted chronologically and thematically. This study is
based on a review of �1100 documents and 7 websites.
We excluded North America from our analysis, since

previous work has focused on US groups.37 We also do not
discuss the organization Fight Ordinances and Restrictions to
Control and Eliminate Smoking (FORCES; http://www.forces.
org/) as there is no definitive evidence to date that it is funded
by the tobacco industry.38
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Results

Since 1979, the tobacco industry has created or planned SRGs
in at least 26 countries worldwide (See table 1). Realizing that
public acceptance of its messages about second-hand smoke
(SHS) depended on the source of those messages, Philip Morris
proposed adopting a variety of personas: ‘sometimes we will
need to speak as independent scientists, scientific groups and

businessmen; at other times we will talk as the industry;
and, finally, we will speak as the smoker.’1 Organized and
predominantly funded by tobacco companies, the SRGs’
purposes were to maintain ‘controversy’ about SHS in the
social arena39 and to focus debate on the smoker rather
than the tobacco industry or the smoke. SRGs opposed clean
indoor air laws and policies on transportation, in workplaces,
and in other public spaces,40 and sometimes took on other

Table 1 Smokers’ Rights Groups mentioned in tobacco industry documents

Country Name Founded/first
mentioned

Details

Currently active
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Netherlands Stichting Rokers Belangen (SRB) 1993 Active website: http://www.rokersbelangen.nl
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

UK Freedom Organization for the Right
to Enjoy Smoking Tobacco (FOREST)

1978 Active website: http://www.forestonline.org

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Defunct/no current information
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Australia Smokers’ Rights League 1977 Defunct
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

FAIR-GO 1987 No current information
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Belgium The Smoking 1996 No current information
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Denmark Hensynsfulde Rygere (Hen-Ry) 1987 Exposed as industry front, 2000; website not
available

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Finland Huomaavaiset Tupakoitsijat (HuTu) 1988 Exposed as industry front, 1990
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

France Calumet de la Paix 1993 No current information
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Tabac 1994 No current information
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Germany Erste Raucher Lobby (ERL) 1988? No current information
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Raucher wehrt Eucht (RAWE) 1989 No current information
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Raucher Club Deutschland (RCD) 1997 Website dated 2000
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Greece Eleftheria 1990 No current information
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hong Kong Freeview 1993 No current information
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Italy Tuttinsieme 1991 No current information
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Associazione Fumatori 1993 Website available, but not active: http://www.
assfumatori.it/smoke.htm

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Japan Scores 1994 No current information
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Netherlands Rokers Belangen Vereiniging (RBV) 1989 Defunct
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Norway Røykringen 1989 Exposed as industry front, date unclear
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Spain Club de Fumadores por la Tolerancia (CdFT) 1999 Website unavailable
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Sweden Smokepeace 1989 Exposed as industry front, 2000
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Switzerland Raucher Club Schweiz 1990 Website unavailable
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Club der tabak freunde (CTF) 1996 No current information
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Planned/No data
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Argentina 1994
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Ecuador 1990
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Guatemala 1990
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

New Zealand 1989
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Philippines 1996
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

South Korea 1996
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Turkey 1995
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Venezuela 1990
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issues, such as tobacco taxes41 and ‘discrimination’ against
smokers.42

As SHS was increasingly shown to be a health hazard, its
perceived threat to the tobacco industry grew.43 The danger
was that, as smoking became less acceptable, smokers would
quit smoking to be ‘fully acknowledged member[s] of . . .
society,’44 and businesses would implement clean indoor air
policies to maintain ‘social harmony and good customer
relations.’45 SRGs were envisioned as a tool to reverse this
trend.

SRGs were established primarily in democratically governed
countries with traditions of citizen pressure groups, opposi-
tional politics, and independent media. An industry discussion
about the ‘exportability’ of Britain’s Freedom Organization for
the Right to Enjoy Smoking Tobacco (FOREST) remarked that
to be successful, the group needed ‘an aggressive and
intemperate adversary.’46 SRGs should be perceived to be
joining a debate, not starting one. SRGs could be ‘an
‘alternative voice’ on smoking issues,’ providing radio and
TV producers with ‘a two-sided debate,’ which producers pre-
ferred to ‘an unchallenged monologue.’47

Financial relationships and industry
control

Financial relationships between the tobacco industry and the
SRGs varied. Philip Morris (PM) often started groups later
supported by the local national manufacturers’ association
(NMA).40,48–54 In Scandinavia, plans and budgets for Hen-Ry
(Denmark) were created and approved by PM and its public
relations agency, Burson-Marsteller.55 The Swedish NMA gave
Smokepeace 250 000 krona (�d27 000), thus allowing the
group to produce a magazine.48 A 1990 SRG conference cost
PM ‘approximately US$820 000 [�d640 000], excluding the
cost of sending delegates, which was paid by local NMAs or PM
affiliates.’5

British American Tobacco (BAT) and the Tobacco Advisory
Council (TAC) (an organization of several British tobacco
companies) retained a close relationship with FOREST.
Although records are incomplete, they indicate that FOREST
received £26 00056 (�d38 500) in 1991 and as much as
£265 86257 (�d393 000) in 1995. Contributions from non-
tobacco company sources were minimal; �£6000 (�d9000) in
1994, when FOREST’s total budget was £255 000
(�d377 000).57 These sources included donations, book sales,
memberships, and interest.57

Industry documents imply control of other SRGs. In the
Netherlands, PM planned to ‘continue to support and exploit
to a maximum the Smokers’ Rights Club.’58 PM intended to
‘carefully monitor’ the Italian Associazione Fumatori’s agenda,
so it went ‘in parallel with’ that of the local NMA.59 In Greece,
PM wanted to ‘help establish measurable objectives [for
Eleftheria] such that reasonable budget can be prepared,’
although PM was ‘to step out of driving seat,’ and an
‘[i]ndependent spokesperson’ was ‘to be appointed.’ The
organization was to be supported by Greek NMAs.53,60 There
was also discussion of ‘establishing,’ ‘expanding,’ and ‘sup-
porting’ groups in other countries, including Germany, France,
and Spain.51,60,61

The groups’ relationship to the tobacco industry was
sometimes admitted,62,63 sometimes evaded, and sometimes
denied.64 When asked how much financial support they
received from the industry, the Smokepeace (Sweden) repre-
sentative claimed ignorance: ‘I have never seen any, but I
assume that we have received support.’62 The Danish
spokesperson refused to answer, asserting that sponsors were
anonymous.65

Some SRGs were less than forthcoming about funding. The
Italian representative at an international SRG conference
claimed that ‘no nat[io]nal smokers’ group received funding
from tobacco companies.’64 Hen-Ry (Denmark) asserted that
‘the tobacco industry does not give public relations aid to the
smokers’ rights groups.’55 However, PM had hired Burston-
Marsteller to be ‘the public relations agency for the local
Smoker’s Clubs’ in both Sweden66 and Denmark and to
organize and manage a Nordic SRG conference,67 for which all
correspondence ‘was carried out in Hen-Ry’s name.’55

A FOREST spokesperson acknowledged that ‘FOREST’s
funding and its alleged role as a ‘‘front organisation’’ ’ would
inevitably arise. He proposed responding ‘by pointing to the
‘scandal’ of anti-smoking organizations being funded by the
taxpayer.’47,68 When FOREST was confronted on this issue
by a parliamentary committee, the spokesman admitted
getting funding from the industry, but claimed that ‘it would
only be a front if they told us what to do, if they appointed
the staff at FOREST,’ which he denied.69 (No contemporary
evidence on this subject is available; however, the industry
had appointed previous FOREST directors and controlled
FOREST’s budget.) 70,71

SRG purposes and membership

The industry’s primary goal for SRGs was keeping smoking
socially acceptable.72–74 SRGs were also supposed to reassure
smokers that ‘respectable, responsible people’ could ‘make the
choice to smoke,’ and that ‘smokers are legitimate members of
society.’45

The companies hoped SRGs would ‘motivate’ smokers to
‘fight for their rights,’73,75 but gradually realized that this was
unlikely.47,76,77 In 1994, 15 years after FOREST’s founding, the
industry still lacked a ‘grasp of smokers’ attitudes and
motivations and what will trigger them into action.’78 An
Italian industry survey revealed that 72.2% of smokers wanted
‘more state intervention on regulating smoking in public
places,’ and only 1.7% would join an SRG.79 A German industry
representative noted that ‘it was practically impossible to get
smokers [to] fight for their rights.’44 However, some indige-
nous smokers’ groups were rejected by the industry, which
preferred to create its own ‘more solid and credible’ SRGs.80

The tobacco industry repeatedly complained about the
difficulties of increasing SRG membership. Some successful
membership drives were reported,54 but frustration was more
common. Shortly after its founding, FOREST leaders admitted
that a campaign to increase paid membership had ‘failed’ to
make the group financially self-sufficient, noting that the
‘advertising campaign for membership has cost £70 per
member!’76 The industry variously ascribed these problems to
national characteristics (the British were ‘non-joiners’77 while
avoidance of leadership was a ‘very ‘Italian’ attitude’51) and the
‘passive’ nature of smokers.47 In several instances the tobacco
industry proposed using industry affiliates to boost member-
ships,76,81,82 but even this was not necessarily successful: 10 000
retailers were asked to join FOREST, and 4 did.83

SRGs nevertheless claimed to represent large numbers of
smokers. Despite the dismal response from Italian smokers, a
year later the group reported a membership of 60 000.84 The
Nordic groups claimed to ‘directly or indirectly represent more
than 7 million people.’85 The spokesman for the international
association of SRGs said that they lobbied ‘for the rights of the
world’s 1.2 billion smokers.’86

Leaders

Contrary to their denials, the industry controlled SRG
leadership. In the UK, the companies demanded that candi-
dates for director of FOREST be ‘suitable (to the industry).’87
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The TAC planned to ‘control’ FOREST ‘through a third party,
so that there would be no direct contact between tobacco
company personnel or TAC and the director.’88 However,
oversight would take place ‘on an almost daily basis with
occasional more formal review meetings.’89

Some leaders maintained long-term working relationships
with industry SRGs, including Danish doctor Tage Voss, who
once wrote to a colleague that he looked forward to cooking
‘another dosis [sic] of poison for the noble knights of world
health.’90 But sometimes the tobacco industry found it difficult
to find reliable spokespeople.50,91 In Australia, the industry
regarded smokers’ rights activist Dr. William Whitby as ‘a nut,’
though they also groomed him to represent the group.92

Another Australian activist was said to ‘rush in where angels
fear to tread.’93 Stephen Eyres, hired as Director of FOREST
after interviews with all of the major British companies,87,94–96

embezzled funds to purchase a villa in Spain.97

Rhetorical strategies

Smoking as a right

SRGs argued for a ‘right’ to smoke in an attempt to establish
moral authority. In debates about health, the industry ‘almost
invariably loses,’ a PM plan warned, not ‘based on who’s right
or wrong, but on who has the ‘‘higher moral ground.’’ ’72 SRGs
hoped to gain that advantage by posing as defenders of
freedom.
A key message was that ‘People have the right to choose to

partake or not in legal activities.’80 Thus HuTu (Finland)
declared that smoking was not ‘illegal . . . but the right of
every free citizen,’98 and the Smokers’ Rights League (Australia)
said smoke-free trains violated ‘the rights of the individual.’99

The Greek SRG representative, outraged by US President
William J. Clinton’s smoke-free White House, suggested that to
avoid hypocrisy the US should ‘stop posing as defenders of
human rights.’100 There was also talk of adding the right to
smoke to the United Nations Declaration of Human Rights.101

PM also proposed the broader message, ‘Discrimination
against smokers is undemocratic and sets a dangerous
precedent.’80 Smokers were protecting their own rights and
demanding ‘Civil rights for all.’102 Thus FOREST called the
issue ‘one of freedom of choice for the individual, and who has
sovereignty over a person’s body and lifestyle choices.’77

However, ‘rights’ rhetoric was not always perceived to be
effective. A BAT representative attempted to compare smokers’
rights to gay rights,103 but a strategy document noted that
‘Smokers do not identify themselves as a group [as] homo-
sexuals do.’77 Burson-Marsteller attributed the success of the
Nordic groups to their ‘messages of moderation and accom-
modation,’ in contrast to the ‘far more strident approaches
stressing smoker rights’ (emphasis in original) used in the UK,
USA, and Australia.45 However, although ‘rights’ language
might be ‘too strident . . . , or too elitist, or too political,’ a
‘friendly’ approach did not ‘rally troops.’78

SRGs and policy

As the industry planned,104,105 SRGs promoted ‘compromise’
on the issue of SHS. This message of accommodation had to be
‘perceived to be for smokers, not for the tobacco industry,’
(emphasis in original) PM consultant Burson-Marsteller
warned; otherwise, it would ‘lack credibility.’45

SRG solutions: segregation and courtesy

Smoking areas—excluding smoking from part of the space—
were described as protecting everyone’s rights. The ‘founder’ of
FOREST, Sir Christopher Foxley-Norris, asserted that

non-smokers were ‘entitled to go somewhere they won’t be
smoked at’ but they were ‘not entitled to have a one hundred
percentmonopoly of their views.’106 The Smokers’ Rights League
(Australia) described smoking sections on public transporta-
tion as ‘a system which provides for the rights of each group.’107

Hen-Ry (Denmark) gave a ‘prize of tolerance’ to an airline that
‘made smokers and non-smokers sit side by side in the
same aeroplane without making anyone feel uncomfortable.’108

The alternative solution was ‘courtesy’ and ‘tolerance.’
A 1992 international SRG conference concluded with a ‘pledge
to fight intolerance and promote courtesy’ to resolve ‘the
smoker–non-smoker conflict.’86 Hen-Ry (Denmark), told
smokers to ask people if they objected to the tobacco smoke:
‘Then it is up to the smokers to show courtecy [sic] and the
non-smokers will hopefully avoid to demonstrate [sic] intol-
erance.’109 Eleftheria (Greece), and Calumet de la Paix
(France), developed similar campaigns.110,111 FOREST asserted
that already courtesy and tolerance were increasing.112

Sometimes SRG representatives said that ‘courteous’ smok-
ers abstained if anyone objected. The FOREST spokesman
expected ‘the smoker to respect’ the objection113 as did the
French SRG.114 But some were not so conciliatory. Danish
spokesman Dr Voss explained that ‘courteous’ smoking meant
asking others if it bothered them. But ‘if one says yes, we have a
problem. We must find a solution to that. I have not taken a
stand to [sic] this yet.’65 On another occasion he called
objecting to smoking ‘intolerance and impudence,’ although he
said he would respect it.115 Less stridently, an Italian newsletter
‘predicted’ that in the coming year ‘Politeness will be
fundamental between the two parts: ‘Do you mind if I smoke?’
will ask the corteous [sic] smoker; ‘I don’t really bother’ [sic]
will answer the tolerant non smoker.’116 In this formulation,
the ‘courteous’ smoker always wins, as the non-smoker must
endure tobacco smoke or be labeled ‘intolerant.’

Smokers as victims

The industry realized that excluding ‘smoke’ from an area
would not seem unfair, but excluding ‘people’ might. SRGs
emphasized this ‘unfairness’ by positioning smokers as victims.
Erste Raucher Lobby (Germany) described the plight of
smokers being ‘discriminated against’ and ‘humiliated.’117 In
the UK, Foxley-Norris made explicit parallels with other
discriminatory practices, mentioning ‘job advertisements ask-
ing for non-smokers, although we are not allowed to advertise
for non-women or non-whites.’118 Norwegian smokers were
‘victims of discrimination,’102 and in Australia, smokers were
said to be ‘treated very badly.’119 Collectively the SRGs
denounced a worldwide ‘climate of persecution’120 of smokers.

Tobacco control as oppressors

Tobacco control activists were the persecutors. One FOREST
supporter called smoke-free policies a ‘new apartheid’ and
smokers the ‘victims of health fascist pass laws.’121 Hen-Ry
(Denmark) characterized tobacco control organizations as
‘aggressive and dominant,’122 invoking a ‘smoker’s inquisi-
tion.’123 The Greek spokesman said ‘fanatical’ and ‘intolerant’
tobacco control advocates believed they had a ‘right and a duty’
to impose their ideas on others,124 while the Swedish
spokesman referred to ‘Ayatollahs of antismokers.’125

SRGs worked to persuade the public that tobacco control
policies caused ‘futile contradictions,’126 ‘tension,’114,127 ‘intol-
erance and confrontations,’84 and even ‘war . . . between
smoker and non-smoker.’69,128 But it was SRGs that incited
conflict: some provoked, threatened, or applauded non-
compliance with smoke-free regulations. SRB (Netherlands)
implied that smoking in toilets on smoke-free flights was
necessary, saying it was ‘a shame smokers have to hide in such
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small places.’129 FOREST supported riders who set up
‘customer designated smoking areas’ when smoking was
banned on trains.130,131 The Smokers’ Rights League (Australia)
also proposed ‘A mass ‘smoke-in’ on trains’ in response to a
smoke-free policy.99,132 The German airline Lufthansa reversed
a ban because pressure ‘from the smokers’ lobby’ led them to
fear ‘confrontations.’133

Political success and legitimacy

SRGs claimed some policy successes, though most were
temporary. For instance, they delayed smoke-free policies in
public buildings74 and on several airlines134–138 and rail
systems.139,140 In Finland, ‘HuTu was instrumental’ in main-
taining tobacco’s presence in the consumer price index, and
defeating an excise tax increase.141

Perhaps more significantly, according to PM, the Nordic
groups achieved ‘a legitimate political role’67 and were
‘accepted by the authorities as smokers’ representatives.’40,74

Røykringen (Norway), was ‘included on the consulting list for
tobacco legislation’ by the Minister of Social Affairs.142 In
Sweden, the SRG became ‘a recognized entity representing
smokers,’ consulted by government commissions.104 A Hen-Ry
(Denmark) publication on implementing smoking policies
included ‘a foreword by the Minister of Labour;’ the ‘main
unions have indicated that they intend to use the booklet as a
model.’137 143 Today, in Britain, the BBC links to FOREST’s
website as a source of information on tobacco issues ‘from the
smokers’ point of view.’144

Discussion

The ‘right’ to smoke

SRGs’ claim to a ‘right’ to smoke that was violated by clean
indoor air policies conflated ‘rights’ and ‘legality.’ Smoking is
legal; however, it is not a ‘right.’ Rights are specifically defined
and ‘specially protected, in that they generally cannot be
abrogated’ by other laws.145 Examples include freedom of
speech and due process. Many legal activities do not fall into
this category. For instance, asbestos is not a proscribed subs-
tance, yet no one has a ‘right’ to use it, and the state may
regulate and restrict its use. Riding a horse is not illegal, but it is
not permitted in most urban contexts. These laws do not
violate rights, although they limit people’s ability to engage in
legal activities. Smoking falls in this category.

Smokers, not smoke

SRGs consistently attempted to keep the focus on ‘smokers’,
not on ‘smoke’. Clean indoor air laws were framed as barring
people who smoke, not smoke itself, effectively obscuring the
fact that anyone not smoking at that moment may enter a
smoke-free place. The metonymy of using ‘smokers’ in place of
‘smoke’ allowed the groups further to adopt the language of
‘discrimination.’ Only when it is assumed that the smoker and
the smoke are the same thing does this language retain
plausibility.

Representing smokers

SRGs were rarely successful in recruiting any significant number
of smokers. This may have been because smokers in general do
not strongly identify as such. However, it may also have been
because many smokers support tobacco control measures, as
research from both within and outside the tobacco industry
shows.33,34,79 Thus the claim of SRGs to represent smokers is
false, in terms of both membership and political position.

SRG rhetoric also failed to ‘represent’ smokers in the sense
of creating an effective identity for them. SRG rhetorical

strategies—demanding rights, offering courtesy, suggesting
segregation, claiming victimization—all implicitly contradicted
the image of smoking and smokers that tobacco advertising
promotes.
For example, tobacco ads propose that smoking makes

people desirable. The call to organize for rights presupposes
that this is not the case, that in fact smoking (unjustly) makes
people outcasts. Similarly, positioning smokers as victims
emphasizes that smoking does not make them more attractive,
but rather makes them disliked.
Tobacco ads suggest that smoking eases social situations, but

SRG rhetoric acknowledges that smoking is a source of conflict.
SRGs proposed segregation and courtesy as solutions to this
conflict. But segregation resolves the issue by isolating
smokers. This contradicts the idea that smoking smoothes
social integration. ‘Courtesy’ is also problematic in these terms,
as it anticipates that smoking may be offensive. Likewise,
positioning tobacco control as ‘oppressors’ illustrates that
smokers are in conflict with others. This conflict reveals
cigarettes’ failure to facilitate social interaction.
Tobacco ads position smoking as a pleasurable indulgence;

however, SRG ‘rights’ language invokes that of communities
disenfranchised because of characteristics either unchangeable
(such as race) or deeply significant (such as religion). The idea
that smoking is this important, or even necessary, may suggest
addiction. It contradicts smokers’ desire to be told that
‘smoking is not the most crucial choice in my life’ (emphasis
in original).2

SRG language presupposed not that smoking would elimi-
nate social discomfort for smokers, as cigarette ads suggest, but
that smokers should be willing to accept social discomfort in
order to smoke. The identity SRGs proposed thus required
smokers to fight to smoke, even though smoking made them
unacceptable. Evidently, even the industry’s vast experience
with communicating to smokers was unable to adequately
resolve these contradictions.

Conclusion

Industry-sponsored smokers’ rights groups have been active in
much of the developed world. While few SRGs remain in
developed countries, the strategy could be revived. Circum-
stances favorable to industry introduction of SRGs include the
expansion of rights-based political/social discourse, the devel-
opment of citizen pressure groups, and the establishment of
strong tobacco control infrastructure. Tobacco control advo-
cates should investigate the funding sources of any SRGs that
appear and expose industry alliances. Advocates should also
point out the falsity of the ‘smokers’ rights’ concept and its
essential contradictions. Integrating tobacco control goals
with democratic rights, such as contrasting the freedom
of health versus the slavery of addiction, may also be
effective.146

Advocates should also continue to frame smoking as a health
issue. Focusing on smoke as a pollutant avoids mentioning the
smoker, and thus subverts the tobacco industry’s metonymy of
‘smoker’ for ‘smoke.’ Eliminating cigarette smoke from indoor
environments is equivalent to asbestos removal, and thus does
not involve anyone’s ‘rights.’ This argument is consistent with
the efforts of tobacco control to focus attention on the smoke
(and on the industry), not on the smoker.
One measure of tobacco control’s success is the industry’s

overall failure to persuade smokers to take up a cause putatively
their own. To have to fight for an identity that was presented in
cigarette ads as socially desirable exposes the misrepresenta-
tions of those ads and implicitly calls into question the
presumed ‘benefits’ of smoking. The changing social climate
for smoking both compelled the industry to create the SRGs,
and created the contradictions that led to their failure.
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Key points

� Starting in 1979, the tobacco industry created and
supported smokers’ rights groups (SRGs) in countries
around the world to oppose clean indoor air laws and
maintain the social acceptability of smoking.

� SRGs conflated legality with rights to promulgate the
idea that there was a right to smoke that was violated
by tobacco control policies.

� These groups sometimes achieved temporary policy
successes, but were unable to gain significant mem-
bership or support due to the inherent contradictions
between the image of smoking disseminated in tobacco
ads and that demanded by smokers’ rights activism.

� Although few SRGs are now extant, the tobacco
industry may revive this strategy, particularly in
countries with strengthening tobacco control policies
and developing rights-based discourse. Tobacco
control advocates should be prepared to expose
SRG-industry ties and the falsity of the claim to a
right to smoke.

References

1 Newsflow Strategic Overview. January 1989. Philip Morris. http://legacy.

library.ucsf.edu/tid/jok46e00.

2 Anderson SJ, Glantz SA, Ling PM. Emotions for sale: cigarette advertising

and women’s psychosocial needs. Tob Control 2005;14:127–135.

3 Landrine H, Klonoff EA, Fernandez S, Hickman N, Kashima K, Parekh B,

et al. Cigarette advertising in Black, Latino, and White magazines,

1998-2002:an exploratory investigation. Ethn Dis 2005;15:63–7.

4 Sutton CD, Robinson RG. The marketing of menthol cigarettes in the

United States: populations, messages, and channels. Nicotine Tob Res

2004;6(Suppl. 1):S83–91.

5 Albright CL, Altman DG, Slater MD, Maccoby N. Cigarette

advertisements in magazines: Evidence for a differential focus on

women’s and youth magazines. Health Educ Q 1988;15(Summer):

225–33.

6 Stoddard JL, Johnson CA, Sussman S, Dent C, et al. Tailoring outdoor

tobacco advertising to minorities in Los Angeles County. J Health

Commun 1998;3:137–46.

7 Moore DJ, Williams JD, Qualls WJ. Target marketing of tobacco and

alcohol-related products to ethnic minority groups in the United States.

Ethn Dis 1996;6:83–98.

8 Barnoya J, Glantz SA. The tobacco industry’s worldwide ETS consultants

project: European and Asian components. Eur J Public Health

2006;16:69–77.

9 Tsoukalas TH, Glantz SA. Development and destruction of the first state

funded anti-smoking campaign in the USA. Tob Control 2003;12:214–20.

10 Barnoya J, Glantz S. Tobacco industry success in preventing regulation of

secondhand smoke in Latin America: the ‘Latin Project’. Tob Control

2002;11:305–14.

11 Neuman M, Bitton A, Glantz S. Tobacco industry strategies for

influencing European Community tobacco advertising legislation. Lancet

2002;359:1323–30.

12 Givel MS, Glantz SA. Tobacco lobby political influence on US state

legislatures in the 1990s. Tob Control 2001;10:124–34.

13 Glantz SA, Balbach ED. Tobacco war: Inside the California battles.

Berkeley: University of California; 2000.

14 Smith EA, Malone RE. ‘Creative solutions’: Selling cigarettes in a smoke-

free world. Tob Control 2004;13:57–63.

15 Schudson M. Advertising, the uneasy persuasion: Its dubious impact on

American society. New York: Basic Books; 1984.

16 Snyder M, DeBono KG. Appeals to image and claims about quality:

understanding the psychology of advertising. J Pers Soc Psychol

1985;49:586–597.

17 Pollay RW, Dewhirst T. A Premiere example of the illusion of harm

reduction cigarettes in the 1990s. Tob Control 2003;12:322–32.

18 Pollay RW, Dewhirst T. The dark side of marketing seemingly ‘Light’

cigarettes: successful images and failed fact. Tob Control 2002;11

(Suppl. 1):I18–31.

19 Pollay RW. Targeting youth and concerned smokers: evidence from

Canadian tobacco industry documents. Tob Control 2000;9:136–47.

20 Ling PM, Glantz SA. Why and how the tobacco industry sells cigarettes to

young adults: evidence from industry documents. Am J Pub Health

2002;92:908–16.

21 Le Cook B, Wayne GF, Keithly L, et al. One size does not fit all: how the

tobacco industry has altered cigarette design to target consumer groups

with specific psychological and psychosocial needs. Addiction

2003;98:1547–1561.

22 Collins P, Maguire M, O’Dell L. Smokers’ representations of their own

smoking: A Q-methodological study. J Health Psych 2002;7:641–652.

23 Cigarette smoking among adults—United States, 2000. Morb Mort Week

Rep 2002;51:642–645.

24 Echebarria Echabe A, Fernandez Guede E, Gonzalez Castro JL. Social

representations and intergroup conflicts: Who’s smoking here? Eur J Soc

Psychol 1994;24:339–355.

25 Ling PM, Glantz SA. Tobacco industry consumer research on socially

acceptable cigarettes. Tob Control 2005;14:e3.

26 Willemsen MC, de Vries H, Genders R. Annoyance from environmental

tobacco smoke and support for no-smoking policies at eight large Dutch

workplaces. Tob Control 1996;5:132–8.

27 Zanetti F, Gambi A, Bergamaschi A, Gentilini F, De Luca G, Monti C,

et al. Smoking habits, exposure to passive smoking and attitudes to a

non-smoking policy among hospital staff. Public Health 1998;

112:57–62.

28 Brenner H, Born J, Novak P, Wanek V. Smoking behavior and attitude

toward smoking regulations and passive smoking in the workplace. A

study among 974 employees in the German metal industry. Prev Med

1997;26:138–43.

29 Schumann A, John U, Thyrian JR, Ulbricht S, Hapke U, Meyer C.

Attitudes towards smoking policies and tobacco control measures in

relation to smoking status and smoking behaviour. Eur J Public Health

2006.

30 Mizoue T, Reijula K, Yamato H, Iwasaki A, Yoshimura T. Support for

and observance of worksite smoking restriction policies--A study of

municipal employees at a city office in Japan. Prev Med 1999;29:

549–54.

31 Penman AD, Gee KR, Jones ES. Attitudes toward environmental tobacco

smoke in Mississippi: still a burning issue. J Pub Health Manag Pract

1999;5:29–34.

32 Louka P, Maguire M, Evans P, Worrell M. ‘I think that it’s a pain in the

ass that I have to stand outside in the cold and have a cigarette’:

representations of smoking and experiences of disapproval in UK and

Greek smokers. J Health Psychol 2006;11:441–51.

33 Borland R, Yong HH, Siahpush M, Hyland A, Campbell S, Hastings G,

et al. Support for and reported compliance with smoke-free restaurants

and bars by smokers in four countries: findings from the International

Tobacco Control (ITC) Four Country Survey. Tob Control 2006;15

(Suppl. 3):iii34–41.

Tobacco Industry Smokers’ Rights Groups 311

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/eurpub/article/17/3/306/722281 by guest on 20 M

arch 2024

http://legacy


34 Tang H, Cowling DW, Lloyd JC, Rogers T, Koumjian KL, Stevens CM,

et al. Changes of attitudes and patronage behaviors in response to a

smoke-free bar law. Am J Pub Health 2003;93:611–7.

35 Malone RE, Balbach ED. Tobacco industry documents: treasure trove or

quagmire? Tob Control 2000;9:334–8.

36 Carter SM. Tobacco document research reporting. Tob Control

2005;14(6):368–76.

37 Cardador MT, Hazan AR, Glantz SA. Tobacco industry smokers’ rights

publications: a content analysis. Am J Pub Health 1995;85:1212–7.

38 Americans for Non-Smokers’ Rights. Front groups and allies: FORCES.

Americans for Non-Smokers’ Rights. http://www.no-smoke.org/

getthefacts.php?id¼73 Accessed: 20 July 2006.

39 Kennedy GE, Bero LA. Print media coverage of research on passive

smoking. Tob Control 1999;8:254–60.

40 Farnel FJ. EEMA regional annual report regarding PMI corporate affairs

action plan. 16 Oct 1989. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/

mli42e00.

41 Hurford WJ. ‘Fair Go.’ Not All Men Are Created Equal. As Smokers Are

Finding Out. This New Tax Grab Is Unfair Discrimination against

Smokers, Another Blow against Freedom of Choice. Do Something About

It Today. Write or Ring Your Member of Parliament and Tell Him So.

Speak Up. Or Pay Up. 22 Jun 1983. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.

ucsf.edu/tid/akl85e00.

42 FOREST. N403 [Other Dudley West candidates don’t give a damn about

discrimination against smokers]. 13 Dec 1994. Philip Morris. http://

legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/qtn57d00.

43 Chapman S, Borland R, Hill D, et al. Why the tobacco industry fears the

passive smoking issue. Int J Health Serv 1990;20:417–27.

44 Konig H. Infotab International Workshop 910000. Hamburg, 911012

911017 Smoking and public transport. The fight against a smoking ban on

Lufthansa’s domestic flights: a case study. 12 Oct 1991. Philip Morris.

http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/htp95e00.

45 Burson-Marsteller. An accommodation strategy in EEMA a strategic brief.

7 May 1990. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/ynk46e00.

46 Is Forest Exportable? 22 Sep 1983. RJ Reynolds. http://legacy.library.ucsf.

edu/tid/hzl68d00.

47 Forest. Defending Smokers Rights Forest. 1983. Philip Morris. http://

legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/sex19e00.

48 Carlson S. Swedish NMA all member meeting 001115. 16 Nov 1989.

Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/huz91a00.

49 Boca Raton Action Plan: Status Report for the Period Ending 890731.

1989. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/tiv78e00.

50 Meeting report ZHC 891114. 14 Nov 1989. Philip Morris. http://legacy.

library.ucsf.edu/tid/ogp22e00.

51 PM-EEC. Philip Morris EEC Corporate Affairs Department 900000

Communications and Issues Management Status and 910000 Plans.

August 1990. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/boa02a00.

52 Carlson S. World congress of smokers rights groups (SRG’s), 920000. 28

Jun 1991. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/edg42e00.

53 Three Year Plan 930000 950000 Greece & Israel. 1992. Philip Morris.

http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/aet19e00.

54 Girod L. Field meeting, Brussels 940413 - notes. 22 Apr 1994. Philip

Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/blq22e00.

55 BM Copenhagen. Final report on the smokers’ rights clubs seminar,

Vedbaek, Denmark 000829-890830. 15 Sep 1989. Philip Morris. http://

legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/qkz81f00.

56 Brady M. Account 51531. 9 Dec 1991. British American Tobacco. http://

bat.library.ucsf.edu//tid/hnp02a99.

57 Nicholson M. Letter from Marjorie Nicholson to David Bacon enclosing

draft budget for 1995 and notes on budget.1 Aug 1994. British American

Tobacco. http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//tid/wip02a99.

58 940000 Action Points - Benelux. 1994. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.

ucsf.edu/tid/wnr39e00.

59 SCR Associati. Meeting Report CDIT. 15 Sep 1993. Philip Morris. http://

legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/osq22e00.

60 PM-EEC. Three Year Plan 930000 950000. 1993. Philip Morris. http://

legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/kks32e00.

61 Philip Morris Corporate Affairs Europe Smoking Restrictions 3 Year Plan

940000 960000. Nov 1993. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/

tid/hmd34e00.

62 Aschberg R, Carlson S, Gilljam H, Lidbeck G, Pehrson B, Persson B. Ikvall

(Tonight) Debate on Smoking. 16 Sep 1992. Philip Morris. http://legacy.

library.ucsf.edu/tid/igi19e00.

63 E5 [Report from meeting in Norwegian NMA, October 26th 1994].

26 Oct 1994. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/gyz57d00.

64 Donovan J. Italy: Smokers unite to fight for rights. 28 Aug 1994. Philip

Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/ifi08d00.

65 Berlingske Tidende, Burson Marsteller. Smokers want room,

too. 31 Aug 1989. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/

ujz81f00.

66 Dinesen TV. Burson Marsteller. Interim report on the Hen-Ry promotion

campaign. 8 Mar 1989. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/

xcv36e00.

67 Lindheim J. Burson-Marsteller activities for PMI. 12 Dec 1989. Philip

Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/soj85e00.

68 Eyres S. FOREST: 1985 Director’s Report. 10 Feb 1986. British American

Tobacco. http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//tid/ojq00a99.

69 Lambert D. Health Select Committee. 25 Jan 2000. British American

Tobacco. http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//tid/qfw80a99.

70 Campbell J. A Public Relations Strategy for the Tobacco Advisory Council

Appraisal & Proposals Prepared by Campbell - Johnson Ltd. 20 Nov 1978.

Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/vdj04e00.

71 St. Aubyn AWM. Tobacco Advisory Council Public Relations Committee

(PRC No 3091). 01 Sep 1981. British American Tobacco. http://bat.

library.ucsf.edu//tid/ivl21a99.

72 Philip Morris International. Philip Morris EEC Region Three Year Plan

920000 940000. 1992. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/

qef42e00.

73 Thoma W. Remarks by Walter Thoma PMI Corporate Affairs Conference

Boca Raton, Florida Wednesday, 881130. 30 Nov 1988. Philip Morris.

http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/caj22e00.

74 PM-EEMA. Philip Morris EFTA Eastern Europe Middle East Africa long

range plan 900000-920000. Dec 1989. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.

ucsf.edu/tid/bhr02a00.

75 Philip Morris International. ETS plan, Nordic area. 1987. Philip Morris.

http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/xyo32e00.

76 Whist A. [Letter to R. Murray re: ICOSI documents]. 6 Apr 1978. Philip

Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/ypk85e00.

77 Draft Strategy Document - 1995-1997. 1994. British American Tobacco.

1994http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//tid/nip02a99.

78 Turner ADC. A strategic plan for the issue of smoking in the workplace

and in public places. 7 Jul 1994. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.

edu/tid/mcv39e00.

79 Presentation to Infotab Workshop Hamburg 911015. 15 Oct 1991. Philip

Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/hhv32e00.

80 EEC. ETS communication plan 910000. Dec 1990. Philip Morris. http://

legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/dkt95e00.

81 Barba-Erlitz T. Corporate Affairs Weekly Highlights 940328 - 940401. 8

Apr 1994. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/tjr95e00.

82 Cannon MG. BAT Limited. Letter from MG Cannon to MJ Scott

enclosing a note on FOREST. 8 Jul 1980. British American Tobacco.

http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//tid/qgl21a99.

83 TAC PR Policy. 26 Sep 1980. British American Tobacco. http://bat.library.

ucsf.edu//tid/lml21a99.

84 N403 [New Swiss Smokers Club Attracts 1000 members]. 24 May 1996.

Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/uao47d00.

85 Kesselring K. Invitation to a press conference Wednesday, 890830. 15 Aug

1989. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/lkz81f00.

86 Reuters. News brief, smokers fume over their rights. 29 Aug 1994. Philip

Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/hfi08d00.

87 Notes on agenda. 1981. British American Tobacco. http://bat.library.ucsf.

edu//tid/jhj51a99.

88 The Tobacco Industry. [1980]. British American Tobacco. http://bat.

library.ucsf.edu//tid/dlj51a99.

89 A Consumer Group - A Proposal. 16 Mar 1981. British American

Tobacco. http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//tid/hnl21a99.

90 Voss T. [Letter re: Social Critic article]. 1 Oct 1991. Philip Morris. http://

legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/uwi56e00.

91 SCR Associati. Meeting Report 890920. 20 Sep 1989. Philip Morris. http://

legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/gjw39e00.

312 European Journal of Public Health

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/eurpub/article/17/3/306/722281 by guest on 20 M

arch 2024

http://www.no-smoke.org/
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/
http://legacy.library
http://
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/htp95e00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/ynk46e00
http://legacy.library.ucsf
http://
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/huz91a00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/tiv78e00
http://legacy
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/boa02a00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/edg42e00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/aet19e00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/blq22e00
http://
http://
http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//tid/wip02a99
http://legacy.library
http://
http://
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/
http://legacy
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/gyz57d00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/ifi08d00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/soj85e00
http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//tid/ojq00a99
http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//tid/qfw80a99
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/vdj04e00
http://bat
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/caj22e00
http://legacy.library
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/xyo32e00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/ypk85e00
http://legacy.library.ucsf
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/hhv32e00
http://
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/tjr95e00
http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//tid/qgl21a99
http://bat.library
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/uao47d00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/lkz81f00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/hfi08d00
http://bat.library.ucsf
http://bat
http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//tid/hnl21a99
http://
http://


92 Chapman S. ‘It is possible he is a kind of nut‘: how the tobacco industry

quietly promoted Dr William Whitby. Tob Control 2003;12

(Suppl III):iii4–iii6.

93 Cullman H. Australia : Smoking and Health Strategy Some Recent

Developments in Australia. Feb 1978. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.

ucsf.edu/tid/loh24e00.

94 Minutes of the 20th Meeting of the Public Relations Sub-Committee of

TAC held at Glen House on 6th May 1980. British American Tobacco.

http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//tid/bel21a99.

95 Minutes of the 32nd Meeting of the Public Relations Committee of TAC

Held Tuesday 9th June 1981. British American Tobacco. http://bat.library.

ucsf.edu//tid/npl21a99.

96 Minutes of the 37 Meeting of the Public Relations Committee of TAC

held on 28 October 1981. British American Tobacco. http://bat.library.

ucsf.edu//tid/ofj51a99.

97 Judgment of Queen’s Bench Division for a case between FOREST and

Stephen Ronald Eyres and Enville Corporation. 16 Nov 1989. British

American Tobacco. http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//tid/hoh30a99.

98 Hampinen A, Kaukonen V. The Finnish smokers’ club huomaavaiset

tupakoitsijat ry ‘HuTu’. Dec 1989. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.

ucsf.edu/tid/qxk19e00.

99 There’s Gold in Them Thar Ills. 1979. RJ Reynolds. http://legacy.library.

ucsf.edu/tid/jwu13a00.

100 Maratos T. N331 [Letter to Giuliani re: smoking bans]. Aug 1994. Philip

Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/yhz37d00.

101 Tobacco International. Smokers demand rights. Feb 1991. Lorillard.

http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/xof64c00.

102 Burson Marsteller. Smokers of the whole world, unite. 24 Jul 1989. Philip

Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/abf87e00.

103 Prideaux M. Oxford Union Debate. 29 Feb 1996. British American

Tobacco. http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//tid/rky50a99.

104 [Speech on Corporate Affairs EEMA]. 1991. Philip Morris. http://legacy.

library.ucsf.edu/tid/vae42e00.

105 PM-EEMA. From Austria to Zimbabwe. 1991. Philip Morris. http://

legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/wae42e00.

106 The Smoking Habit. 25 Jul 1979. British American Tobacco. http://bat.

library.ucsf.edu//tid/msp40a99.

107 Anthony C. Equal Rights on Buses. 22 Sep 1977. RJ Reynolds. http://

legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/nbu31d00.

108 Philip Morris. Newspac number three-890500 Philip Morris information

sheet courteous smoking. May 1989. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.

ucsf.edu/tid/kcc58e00.

109 Burson Marsteller, Ritzau Press Bureau. Courteous smokers want to

smoke in peace. 30 Aug 1989. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/

tid/vjz81f00.

110 Browne C. Infotopics summaries of public information from Infotab No.

12. Dec 1990. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/pel52d00.

111 Melihancheinin P, Tredaniel J. Passive smoking the health impact. Mar

1995. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/dcb58d00.

112 Campbell Johnson Limited Smoking and Health Monthly Report

288: 820200. Feb 1982. Brown and Williamson. http://legacy.library.ucsf.

edu/tid/xpr93f00.

113 Debate on Cigarette Smoking. 2 Feb 1982. Reynolds RJ. http://legacy.

library.ucsf.edu/tid/nuf55d00.

114 National Association of Personnel Directors and Executives, Bertrand

Languages. Smokers, nonsmokers thoughts and practices for living

together harmoniously in the business. 28 Nov 1995. Philip Morris. http://

legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/trk06c00.

115 Politiken. The smokers are preparing to fight back. 4 Sep 1989. Philip

Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/ljz81f00.

116 N403 [Calumet N. 45]. Sep 1994. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.

edu/tid/csm57d00.

117 Infotab. Headlines. 29 Aug 1986. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.

edu/tid/utl40c00.

118 Smoking and Health Monthly Report 276: 810200. Feb 1981. Brown and

Williamson. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/xyv93f00.

119 Coultan M. Leave Smokers Alone: Greiner. 18 May 1989. Philip Morris.

http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/hco24e00.

120 Calumet de la Paix, Eleftheria, FOREST, Freeview, Hen-Ry, Roykringen,

et al. Final statement of the Smokepeace 940000 conference. 26 Aug 1994.

Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/gfi08d00.

121 Cohen N. Cover story - the plot to keep us puffing. 17 Jan 2000. Philip

Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/snz56c00.

122 Foreningen af Hensynsfulde Rygere. Danish celebrities take the lead in

promoting courteous smoking. Mar 1989. Philip Morris. http://legacy.

library.ucsf.edu/tid/rxy02a00.

123 Denmark Hosts the First Seminar on Smokers Rights. Aug 1989. Philip

Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/hkz81f00.

124 Infotopics. Infotopics media monitoring from TDC, No.9, September

1994. Smokepeace 94 ends with call for protection of the rights of

smokers. Sep 1994. Tobacco Institute. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/

okh03f00.

125 Malmo. Smoking as usual on anti tobacco day. 31 May 1989. Philip

Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/ulq39e00.

126 Huomaavaiset Tupakoitsijat. [Report on amendment proposal].

21 Feb 1989. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/urk24e00.

127 Shook Hardy & Bacon. Report on recent ETS and IAQ developments.

19 Jan 1996. Lorillard. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/cnq99d00.

128 Forest. N403 [National No Smokism day]. 11 Mar 1998. Philip Morris.

http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/pco47d00.

129 Shook Hardy & Bacon. Report on recent ETS and IAQ developments. 1

Mar 1996. Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/dmf22d00.

130 Lord Harris of High Cross. Judicial review on Network Southeast smoking

ban. 22 Jul 1993. British American Tobacco. http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//

tid/tkp02a99.

131 Nicholson M. Source of income. 13 May 1993. British American Tobacco.

http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//tid/jlp02a99.

132 Smoke and be damned say rebels. 16 May 1977. RJ Reynolds. http://

legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/ybu31d00.

133 Fisher M, Unger J. German smokers on cloud 9 Lufthansa’s attempted ban

produces huffing, more puffing. 23 Oct 1990. Philip Morris. http://legacy.

library.ucsf.edu/tid/qsz83e00.

134 Wellenreiter A. I was delighted to receive your survey conducted by the

Harris Research Centre with regard to smoking on aircraft. 27 Jul 1987. RJ

Reynolds. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/yke04d00.

135 Bartels P. Let’s smoke a peace pipe. 1990. Philip Morris. http://legacy.

library.ucsf.edu/tid/gup95e00.

136 Shook Hardy & Bacon. Report on recent ETS and IAQ developments. 6

Jan 1995. Lorillard. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/gkl23c00.

137 Brinkhorst L. CECCM Freedom to Smoke Report 960305. 12 Mar 1996.

Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/klb42c00.

138 Shook Hardy & Bacon. Report on recent ETS and IAQ developments

940812. 12 Aug 1994. Lorillard. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/

cbd54a00.

139 Eyers S. Freedom Organization for the Right to Enjoy Smoking

Tobacco. 18 Sep 1986. RJ Reynolds. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/

bym83d00.

140 Infotab. Infotopics. Summaries of Public Information. 28 Aug 1987. RJ

Reynolds. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/klv44d00.

141 Boca Raton action plan summary report 881203-891030. 3 Dec 1988.

Philip Morris. http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/cer19e00.

142 EEMA Region CA Weekly Highlights 000419 000426. 1991. Philip Morris.

http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/itr44e00.

143 Carlson S. Danish article re smoker rights. 4 Jan 1996. Philip Morris.

http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/avr63c00.

144 British Broadcasting Corporation. The bbc.co.uk guide to

tobacco and smoking. British Broadcasting Corporation. http://

www.bbc.co.uk/search/guides/tobacco_guide.shtml Accessed:

March 4 2005.

145 Graff SK. There is no constitutional right to smoke. Tobacco Control

Legal Consortium. http://www.tobaccolawcenter.org/ Accessed:

27 July 2005.

146 Katz JE. Individual rights advocacy in tobacco control policies: an

assessment and recommendation. Tob Control 2005; 14(Suppl. 2):ii31–7.

Received 3 August 2006, accepted 5 September 2006

Tobacco Industry Smokers’ Rights Groups 313

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/eurpub/article/17/3/306/722281 by guest on 20 M

arch 2024

http://legacy.library
http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//tid/bel21a99
http://bat.library
http://bat.library
http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//tid/hoh30a99
http://legacy.library
http://legacy.library
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/yhz37d00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/xof64c00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/abf87e00
http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//tid/rky50a99
http://legacy
http://
http://bat
http://
http://legacy.library
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/pel52d00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/dcb58d00
http://legacy.library.ucsf
http://legacy
http://
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/ljz81f00
http://legacy.library.ucsf
http://legacy.library.ucsf
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/xyv93f00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/hco24e00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/gfi08d00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/snz56c00
http://legacy
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/hkz81f00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/ulq39e00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/urk24e00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/cnq99d00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/pco47d00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/dmf22d00
http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//
http://bat.library.ucsf.edu//tid/jlp02a99
http://
http://legacy
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/yke04d00
http://legacy
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/gkl23c00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/klb42c00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/klv44d00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/cer19e00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/itr44e00
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/avr63c00
http://
http://www.tobaccolawcenter.org/

