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Cctober 13, 1939
11:35 PM-12:05 AM
ABC-TV

Nightline

Ted Koppel, anchor:

After decades of denial, now they say cigarette smcking is
addictive. But why now? Tonight, ig the world’s largest
cigarette maker coming clean or simply cleaning up it’'s
image? (Clips from tobacce makers testifying kefore
Congress; tobacco spokesman from previous TV program;
Visual of Philip Morris logo)

Unidentified Announcer: From ABC News, this is Nightline.
Reporting from Waghington, Ted Koppel.

Koppel: If anyone is under the impresgion that Philip
Morris, the largest cigarette maker in the world, has just
run up the white flag of surrender, hecld that thought for
another day.

Granted, the headline in this morning’s New York Times
reads: Philip Morris Admits Evidence Shows Smoking Causes
Cancer. Which is exactly right. That is what the company
does admit. That this is the message of public health
authorities worldwide. It won't necesgarily adopt that
message themselves in court but you’'d have to find that
between the lines of it’s latest public relations
offengive.

On its new corporate Web site, launched vyesterday, Philip
Morris seems to admit that smeoking is addictive. Some of
our other colleagues in the media have reported as much,
suggesting that Philip Morris itself now concedes that
smoking is addictive and causes lung cancer, heart disease,
emphysema and other sericus diseases.

But in point of fact, that is net what Philip Morris is
gaying. The company is simply quoting the medical and
scientific consensus and suggesting that potential smokers
rely on those messages rather than say the next campaign
for Marlboro cigarettes,

Ag for cigarette smoking being addictive, I've got a
quarter says their lawyers won't concede that point in
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Philip Morris’' next court case. BAnyway, here’s Nightline
correspondent Michel McQueen to tell you how the story has
evolved.

Michel McQueen reporting:

It was cne of the most memorable scenes of political
theater in recent memory. (Clip from tobacco makers
testifying before Congresgs) In April, 1994, the chief
executives of the country’'s top seven tobacco companies
refused to say under oath whether smoking causes cancer.

Andrew Tisech (Lorillard Incorporated): (April 1994) Well,
we--we have looked at the data and the data that we have
been able to see ig all the statistical data that has not
convinced me that smoking causes death.

McQueen: And they insisted it is neot addictive.

William Campbell (Philip Morris Company): {April 1994)
Cligarette gmoking is not addictive.

Unidentified Man #1: I don’'t beliewve that nicetine or our
products are addictive.

Tnidentified Man #2: I believe nicotine is not addictive.

Unidentified Man #3: I believe that nicotine is not
addictive.

McQueen: Well, what a difference five years and a
two-hundred-billion-dollar legal settlement makes. This
week, Philip Morris, the country’s leading cigarette maker,
pogted a new Web site that acknowledges that, guote, "there
is an overwhelming medical and scientific ceonsensus that
cigarette smoking causes lung cancer, heart disease,
emphygema and other sgerious diseases in smckers," end
quote.

And it gces on to gay that, guote, Y"cigarette smoking is
addictive ag that term i1g most commonly used today," end
quote. (Visual of Philip Morris Web pages)

The new language proveoked a flurry of television coverage
and a front page story in the New York Times. (Visual of
The New York Times) It earned praise from President
Clinten.

President Bill Clinton (United States): This formal
acknowledgement comes far too late, but still we must all
welcome it. It can be the beginning of clearing the air.

McQueen: And one leading anti-tobacco activist, former
Food and Drug Administratiocn chief, Dr. David Xessler
called it a gignificant development.
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Dr. David Kesgsler (Anti-Tobacco Activigt): No matter how
yvou read that language, Philip Morris has now come ocut and
said directly that nicotine is an addictive substance., And
that has profound consequences. It hasg profound
congequences for how we view this product.

McQueen: But all the hoopla around the new Webk site
obscures one central fact: the language was all but
dictated by the landmark legal agreement signed last
November between the tobacco companies and forty-six state
governments. The tobacco companies agreed to pay the
states two hundred zix billion dollars to settle the
avalanche of state lawsuits against them.

Under the agreement, tobacco manufacturers are barred from
making any, gquote, "material misrepresentation of fact
regarding the health consequences of using any tobacco
preduct, ' end quote,

Moreover, tobacco executives have carefully made some of
the same peoints in recent years, including on thig program.
Here ig Philip Morris vice pregident Steven Parrish in June
1930.

Koppel: (June 25, 1990) Do you still insist that there was
no evidence between that--you know, pointing to death by

lung cancer, emphysema, heart disease caused by tobacco
smoking?

Steven Parrish {Vice President, Philip Morris): [(June 25,
1990) Ted--Ted, we do nect say there is no evidence. There
clearly is evidence that links cigarette smoking with lung
cancer and other diseases. We don't deny that cigarette
smoking is a risk factor for lung cancer and cther
diseases.

Koppel: Tim?

Dr. Timothy Jchnson: (June 25, 1990) By the way, Ted, I'm
ner--fascinated that they are no longer denying it.
Because they do in courtrooms when the suits come of
course.

McQueen: As the tobacco companies will no doubt continue
to do ag the settlement agreement also says that nothing
in it shall, quote, "limit the exercise of any First
Amendment right or the assertion of defense or position in
any judicial, legislative or regulatory forum," end quote.
Which makes today's acknowledgement, in the views of this
anti-tobacco activist, either a new legal defenge strategy,
a giant PR stunt or both.

Kathryn Vose (Campaign For Tobhacco-Free Kids): They’re not
even saying now that they agree with the consensus of the
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gscientific and medical community. They're not even saying
that they agree with that. They’re saying there is this
knowledge ocut there and they’re putting it out there for
pecple to take a look at.

McQueen: Indeed, the new Wek site was posted as part of a
miltimillion dollar public relations campaign for Philip
Morris. (Visual of Philip Morris building exterior) It

will inciude ads like these, promoting the company’s

non-tobacco businesses and extensive charitable involvement.

(Clips from Philip Morris commercials)

Vose: I think it is an attempt to improve their tarnished
reputation and to make them lock like they’re good
corporate citizens at a time when they’'re under siege.

McQueen: But other activists, like David Kessgler, think it
doesn’t matter what the company intended. The effect on
the public debate cannct be underestimated.

Kessler: T sat there when they said over and over and over
again that nicotine was not addictive. That was their
defense why--FDA shouldn’t regulate the product. That no
longer is the case.

McQueen: Whether the moves by Philip Morris represents a
PR gstunt or a break with the pack, there can be no deubt
that the tobacce industry remains under fire. Just last
month, the administration filed a massgive lawsuit against
the tobacco companieg seeking billions in damages for the
cost of treating smoking related illnesses. And in
December, the Supreme Court will consider whether the FDA
has the right to regulate tobacco products.

This is Michel McQueen for Nightline in Washington.

Koppel: When we come back, I'1l be asking a Philip Morris
executive exactly what his company is up to.

{Commercial Break)

Koeppel: Joining us now from Philip Morris headguartexrs in
New Yeork, Steven Parrish. He’s senior vige president for
corporate affairs. And beyond the fact that we’re both
nine years older and a lot grayer, what else has changed
gince you were on this program nine years ago?

Parrish: Well, I wouldn’t have believed it then, but
tobacco has gotten to be even a more contentious isgue and
a more centroversial product than it was nine years ago.
That’'s certainly one thing that’s changed.

Koppel: What’'s changed in terms of what you were saying
then and what you were empowered to say tonight?
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Parrish: Well, I'd say two things have changed. One thing
is we not only are saying scme new thinges, but we're trying
to do a better dob of being out there and communicating and
developing a dialogue that I think people like Dr. Kessler
and President Clinton were welcoming today when they
reacted tc what we had put up on our Web site. Cause our
view 1s that we needed to make a good-faith effort to open
that dialocgue, because all of the acrimony and endless
debategs of the last nine years really hadn’t resulted in
much progress on a lot of these tobacco issues. 8o we want
te get that dialogue going. We want to work with people in
the public health community and try to dc some things that
will move the ball forward.

Keppel: As Michel McQueen noted in her piece, you're
actually precluded under your agreement with the states
from saying anything publicly that is not true. 8o that
does give you a little bit of an incentive to be better
corporate citizens. But as to the point that both she and
I made, your lawyers are not precluded from still
maintaining that the--the tobacco and nicotine are not
addictive, are they?

Farrish: Well, we will defend ourselves in the courtroom,
and as we've always done. There may be new strategies that
develop in the courtrcom over time. I think there very
likely will be. But, of course, I'm not going to get into
those right now.

Koppel: No, I wouldn’t expect you te. But I--I--I do
expect you to be a little more straightforward about
answering the guestion if I say to you, Steve Parrish,
right now, tell me, ig nicotine addictive? You will have
no trouble saying vyes, is that correct?

Parrish: I will have no trouble saying what--exactly what
ig on our Web gite, that under the definition that’s
commonly used today, it absclutely is.

Koppel: Now, under the definition that is commonly used
today, the definition that is commonly used today is
probably not going to be the definition that is adopted by
Philip Morris attorneys in court. Would that be a
reasonable agaumption?

Parrish: Well, again, I don't know what the lawyers are
going to go when they go into the courtroom. I'm not
inveolved in the legal strategy, but I can predict that they
will say in the courtrocom that under the definition that’s
accepted today, it is addictive.

Keppel: Under the definition that is accepted today, but
there’s nothing to preclude them from saying, If we are

going to adopt a legal definition, the definition that is
adopted today may not necessarily rise to that level. In
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cther words, you wouldn’'t be one bit surprised if your
lawyers, in ccurt, say something that is directly
contradictory to what Philip Morris is saying on its Web
site today.

Parrish: I would be surprised to see lawyers directly
contradicting what we’re saying in our Web site. But, you
know, vyou raise an interesting peint, which I think has
been part of the problem we’ve had over the past few years.
That is, if we end up in these endless arguments and
debates about what the right definition of a term is, we
really don’t make any progress. And what we found as we
negotiated our settlement with the state AGs and when we
negotiated the comprehensive resolution that we propesed in
1997 is you can, in fact, sit down with people who have
historically been our critics. You can find some common
ground, and you can work some--toward some sclutions. It’s
not easy, but we’'re prepared to do that, and that’s why
we're trying to open up this dialogue with the public.

Koppel: You were good nine years. You're even better
today. I'm--I'm just a little bit confused by when--when
vou gay that you think your lawyers are not going to
contradict what is being saying--what i1s being said
publicly. Are you telling me your lawyers are going to
court and saying, Yes, nicotine isg, in fact, addictive?
Will they--will they concede that point? I’'m not getting
intc your--I'm not getting intec any other aspects of
your--of vour strategy now. I just want to know whether
you think they're going tec concede that.

Parrish: I understand. Aand I have not talked to our trial
lawyers bu--about this, but I do not believe that they are
going te contradict the statements on our Web site.

Koppel: They don't have to contradict it. They simply
have to say that there’'s a a legal definition and there’s a
commonly accepted definition, and the two don’t necessarily
have te be the same.

Parrish: Well, I’'m not sure what the legal definition is.
But that’s really not the point of this Web site, is to get
into an argument about is there a legal definition of
addiction and what is the legal definition of addiction?

It is to say, people out there in the country have a notion
of what addicticn ig. &and we have told them, we agree that
under that definition, cigarette smoking ig addictive. And
the public health community agrees with that. They’ve
wanted--wanted ug to say that for a long time. We have
said that. BSo now it seems to me, we can take a step
forward, as the president said today, and try to clear the
air of some of the acrimony that has really gotten ug
bogged down.

Koppel: Tell wme what yvou think is really new. I mean,
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what ig different from what Philip Morris is saying today
from what its executives said four vyears ago? And beyond
the fact that they are obliged now under their agreement
with the states tc tell the truth, is there any new
evidence that hag come into your--into vour posgition that
has caused Philip Morris to change its view?

Parrish: Yeah. Let me just be clear about cne thing. The
gettlement with the states did not require ug to gay
anything. 2&s you rightly peointed cut earlier--

Koppel: It requires you to tell the truth.

Parrish: It--it requires us nct to make
misrepresent--misrepresentations about the health effects
of smoking. And we think our Web site is perfectly
congistent with that. What we have said today is that,
clearly, there is a tremendous amount of evidence out there
that gmeoking causes disease, that there’s an overwhelming
consensus in the medical and scientifiec community, that
that is true. We algo believe that public health
authorities justifiably have concluded, based on the
evidence that’s out there, that smoking causes disease, and
that it is appropriate for them to tell that to people.

and we’'ve also told our--the public that we believe that
when they‘re making decisions, when adults are making
decigions about smoking, they should believe the public
health authorities when they say smoking causes disease and
smoking is addictive.

Koppel: Actually, in your--in your Web site, vyou use a
legal term of art, which is that they should rely upon it,
rather--and--and rely, I mean, the only reason I'm raising
it is rely i cne of those important words that end up
being used in court. Aand now you've, in effect, told the
public thev need to rely on those statements. Now whether
yvou go--if you go out now and buy cigarettes on youxr own,
that’s your legal problem.

Parrish: Well, it just seems to me that it's not a bad
thing for the American public teo rely on what the surgeon
general has to say.

Koppel: Yeah. I--I--1 guess the only think that's a
little bit confusing is it’s taken the tobacco industry so
long to come to that conclusion.

(Commercial Break)

Koppel: And we’re back once again and with Philip Morris
genior vice president, Steven Parrish:

What - -what were those ccmpany CECs--tobacce ceompany CEOs
talking about five years ago when they got up before
congress and said, nope, it ain’t addictiwve?
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Parrish: Well, if you go back and lock at the entire tape
or transcript of what happened, there were questions asked
about the--what those individuals believed about the
addictiveness of nicotine and smoking. One of the CECs
began to explain what he meant. He was cut off and
directed by the--one of the members of congress to give a
ves or a no answer. And they each gave a yes or a no
answer. They all said they did net believe, in their
opinion, that it was addictive. If you look at what they
had said in their testimony before that, they clearly were
arguing for a particular definition of addiction. And
under that definition they thought, in their opinion, it
was not addictive.

Koppel: Tell me about that. I mean...
Parrigh: What--what I'm s--

Koppel: ...what was that definition? I mean, what
definition--in other words they were saying it's not
addictive the way heroine is addictive or it‘’s not
addictive because it’s not i1illegal? What was the--what was
the thrust of their argument?

Parrish: What--what I recall is that those executives were
gaying that under a classic pharmacclogical definition of
addiction, vou need three things. You need tolerance. You
need--gee if--I can’'t remember the other three, but--the
cther two--but there were three clear criteria under a
clagsic pharmacological definition of addicticn. Those--

Koppel: Let me try to help you, because I think...
rParrish: QK.

Koppel: ...I think--I think one of the points wag--and
maybe this was the point. You tell me if I‘'m right. That

it in some way alters your--your state as alcchol alters
your state of awareness or consciousness...

Parrish: That--that may have been cne.
Koppel: ...and that cigarettes don’t do that.
Parrish: That may have been one.

Koppel: 1Is--is that the point they’re still making, today,
or--or have we dumped that now?

Parrish: No. I think the point that we’re trying teo make
today is that we feel it’'s no longer productive Lo keep
arguing about what the definition of addiction is. Clearly
people in the scientific community, particularly in the
public health field, people like the surgeon general, do

119962807



VIDEO MONITORING SERVICES OF AMERICA, LP Page: 9

not feel that the classic pharmaccological definition of
addiction is an apprcopriate one to be uszed for cigaratte
smoking. And we’re prepared to accept that. BAnd under the
definition that they use, that a lot of people are using
cut there, cigarette gmoking is addictive. 8o now the
question to me becomes what do we do about this? How are
we going to move forward and make s--gome progress? I
think--I don’t think anybody, right now, is advocating that
we ban the sale of cigarettes to adulta. So what are we
going to do about it?

Koppel: Well...

Parrish: Like keep it out of the hands of kids, for
example,

Koppel: ...clearly one of the questions that--that is
before the country right now is whether tLhe FDA is going to
make it a controlled substance. 2And if indeed vou folks
are now acknowledging that the product is addictive, then
that would seem to strengthen the FDA's case. Would vyou...

Parrish: Well...
Koppel: Would you continue to fight that?

Parrish: Yeah. The FDA has not proposed that cigarettes
be regulated as a controlled substance. They’'ve been--

Koppel: Not--not vet.

Parrish: No. They have proposed that cigarettes be
regulated as medical devises and that FDA be given the
authority to regulate cigarettes like medical devises and
te have the power to unilaterally ban the sale of
cigarettes to adults. That is in the statute. It is clear
the FDA has conceded that in court that they would have
that power. I don’'t think that makes any sense. There's
got to be a better way to de this.

Koppel: 1If, indeed, ciligarettes are addictive, then tell me
whv--I mean, cther than the economic reasons, which are
self-evident, tell me why the tocbacco industry would
continue to f£ight that.

Parrish: To fight the FDA rule?

Koppel: Exactly.

Parrish: Because we don’t think congress ever intended for
the Food And Drug Administration to regulate cigarettes asg

medical dises--devises.

Koppel: Well, forget about...
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Parrish: &And...
Koppel: Forget about congress...
Parrish: And--

Koppel: Forget about congress f£or a moment, Mr. Parrish,
let's--let'g8 get back to that sense of reascnableness that
you were--that you were touting at the beginning of the
program. Doeg that--

Parrish: All right. Let me--let me say something.
Keppel: Go--go ahead.

Parrish: You szay something I think'’'s wvery reagonable.
That the FDA should not be given the authority to ban the
gale of cigarettes to adults.

Koppel: Well--

Parrisgh: 1 think that’s wvery reasonable. And that <¢l--FDA
has conceded that if their rule goes into effect, they
will have that power,

Koppel: If FDA simply wanted to do the same thing with
tobacco that it has already done with alcohol--and that is
that it is a--1it is =gcld as--under certain
regulations--would you have any problem with that?

Parrish: No. If you think back to 1997 when we pro--along
with cothers, including some people in the pubklic health
community, proposed to congress that there be a
comprehensive regulatcry scheme involving tcbacco. And
there was, in fact, in that proposal, FDA regulation of
tobacco but as tobacce and not as medical deviges with
the--with the ability to ban the preduct to adults.

Koppel: When you go--when you go back to work tomorrow or
a week from now, what would you consider to be a guccess?
I mean, coming out of the opening of your new Web site,
today, with a particular focus on what you and I have been
discugsing?

Parrigh: Well, I think...

Koppel: What do you--what do vyvou--what do you hope the
public comes away with? :

Parrigh: I think it’'s encouraging that the president sgaid
that be welcomes this and some of the anti-smoking groups
have said that this is a good first step. We know this is
a long-term process. We want to open the dialegue. It’'s
going to take a long time for us to restore our credibility
to where we think it should be. We’'re prepared toc make
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that commitment and work with others to try to open the
dialeogue and make some progress on some of these igsues.
But we do recognize it's a long-term process.

Koppel: Philip Morris stock is--is pretty low these days,
about as low as it’'s been in about a year. Any hope that
this ia going te help Philip Morris stock?

Parrish: Well, you know, cur business is in excellent
shape. What has been really a--the overhang, if you will,
on our stock has been some of the litigation issueg. This
effort to open up the dialogue is not a litigation-related
effort. It is really an effort to--for uz to ke a part of
the process as a lot of these issues re--regarding all of
our preducts, including tobacco, are debated and resolved.

Koppel: Mr. Parrish, thank you. It’s always a pleasure
talking with you. Gecod cf you to come in.

Parrigh: Thanks very much.

# # #
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