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August, a. larger group turned up at the stadium and 
succeeded in blocking trucks. Police arrested twenty-six, 
including eighr women, on the charge of loitering. Most 
of those arrested · were employees orf the Bidwell Cultural 
and Training Center, another black organization. in the 
Northside gheeto. The Bidwell Center, started after Pitts 
burgh's 1968 riots (touched off by the assassination of Dr. 
Marcin Luoher King), has had some success in training 
outside the building trades. But its experience with the 
building contractors and unions made i!t an ally of Nate 
Smith and Operation Dag. 
Among those arrested was ,the Rev. fames J. Robin 

son, then president of the Bidwell Cerster. A1: the hearing 
in police court, Robinson explained why the stadium was 
the target: "Tdie stadium is the real shining example of 
bigotry and everything that the labor unions stand for." 
The police magistrate dismissed the charges, and coun 
seled moderation, but the blacks were beyond modera 
tion. "We're going on the jobs and stop them," declared 
Nate -Smirth. "Now it's time for war." 

At that point the Black Construction Coalition was an 
nounced. It was to be composed of Operation Dig, the 
Bidwell Center, and almost every other black organiza 
tion in the oity, 

A week later the Black Coalition staged its first action, 
again against the stadium, More than 100 demonstrators 
appeared; blocked trucks, and became involved in sev 
eral confrontations with construction workers and police. 
Eight were arrested 'and charged with disorderly conduct. 

The contractors' response was to obtain a court injunc 
tion limiting picketing at the gates to the stadium. The 
Black Coalition's counter response was to oall for the 
··mass demonstration at the stadium the Monday before 
Labor Day. The war had been declared. · 

As in aJl wars, once the combat begins, the price 
of peace goes up. When negotiations began after the Labor 
Day truce, it was .apparent that the Black Coalition, having 
tested 1ts s,trength in the streets, was not going to weaken 
at the bargaining table. 

PRIVATE DEALS & PUBLIC INTEREST 

Two months ago the contractors and unions could have 
satisfied the blacks by accepting Nate Smith's Operation 
Dig II for 110 jobs. Several weeks ago, ,the contractors, 
in an apparent effort to deflate ,the black protest, put 
forth their own proposal to provide a,pprerrfiice tmining 
for ninety to ,a hundred men. The blacks rejected it then 
becau,se they had not been involved in developIDg it. ·When 
the same program was put forfih ·a second time a1t the 
post-truce negotiating sess,ion, Nate Smi~h tore it up and 
threw it in the face of ·bhe builders' representative. 
The Black Coatl,ioioo bhen put forth its demands: a mini 

mum of 1,130 jobs, exdud1ng J.cCborers, in one yearr; wi-tb 
in two yeaJ·s, a minimum of 40 per cent bllack member 
ship in each -of the craft,- unions. The Coaliition specified 

1bha:t 20 per cent of 1bhe trainees be recruited from "de 
tention facilities" in western Pennsylvania. The CoraJi,tion 
also detnanded that no -t,11aining program take more than 
eight months; thait quali.ficatirons for journeyman srtatus 
be determined by a comm~Hee including representatives 
of the B1ack Coalition. 

It was obvi:ous tJhait these demands would nev~r be 
agreed ,to by -bhe contra,otors aind · unions, and the bl,acks 
regarded !!hem as no more than ,starting points for nego 
tiation. "Our pos.ition is ,negotiable," s-aid Nate Sm,i,bh. 
"We know eight rnonrbhs for trainung is !row. We lef.t room 
for them to come up with a figure. We're wiHing to go 
up to fifteen months. But they ·won't come clown at all." 

"As for the 40 per cent," Smi:th went on, "uhe bLack 
population of Piibtsburgh is not 40 per •cent. We're· willing 
to go down to 10 per cent. But they haven't offored any 
thing." 

The contraotors and unions, natumUy, fel,t they had of 
fered something 1n thei,r originall p1'aµ with some later 
modifications. "We don't feel ~t got proper considera 
tion," said one contraotor. vhe B1ack Coal,ition oonsiide,red 
the industry plan just long enough to deoide thart irt left 
,the apprenticeship system basicaUy intaot,-with n,o guau:an 
tee that there would be bLack men in the IBEW o,r the 
Iron Workers union. Their answer was "Black Mon 
day." · 

THE POLITICS OF TOBACCO 
· EDWARD SCHNEIER 
Mr. Schneier i!; in the Political Science Department at City 
College, New York. He is the editor of Policy-Making in 
America,n Government, recently published by Basic Books. 

There ate billboards in the South which read: CAUTrON: 
ANTI-SMOKING PROPAGANDA MAY BE HAZARDOUS TO YOUR 
ECONOMIC HEAL TH. And well it might. Smoking i6 big 
business in the South. In Kennucky it accounrtJs for 40 per 
cent of the staite's tdtail income, 77 per cent of its cash 
crops. It is• the most important single industry in both 
North Carnlina and Virginia, and the leading cas 1h crop of 
five states. Half a million farm families and 100,000 fac- 
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tory workers in these five states ea,rn their livel,i,hoocl from 
Lady Nicotine. For many Southern Congressmen it is 111ore 
importai1't that they vote "right" on tobacco than that they. 
champion the cause o;f Sba:tes' rights. · 
Cigarettes are more than a business. They aire a regular 

and accusrtomed part ,of the daily routines of 60 million 
Ameri:cans. The average smoker consumed 9,100 oigar- 
ettes-4:wenty-five ,a da1y-last · yeair, ,and by so dO!ing re 
duced his life expectancy by six and a half years. Every 
day 4,000 teen-agers and young adurJts took up smoking 
as a like nmnber of their parents ,and friends began the 
torturous prncess · oif kicting the haibit. For every ,one 

· ··smoker who succeeded in giv,ing up, there were hundreds 
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who would have liked to. Surveys have shown tha:t as 
many as eight smokers in ten are dissatisfied with their 
habit and would like to quit. Nine in ten believe that 
smoking is dangerous to their healeh. 

As an issue of public policy the smoking and health 
controversy has a number of interesting facets. At-tempts 
to control the tobacco industry confront the classic di 
lemma of regulation: minor benefits for -the many can be 
gained only ait the expense of major reverses for the few. 
The hazards of smoking, though real, are remote, in 
tangible and diffuse. Smoking damages the health of mil 
lions, but for aoy given mdividuel the degree of damage is 
at best problematic. On the other side of the coin, how 
ever, any significant decline in the number oif oigarettes 
consumed would have an immediate, tangible and drastic 
impact on the economic well-being of tobacco farmers, 
fereilizer merchants, cigarette factory workers, cellopnane 
and aluminum foiJ. manufacturers, salesmen, vending ma 
chine compaeies, and perhaps even the corner druggist. 
And how would the state and federal governments replace 

·tilre more than $4 billion in tax revenues which they derive 
each yea:r from cigarette taxes? 

The American political process usuall y works to avoid 
regulatory 'issues. The interests o;f tobacco growers, of 
cigarette manufacturers, and o;f television broadcasters 
(who derive almost 11. per cent of network advertising 
billings from cigarettes) are immediate and direct, and of 
coursewell represented µ1 Washington, The tobacco lobby 
was able to bring more than tweney distinguished dootors 
and medical researchers before the House Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce to aogue that the health 
case against smoking is not clearly established. TI1e Gov 
ernors of two Southern states testified on behalf of their 
major industries. Thirty members of the House-c-all but 
three from major tobacco-producing distriots-s-introduced 
legislation on behalf of the tobacco industry. And of 
course the tobacco growers, tobacco workers, the broad 
cast industry, and the major manufacturers were also rep 
resented. 

Weighed in the balance against thus impressive array 
of knowledgeable and concerned citizens is a motley, iJl 
coordinated hodgepodge of public officials, private citi 
zens and independent researchers speaking on behalf of 
that elusive concept known as the public interest. In con 
tests such as these the generaiJ. public ailmost falViariably 
loses O'llt. 

What makes th~s yea•r's smoking a:tid heaJ.uh con.:. 
troversy interesting ,and si,grnificaint is the very re,aJ. possi 
bi.Hty that for once the public interest may triumph. There 
are encouraging signs, mor.eover, 1n this and in other 
current controve-rsies, that a new and very meani'll,gful 
concept of the public in1terest may be e'V'CJllving. In a system 
long accustomed to defining the common good as the sum 
of private deals, the change wi!J not be wrought over 
night, btut there a:re signs of a shift. In this cootroversy it 
is the tobooco. industry and not bhe public whiich is on 
the defensive. 

The major forces behind the shift have not bee,n gen 
erally associated in recent years w1th progressive policies. 
The key agent of change has been tihe Public Hea:lrth Serv 

. ice. The 1964 Report of the Sungeon General's Advisory 
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Commiotee, w1tJh i!os stau.·k and soarrtling conolusfon "tihrut 
cigairette smoking is a health hazard of rufficienrt: impor 
tance in the United States. to wa11ra:rut appropriate remedh1l 
,action," was tbe openi.Ii,g gun in the goveu.·nment's wa!l' on 
cigarre~te,s. TmdiJUonahl.y a oonservaroive agency, dedica,ted 
to the mainter1:a:nce of close ties with rhe medioal profes 
sion ood with local health officials, the Pubihlc Health 
Serv.ice (PHS) had oonduded as early as 1956 that there 
was a definite causal rewationship b0tween excessive smok 
ing and lung canoe:r. Not untiJ.· 1964, howeveu:, was the 
PHS willing to suggest thait the health hazards od' smoking 
were of sufficient magnitude to wanrnnt pub,l,ic action. 
The PHS has little diPect power. It has been a,ble to en 
ooumge further research a:nd to mount a modest educa 
tional campaign. But by the very fa:ct of 1ts ha'V'1ng found 
smoking a public hazm:11d, rtJhe SU1·goo11 Geneml's report 
became ·tJhe 01~itioal caiuailysit ,tJo ·the development of new 
polides. What the PHS did in 1964 was to· transform the 
pn>blem of smoking into the issue of smoking, and a 
problem mus.t be perceived as an issue be:fioil'e ,the policy, 
making process oan begin. 

Once smoldng had been de.fined as a pub1ic li,ssue, once 
ithe prob1em had been injected 1ruto the pulbllic arena, the 
balance of po1it1ca:l power began to shift. No longer simply 
a contest between privaite groups ,such as '!!he American 
Cancer Sooiety on the one ham.d arnd rhe tobacco i:ndustry 
and its a11ies on the other, smoki:ng became an is,sue on 
which Congress, the press, the medrical pr'Ofession, and 
yar,1ous agencies o,f govenNnenrt: were . forced . to take a 
stlallld. 

In 1964, two forces in parni:oulair were moving in 
on coba;oco. Most important were ·1lhe cowrts. Citing the 
fiinclings o;f the Surgeon Gene.rail, JriteraHy h1Und:reds of law 
suits were initiated agaiinst ithe cigarette manufacturers by 
tihe families of indiv,idu,a,ls who had died of l't1ng oancer 
,and related disea;ses. Even if un15uccessful, these suits 
were a source of major embrun-assme111t to tihe industry. 
Second in impornance was the Fecle11a1l Trade Commission. 
Like most regulartory agencies, tihe FTC has not recernrtly 
been noted for the vigor wtth whicih it has defended the 
public interest. In the ohraiiiacteristic cyole of instirtutional 
development, the FTC is in irts "marure" stage, a stage 
when, in EmmetJte Red11ord's words, "the agency has lost 
the origin.ail pol.iitiicail suppor,t, when it bas found its posi 
tion among the contending fou:ces in ,society, and when it 
has crystallized iits own evolved prog11am. lt ~en becomes 
part of the &tarns quo and thinks irrl tem1s of the protection 
of its own system aind ut<s own ex,istence and power againsrt 
sqbstantiail change." Such a:genoies seldom rock t!he boat. 
But in 1964, wi-thin months of the Surgeon Gene.r,aJ.'s re 
port, the FTC rooked aind shocked the tobacco industry 
with a proposal to require a heaJili warning on all cigar 
ette packages aind in all cigau:etJte adver,tising. 

It wais ,this FTC mder which sent the tlobaicco lobby 
sourry,ing ,to Congress and whlcih res'Uil.ted Ifill enactment of 
the Federal Cigarette Labe1i:ng and Advertising Act of 
1965. That aot represooted an ovetrWhelming victory foi 
'llhe tobacco industry. One minoc concession--'bhe wairning 
on nhe pack-was traded for a blanket four-yea:r pre 
emption of ai11 other governmental actions in the field. :By 
@e ternnrs of t!he 1965 1Jaw no federail agency, no state or 
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local government could act in such a way as significantly 
,to control the cigarette industry. And as an added bonus 
11he warning helped to absolve manufacturers from any 
legal responsibilities for premature deaths. 

The only meaningful victory for the anei-smoking 
forces in 1965 was to limit the effoct of the aot until June, 
30, 1969. It is thait magic date which has a second time put 
Lady Nicotine on triail. And in the interim heir opponent 
has grown in strength, Two significant allies have been 
added to the anti-smoking coalition. The medical pro 
fession, t1hrough some very aggressive state medical associ 
aaions, has become an increasingly vocal supporter of the 
Surgeon General's report, 

It was widely rumored in 1964 that the AMA had 
reached an agreement in Congress whereby tobacco states' 
opposition to Medicare would be traded for AMA neu 
trality on the issue of smoking and health. Though agree 
ing that smoking was "a serious health hazard," the 
AMA's policy posaion was, in the words of FTC Com. 
A. E. Maclntyre, "precisely the position of the tobacco in 
dustry." If an explicit agreement with the industry ever 
existed, however, it is not now in effect. The AMA no 
longer defends tobacco interests; and it has been largely 
at the urging of stare medical societies that Calif ornia, 
New York and Utah have taken steps to curb tobacco sales. 
In the most far-reaching proposal the California state 
assembly passed an act in May which would have banned 
all advereising of cigarettes in the state. If Congress fails to 
act, the pre-emption provisions of the 1965 act will lapse, 
and strict state laws such es these will be allowed to go 
into effeot. 
The final, c1111d in some ways the most surprising source 

of anti-smoking pressure, has come from the Federal 
Communicaeions Commission. If the Federal Trade Com 
mission is in its "mature" stage, then surely the FCC is 
in its dotage. In a special -study of the regulatory com 
missions which fames Landis prepared f01· John F. Ken 
nedy in 1960, the FCC was described as more subject 
iro pressure, more subservient co industry, and more in 
need of a total overhaul than any other agency. The FCC 
has not been overhauled, but it has become a key factor 
in 'the smoking and health controversy. In 1967 it ruled 
that broadcasters carrying cigarette commercials must 
give a significant amount of time to information on the 
health hazards of smoking. More recently, on February 6, 
the FCC proposed to adopt rules which would ban the 
broadcast of cigarette commercials by all radio and tele 
vision stations. In view of the overwhelming evidence, 
publicly sanctioned by the Bureau of Public Health, that 
smoking constitutes a serious health· menace, the FCC 
ruled the "presentation of commercials promoting the use 
of cigarettes is inconsistent with the obligation imposed 
upon broadcasters to operate in the pubilc interest." 

A revived coalition has apparently emerged. At best 
loosely coordinated, it includes such old stand-bys as the 
American Cancer Society and a surprisingly heterogeneous 
group of public and private agencies: the AMA and 
American Dental Association, the FCC and FTC, ASH 
,(Action on Smoking and Health), the Public Health 
Service, and a growing number of state legislatures. The 
actions of these groups once again have confronted the 
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tobacco lobby wiit!h the need fur Congressional acnon. 
More ,tJhan ninety members of the House of Represen 

tatives sponsored bills ,this te1m dealing with the smoking 
1ssue. They ranged 1n sever1ty from those proposing a sim 
ple extension of the 1965 law, to bills proposing an out 
right ban on aJi radio and television ads, a requirement 
•t1hiait the wa,r,mng s,IJaitement be strengthened and p1aced 
on the front af the pack, and an authoriZJation for the 
Pub1ic Health Service to regulart:e the length of cigairettes. 
The House, actting wiith unusual dispatcih, quickly passed 
a modified version of these bins. Six o:f thirty-seven mem 
bers of the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce have given up smoking, but only five oould b,e 
prevailed upon to vote against the combined interes1ls .of 
the tobaoco and broadcas,ting mdusitries. A floo,r movion 
~ s~nd the bJl:1 back to commti:tJtee for srtrengVheriing 
amendments was defeaited by a vote of 252 to 137. 
The coaHtion which ~allied to the defense of tobacco in 

,the House was a :fiaimiHar one. Only six Soutihern Demo 
crats-Wright Patman and five Floridians-voted to re 
commit the biLI. Only a handful of No!I'them Democrats, 
moSJt of them from rural distr1ots, voted against the mo- 
1uron. Among Republicans a similar palttern prevailed. Of 
the fifty-two voting for irecommittal ( and against the 
tobacco lobby) only three-Kyl, Mayne and Sohwengel 
of Iowa-represented Midwestern agricultural con 
stituencies. Thus it was at base the old farm bloc whioh 
passed Uhe bill. It was not a paPtisan issue, it was not a 
spHt between liberals and conservatives: it was the quin 
tessence oif the old polttics. 
Rep. Joe Skubitz of Kansas, the only Nor~herneir to 

sponsor a bill acceptable bo the tobacco industry, gave 
away a pairt of 1r.his game when he rhetorical[y asked ~ 
witness ait the House heairinigs w'hiait would happen if the 
tobacco crop we,re reduced: 

If you stop rai&ing tobacco you are going to go into 
raising more cattle (there are 8,700 livestock forms in 
the 5th District of Kansas). You are going to go into 
raising more graiin products (with 6,500 commercial 
fa1•ms, feed grains are the second most important product 
in the district), and you are going to be in competition 
with a lot of states that ar•e now in the production of 
these commodities, and perhaps add to their surpluses. 
Is that correct? 

Correct or not, an alliance of economic convenience has 
long uniited the grain and livestock farmers of ,the Mid 
west .and the cotton and tobacco growers of the South. 
And 'it is not simply the fear of competition thaJt holds the 
,aUiance together. Call it logrolling, accommodation, horse 
trading or whaitever, i!t is the system of bargaining w:hich 
:has dominated American politics foir close to four decades. 
It is a system in which puhlic policy is ,a,rrived at t!hroogh a 
simple summing of private deals. So long as eaoh minds 
his own busmess, each major interest · from 'tobacco to 
corn, and from airlines to atomiic scientists, is free to 
write its own ticket. Government exists to ratify these 
programs. 
This system, whi,oh Prof. Theodore Lowi of the Univer 

sity of Chicago calls "interest-group Hberalism," operates 
in almost every important policy arena. Educators make 
education policy, bankers make banking policy, militocy 
men make military policy, railroads make railroad polI.icy. 
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New York Times Book Review 
"Nol Nol No! Not You Haven't Got it Cheerful Enough! 
You Haven't Got it Light! l Want it Merry-/ want 
It To Bounce/ Let's Take It Again from 'Caution, Cigarette 
Smoking May Be Hazardous .•• .'" 

The system has operated most smoothly in the field ()If 
agrioulture where, in Lowi's words "government-by-con 
flict-of-interest" has been elevated "to a virtuous prin 
oiple." Under this system the public interest, if such an 
interest is conceded to exist, 1s simply one moire interest 
among many. Thus Joseph P. Cullman, chairman oil'. the 
Tobacco Ln1Stvtrute, has .rubtacked tlie actions o;f the FCC 
and FTC as foliLows: 

A great diversity of interests is involved. Any legisla 
tion or regulation affecting cigarette advertising or label 
,ing would have important consequences for farmers and 
growers of tobacco, processors, distributors, retail mer 
chants, and cigarette manufacturers, as well as the gen 
eral public .... It is wholly inappropriate for a decision 
of this scope to be made by any Federal administrative 
agency whose jurisdiction and expertise are limited to 
one particular aspect of this complex national problem. 

Leaving aside the substantive merits 6£ Mr. Cullman's 
statement, what is incredible in It is the assumpoion ehat 
the public 'i1nltern,t is simply one among many to be con 
sidered in making policy. The interests of ibe general pub 
He should not be ignored, Mr. Cullman seems to be saying, 
but neither should it be exalted above the interests oil' 
tobacco growers, processors, et al. 

It is possible to run a government according to the 
tenets of interest-group liberalism. Indeed in some policy 
arenas the system has worked quite welt But i:t is a philos 
ophy of government thar is inherently shortsighted. All 
interests are not organized, and· therefore all interests are 
not represented in the making of policy. Moreover, there 
are general public interests which are difficult to represent 
but which transcend the interests of any particular groups. 
Public health is one such issue. And even i,f we confine 
ourselves simply to problems of economic injury, the ar 
guments are not all on the side of tobacco. All of us share 
some of the costs of cigarette damage in cleaning public 
buildings, trains, planes and hotels, o( forest fires caused 
by smoking, of higher lrife insurance rates attributable to 
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the higher mortality rates of smokers, of Mgher fire in 
surance rates, and of the higher costs of automobiles and 
public facilities engendered by the need to accommodate 
to the needs of smokers, Arthur T. Roth of ,tlhe Franklin 
National Bank-in a report presented at a Congressional 
committee hearing-e-has estimated that the total annual 
costs of suoh iit:ems refa1ted to smoking is more thain $10 bu!l- 
1ion a year. When this figure is compa,red w1th rtihe $3.7 
billion rnoeiv,ed from tobaooo saaes, a plausible anlii-o1ga!f 
ette case oa:n be made on purely eoononric grounds. 

That this case did not prev3Jil in tihe House is not surr- 
,prising. As noted earlier, :tlhe interests of the industry, in 
oontrast with those of the anti-smokiing forces, are .imme 
di:aite and diPeot. One could hardly expeot Republican 
Rep. Tim Lee Cwter, whose Kenitucky district indl\ldes 
36,000 11:oba,coo farmers, 11101!: to champion the industry's 
oa,use. And bhe bargaiining strncture of ,the House is such 
as to virrtuaJ,J:y insure tJhe victory of such special mterests. 
Senato11.·s, horwever, have broader com;rtituencies ,ood broader 
policy perspeotlives. Tbe bargaining ·sitruotu11e of 111he Sen 
ate is nmoh less speciaUzed. If a new corncept of the public 
interes,t is in fact emerging in our politios, it is here t1hat 
we ,a,re 1ikely to find it. 

As this is wdtten, ithe Senaite Commerce Commiitttee is 
beginning its ,oonsiderntion of tihe House hiJ'l. 'Ilhe com 
position of the committee adds to llhe problems of the 
,~obacco lobby. Unlike i,ts counterpairt in the House, which 
is one-1fihi:rd So111tihem, 'llhe nineteen-man Senate co11111111il!:tee 
,includes, only four Solll,therners, just ·two of whom-Spong 
of V,irginia and Hollings of South Cam1ina-are from 
major toba,cco states. Both Chairman Ma,gnuso,n, of the 
foll committee, and Moss of -the Consumer Affiai-rs sub 
committee, who now 'has aharge of the bin, ha,ve been 
consistent advocates of strong regulaition. There is a very 
good chance ,bhalt t!he bill will die in comm,i,ttee. And if 
'11his happens, or if the bill ,is. filibustered to death, or if it 
is defeated on the Senate floor, or if 11he House and Sen 
ate conferees are unaible to oornpromise, 1t'he p11e-emp,tion 
provisions of the 1965 law will die. With those restdc 
·tions no longer in forne, 'llhe FCC a,nd FTC, the GaJiforni,a 
legislature, a:nd other state and Io.cal gove,rrunelllts Wi}Ll be 
foee to act as they see fit. · 
It is this fri,giliitening possibili,ty whidh hias. sent ,tJhe in• 

du.stry and its all,ies running for cover. In tihe tme spirit 
of interest~group liberalism, the tobacco industry has once 
,again pledged itself to ,a progrrum of self-regu1ation. In 
preference to ,a]lowing the FCC to set an ,arbitrary date, 
,the Nauional Association of BroadcaSiter,s in June aii 
nounced p}ans to pih,ase out all TV and radio ads by 
1973. A monVh later, the tobacco industry Hseilf pro 
posed a 1970 bain provided that the Senate passes the 
pre-emptJion bill. 

Whait self~r-egulation will do is postpone .uohacco's 
day of reckoning. As tihe president o;f the Naroional Asso 
ciation of Broacloasters biitterly lamented on heating orf 
the manufacturers' action, it's "no great sacrifice on tiheir 
part" to switch to other media. "'J1hey will save $200 mil-· 
lion with full knowledge that consumption of cigare1Jtes 
will not decrease.", Self-regulation was also proposed in 
1964 in a similar attempt to ward off an adverse vote in 
the Senate. The nine leading oiga1.1ette compainies hired 
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Robert Meyner, former Governor of New Jersey, to ad 
minister the code. The broadcast industry too established 
voluntary regulatory standards. Both the tobacco and 
broadcast industry codes attempted to avoid unsubstan 
rtJ1ated health claims and direot appeals to younh. Athletes, 
seductive women, un:iformed professionals, and models 
under 25 years of age were banned from media ads, as 
were herulth claims ("not a cough in a carload," "more 
doctors smoke Camels ... ") or promises of social 
prominence 110 be derived from smoking. 

In some respects these rules were effective. Athletes 
lost a major source of revenue. College newspapers were 
effectively declared off-limits by bhe tobacco code. Health 
claims have disappeared from cigarecte ads. But as a staff 
memorandum of the Broadcast Code Authority put it in 
1967, overall cooperation on the part of the manufacturers 
has been "more token than real." Lorillard withdrew from 
the manufacturers' code in 1966. In 1967, the American 
Tobacco Company, arguing that the broadcast code was 
sufficient, also withdrew from the tobacco industry agree 
ment. They then took the view, as Warren Braren, a form 
er manager of the broadcast code's New York office, put 
it, "that if a commercial was approved by the television 
networks there should be no reason for the code authority 
•to raise any questions." And of course the networks them 
selves refused to question ad material on the ground that 
this was the function of the code. Self-regulation became 
a force. Its only remaining function was to ward off Con 
gressional action. As Braren says, "Broadcast self-regula 
tion became synonymous wieh trade association lobbying." 
Whether effective or not, however, self-regulation cle 

rives from a radically different set of poletical values than 
does regulation by a public agency. Lt is this point, this 
question of a fundamental philosophy of government, 
which underlies Senare consideration of the issue. The 
real question is 1tih,is: Is the public interest in the question 
of smoking and health sufficient to justify appropriate 
public action: or is this a question which can be trusted to 
the private sector? Former Governor Meyner posed this 
larger question quite clearly when he told the House Com 
merce Committee: 

The outcome of your deliberations in this matter ... 
will reach far beyond the cigarette industry alone. The 
whole concept of industry self-regulation is at stake here. 
For if Congress now turns its back on this serious effort 
and resorts to broadened government control, future ef 
forts at self-regulation will be discouraged. What might 
have been the start of a new era of cooperation between 
industry and Government will become just another step 
down the road of business-Government conflict, lead 
ing to slower and ever more inefficient regulation. 

To put Meyner's alternatives somewhat differently, the 
issue at stake is whether Congress will affirm the unique 
status of the public interest and the special role of govern 
ment in defending that interest; or, alternatively, whether 
,iJt will continue to encourage the blurring of the lines be 
tween the public and private sectors, and in esseuce de 
fine the public interest as a summing of private deals. 

In a previous article ("The New Tide of National 
Politics," The Nation, January 22, 1968) I argued bhat we 
'were approaching a significant break-point in our polioical 
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history. Substantiai oumbers of Americans ere disaffected 
with the interest-group liberals' approach to politics and 
are searching for a new public philosophy. In the 1968 
elections two candidates in particular, George W allace and 
Eugene McCarthy, were able to capitalize on this mood 
of restlessness. Though poles apart on most specific issues, 
Wallace and McOar:thy were alike in denouncing govern 
ment catering to special interests. Bo~h were alike in call 
ing for majority mle rather bhan government by coab1tions 
of minorities. 

· This vague and not very clearly ·artiou~ated call foir. a 
new public philosophy appears to be bearing fruiit not just 
in the area of smoking and health but with regaird to suoh 
issues as aU1tomobile s,afety, conservation, pollution. But 
-like invocations of pat,riotism, the public interest oan be a 
last refuge. of scoundrels. It ca:n be a .dan,gerous ooncep$, 
and there are aspecJbs of the smoking •and heaJitih co111tro 
versy whioh poi,rnt these clangers up. 

One of the rn:ore serrous potenrtial problems is the ten 
dency for popu1aQ· majorities to be wu~h on the. F1rst 
Amenclme,n:t. Freedom of speecl1 is no-t dearly involved 
in the pu:esen,t instance. As the United Sbrutes Cou,11t of 
Appeal~ rnlecl in 1968: 

Promoting the interest of a product is nort ordinarily 
associated with any of the interests the First Amendment 
seeks to protect. As a rule, it does not affect the political 
process, does not contribute to the exchange of ideas, 
does not provide information on matters of public im 
portance, and is not, except perhaps for the admen, a 
form of individual self-expression. 

True as this may be, the line between activities which 
can be protected by the First Amendment beOilluse they 
,are po,Li!bical, ,and those whloh need lnot be because rtihey 
-are commercial is not easy ·to delineate. Is violence 01i 
TV a proper subjeot for public action, or 1s 11t permissible, 
as Congressman BroyhH-1 of No11th Caro1ina puts it, "to 
pollute the mind but not the lung"? And if government 

-can take steps to control violence, w1hat oither kinds of 
content oa;ri it regulate? 

A second d1ffiou1ty 1s in guamnteeiai,g expeirit aotiion. 
One of the signal aclvairtages of irnterest-group libernJism 
is that it locates power and knowledge in the s,tme hands. 
The tobacco industry people probably know ,as much 
about tobaooo as anyone-certwinly they know mme than 
does the FCC. ThaJt they are almost undoubtedly blinded 
by bias does not wlter •tihe fact of t:hei,r knowledgeabiliity, 
and a plaus1ble -argument can be made that this knowl 
edgeability enbitles th.em to special consideraltiion. Just as 
the views of welfare recipients should perhaps be given 
spedal consicle·Partion in liormulating welfare policies, air 
students in ma:bng educational policy decisions, so per 
haps should tJhe ooncerns of tobacco growers and producers 
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be given extra weight in making policy in this ,area. This 
is not to saiy that uhey should be allowed to make thait 
policy bL~t only that their views should be -speoially sought 
and speoially considered. In ·a large and complicated soci 
ety it is partioulaoly Impoetant to find effective means of 
decentrekzing some decision-making powers 1iruto the hands 
of those most immediately concerned with the issues ,a,t 
hand. 

These oa veats notwiehstanding, ,the emergence ( or 
perhaps it 1s a re-emergence) of a public philosophy in 
America cannot help but have a salutary impact on our 

political system. With such a pbilosophy, in the words of 
New York City's Commissioner of Consumer Affairs, Bess 
Myerson Grant, "We need not surrender our social and 
physical environmeru to the vast corporate and polieical 
bureaucracies, which now too often stand beyond any 
meaningful public accountability." The assertion orf the 
public's interest in the issue of smokiog and health is part 
of a much larger rebellion against 1flhe increasing privatiza 
tion of the political process. Even if self-regulaeion and 
private control win out in this instance, the: battle has 
been joined. 

Greece: A Chance for De1nocracy 
W. G. FORREST 
Mr. Forrest is an instructor in ancient history and a dean of 
Wadham College, Oxford. He is the author of The Emer 
gence of Greek Democracy (McGraw-Hill) and A History of 
Sparta (Humanities Press). 

Friends of the military junJta claim that there was no 
democracy in Greece before the coup of April 21, 1967; its 
enemies say that the revolution destroyed democracy, 
Paradoxically both are rigbt. 

The Greece which was invented in 1833 was poor and 
primieive; 1t was SrtiH poor and comparatively primitive a 
hundred years later. Economically there had been little 
industrialization and even by 1967 some 50 pea: cent of the 
population was still employed on the land. Politically, a 
constitution of a · sort was established in 1844 and an 
other in 18 64, when a Parliament was also created. But 
300 politicians do not make a Parliament unless they have 
some Parliamentary marrow in their bones and the poli 
ticians who assembled for the early Parliaments, more often 
than not,. were the same local barons who had run the 
near-independent locai units of Turkish Greece. They were 
supported by their constituents for the power they could 
exercise for them and the patronage they could give them; 
ideology was a rare oommodity and it was small wonder 
thrut General Metaxas, as late as 1936, could dissolve 
Parliament with Parliament's own ini,tial approval. He 
could not destroy democracy for the'f'e was none to,desrtiroy. 

But 1he did other things. In the political esrtai~lisihment's 
corridors of power little was changed, but at streeit level· 
his persecutions tru1rned a Communist Prwty, which had 
acquired some artificial significance by electoral accident 
in· 1936, into an organization which was ready to become 
the chief focus of resistance to the GePmans after his death 
in 1941. Co111munis1ts haid become numerous; bhose who 
were prepall'ed to assoctate with •~hem also haid inoreiased. 
Ideological thinki:n:g was oreeping in. 

But if it orept in still further dudng the Nazi occupa 
tion, it seemed to have been swept orut agaiin by the end 
of the Civil WcUr in 1949, a war which left Greece broken 

. -mor.aiJily, economically and poliiticamy. The disreputable 
Left had been destroyed and this · br.ought chaps io the 
Center. Britain, Amerioa, the . tradit:iona,l · establishment 
had apparenrtly won. The forty-four parties whioh pre~ 

TH£ NATION!S~vtember 22, 1969 

sented themselves a:t the eileotions of March 1950 inspired 
little hope for a res.tared "demooracy." The institutions 
t~emselves were unsatisfaotory and rhe old cormp~ion, in 
efEioiency, nepotism and 1111timidaition prevaiHed. Besrides 
the11e were srbihl many Greeks in pr·ison for no apparent 
reason. 

Nevertheless there were some Greeks, particularly 
among the youth of the country, who were beginning to 
see that the old-style poli!tical game was outdated; tha,t the 
need was for efficient government; tihat there could be no 
efficient government w1bhoUJt a staible pa1•liamen1ta1ry sys 
tem ( or, of comse, a staible dio~atorship). And even 
among the pohbicians ·theTe beg,an to appear an aiware 
ness of change. For the elections of November 1952 the 
right-wing parties came together under General Parpagos; 
the Center grouped itself uneasily around Geneml Plas 
,tiras; the Right ,gave itsellf an overwhelming majority of 
seabs (247 against 53) on a minority vote, and so began 
.a government whioh did more good for democracy in 
Greece than had any before it. 

That is a judgmenrt that would shock any doctrinaire 
democrat. The administraition set up by Papagos and 
taken over by Karnmanlis in 1955 kept itself in power by 
gross eleotoral chicanery. But it did keep itself in power 
unrtil 1963 and when 1t fehl it was no longer a. mere elec- 

1borad coahtion; ut had become a party. MeanwhrHe 1t had 
been efficient and stable, and its SitabJ;lity, which con 
tinued agruinst 1an apparrent background o.f parliamentary 
opposition; conditioned Greeks to the idea thrait the op 
posi•tion might one dary take power. 11 also condiMonecl the 

· opposi:tion t10 fPI'Oduce a rival pa1Dty to fight the elections 
of 1961 and to win the elections of 1963. 

I 
The old-s,tyle politicians of 1~he Center we,re slow 

to find an answer to Karamanlis' NabicJIJ.1i3!l Radioal Union 
(ERE). It was opposed at the eleotions of 1956 by a loose 
oo-alition of no less tl1an eight parrties which gaiined more 
votes hut subs!Ua,ntiaMy lfeweir se,a,ts than ERE. Fortunately, 
it was not a coatitimi that could have lasted. Fu,rther left 
the pioture was brighter. The Communists were banned 
but a new party had been created, the United Democratic 
Left (EDA), under CommunriSlt influence but with many 
non-Communist membei"s and an impeccably moderate 
prog1•am. It had joined the coahtion of 1956 but in 1958 

,:2,79 


