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HEALTH GROUP'S REPORT ON KEY ANTI-TOBACCO MEASURES
EHOWS LINK BETWEEN INDUSTRY MONEY, CONGRESSIONAL VOTES

WASHINGTON, D.C. -- Tobacco industry campaign contributions to
members of Congress have a direct, highly significant
relationship to the way lawmakers have voted on recent anti-
tobacco legislation in both Houses, according to a new report by
the Public Citizen Health Research Group.

In a first-of-its-kind analysis of the entire U.S. Congress,
the report shows that the more money members of the House and
Senate received from tobacco industry interests, the less likely
they were to support or co-sponsor tobacco control positions such
as a federal tax increase on cigarettes.

In the House of Representatives, fewer than 9 percent of the
lawmakers who received the most tobacco money co-sponsored
tobacco control measures during the 1992-93 legislative session.
By contrast, 40 percent of members in the group receiving the
smallest amount of tobacco money co-sponsored one or more pieces
of tobacco control legislation.

In the Senate, only 8 percent of members in the highest paid
group acted as co-sponsors of tobacco control legislation ,
introduced in 1992-93. Of the group receiving the smallest amount
of tobacco money, 36 percent signed on as co-sponsors of anti-
tobacco legislation.

Analyzing the 55-43 (with two abstentions) vote in the
Senate to defeat the Aug. 1991 Bingaman Amendment to the
Department of Defense reauthorization bill, which would have
ended federal subsidies for tobacco products sold in military
commissaries, the report found that 72 percent of the 25 Senators
receiving the smallest amount of tobacco contributions voted in
favor, while only 7.7 percent of the 26 receiving the largest
amount of tobacco money supported the measure.

The cost to the industry for such influence was nearly $2.5
million between 1991 and 1992, still only 4/1,000 of 1 percent of
the $60 billion in tobacco-related sales during the same two-year
period.
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The report also demonstrates how, at a time of increasing
anti-tobacco action at the state and grassroots levels, industry-
sponsored political action committees have increased their
contributions to Senators. For example, total PAC donations in
the 1987-88 session were $379,549; in the 1991-92 session,
donations rose by 62 percent to $613,577.

"The fact that tobacco money buys pro-tobacco results is
clear, consistent and undeniable," said Dr. Sidney M. Wolfe,
Director of the Public Citizen Health Research Group. "This
conflict takes on added significance as Congress begins to
consider substantial increases in tobacco taxes as part of health
care reform."

"The tobacco industries! choke-hold on anti-smoking
legislation demonstrates the need for significant campaign
finance reform," said Joan Claybrook, President of Public
Citizen. "Unless Congress takes the opportunity in the coming
weeks to pass extensive public funding measures and impose
spending limits for congressional races, corporate campaign
contributions will continue to poison the democratic process and
the health of millions of Americans."

Among other conclusions reached in the report:

* Republicans were consistently less likely than Democrats
to support tobacco control measures.

* While lawmakers from tobacco-producing states were less
likely than their counterparts to support anti-tobacco
legislation, regional loyalties only partly explained the
statistical link between money and votes.

* In the House of Representatives, 136 members of the 102nd
Congress (1991-92) and 143 members of the 103rd Congress
(1992-93) took no tobacco money. Only 17 of the current
members of the Senate took no tobacco money between 1987-92.

"In the last two Congresses, no major tobaccé control
legislation has been enacted, and money has clearly been a major
reason why," said Dr. Stephen Moore, Staff Researcher for Public
Citizen and a co-author of the report. "If, for example, Congress
enacted a $2-a-pack increase in the cigarette tax, it would
ultimately result in 1.9 million fewer premature deaths from
tobacco."”

Copies of the report, "Contributing to Death: The Influence of

bacco Mone he S. Congqress. " tephen Moore .D.
Sidney M. Wolfe, M.D., Deborah Lindes and Cliff Douglas, are

available for $15 from Public Cjtizen, Publjcations Dept., 2000 P
St. NW, Washington, D.C. 20036.
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STATEMENT BY STEPHEN G. MOORE, M.D.
STAFF RESEARCHER, PUBLIC CITIZEN'S HEALTH RESEARCH GROUP
CONCERNING - CONTRIBUTING TO DEATH:
THE INFLUENCE OF TOBACCO MONEY ON THE U.S. CONGRESS

October 27, 1993
Introduction

Tobacco kills almost 500,000 people a year in the United
States making it the leading cause of preventable death in the
nation. To place this in perspective, tobacco is responsible for
more deaths each year than alcohol, illicit drug use, violence,
automobile crashes, accidents, and the AIDS epidemic combined.

In spite of the overwhelming threat to the public’s health
posed by tobacco, tobacco is the least regulated consumer product
on the market. Tobacco is specifically exempted from the major
consumer protection laws which have been enacted to protect the
public from dangerous products.

Why does this paradox exist? Why does the United States
Congress refuse to take action to protect the American public
from tobacco, which, when used as directed, kills people. The
answer is money. Congress has been paid to do nothing by the
tobacco lobby. The tobacco industry paid approximately $2.5
million for Congressional inaction during the 1991-92
Congressional session.

As a result of this tobacco industry "generosity", the
United States Congress has failed to enact a single piece of
significant tobacco control legislation during either the 102nd
or 103rd Congresses. By significant legislation, I am referring
to legislation such as a significant tax increase on tobacco
products. For example, it has been shown that the proposed $2 a
pack tax increase on cigarettes would save an estimated 1.9
million lives among people currently living.

We at Public Citizen’s Health Research group sought to more
fully understand the relationship of tobacco money to pro-tobacco
results. In order to do this, we examined the relationship
between the amount of money that each member of the House and the
Senate received from the tobacco industry over a specified time
period and the member’s record on tobacco control issues.
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Methodology

The methodology for this study is described under section I
on page 5 of the report. I will review it for you briefly here.
We obtained information from the Federal Election Commission
(FEC) on donations to members of Congress from the 10 major
tobacco political action committees (PACs). (See page 5 of the
report for a complete listing of the PACs.) The time period
reviewed in the House is 1/1/91-12/31/92. The time period
reviewed in the Senate is 1/1/87-12/31/92, broken down into two-
vear Congressional cycles. The reason for choosing the time
frames that we did is that we wanted to include an election cycle
for each member of Congress, since more money is received then.

Also included in our analysis were campaign contributions
from people closely aligned with the tobacco industry. These
individuals were defined as either board members of the major
tobacco companies or those who listed an affiliation with a major
tobacco company on their FEC reports.

Additional factors were also included in the analysis, such
as information about each member’s committee membership, caucus
membership (House only), whether or not the member was from a
tobacco state, and party affiliation.

Voting records on recorded votes, as opposed to voice votes,
which dealt with tobacco control issues, and co-sponsorship lists
for tobacco control legislation introduced during the 102nd and
103rd Congresses, were obtained for both the House and the
Senate, as was the membership list for the House bipartisan Task
Force on Tobacco and Health. We then examined the influence of
the amount of tobacco money received, district location, and
party on the member’s record on tobacco control issues. (See
Appendix A on page 26 for a listing of tobacco money received,
voting record, and a record of co-sponsorship of tobacco control
bills for each member of the Congress.)

The Results
Who Gives

In Table 1 on page 6 and Table 2 on page 7 of the report are
listings of the individual tobacco PACs and the amount of money
given to members of the House and Senate, respectively. The
tobacco PACs and tobacco industry aligned individuals donated a
total of $2,39%1,642 to the U.S. Congress between 19%1-%2. The
largest single contributor was R.J. Reynolds which donated a
total of $852,363 to members of the U.S. House and Senate.




Who Receives

Of the current members of the U.S. Congress, 83 Senators and
297 House Members received money from the tobacco industry.
Members who received money received an average of $13,967 in the
Senate and $4,360 in the House. (As mentioned above, the time
periods are different in the two chambers.) The complete list of
the top 20 tobacco money receivers for each chamber is included
in the report beginning on page 8.

The good news is that there were 143 House members and 17
Senators who received no tobacco interest money. These members
are listed beginning on page 9 of the report. It is important to
note, however, that new House members were significantly more
likely to have received no tobacco interest money.

What the Money buys

Members who received more tobacco interest money were
significantly less likely to support tobacco control measures
than members who received less money. For example, as is
illustrated in Figure 2 on page 22 of the report, during the
102nd Congress 38% of the House Members in the bottom one-third
of tobacco money receivers co-sponsored tobacco control
legislation. This is compared to the 3.4% of members who were
among the top one-third of tobacco money receivers, who co-
sponsored tobacco control legislation.

The downward stair stepping relationship, as demonstrated in
Figures 1-4, beginning on page 21, graphically illustrates how as
tobacco money increases, support for tobacco control measures
decreases. This is a highly consistent and statistically
significant finding within the report.

Political party and district location also played a role.
For example, Republicans were consistently less likely to support
tobacco control issues than Democrats.

Members from tobacco states (GA, KY, NC, SC, TN, VA)
consistently failed to support tobacco control measures. This
association was most evident in the Senate as not one Senator
from the tobacco states co-sponsored a single piece of tobacco
control legislation in either the 102nd or 103rd Congresses.

Using a statistical technique called logistic regression,
when the factors of money, district location and party are
considered simultaneously it is the money which is most
consistently associated with a member’s position on tobacco
control issues.




Conclusion

This study, the first ever at a Federal level, demonstrates
that the more money a member of Congress accepts from tobacco
interests, the less likely he or she is to lend active support to
tobacco control legislation by signing on as a co-sponsor or by
joining the Congressional Task Force on Tobacco and Health.
Members most highly paid by tobacco interests have also, as a
group, been most likely to oppose the few tobacco control bills
that survive to come to the floor for a vote.

Public Citizen'’s Health Research Group thinks that this is
wrong. It is wrong for members of Congress to place the special
interests of the tobacco industry, whose product is the number
one cause of preventable death in the United States, above the
health of the entire nation. We call on all members of Congress
to refuse contributions from tobacco interests. It is time for
members to act in the best interests of the people who elected
them and to work to diminish the public health menace posed by
tobacco.




Statement by Sidney M. Wolfe, M.D.
Director, Public Citizen’s Health Research Group
Concerning Contributing to Death
A Study of the Influence of Tobacco Money on the U.S. Congress
- October 27, 1993

The addictive drug called tobacco--mainly cigarettes--, is the
number one cause of violence in the United States. From a Public
Health perspective, it is important to identify factors which allow
this epidemic to continue and to find a cure for it.

Canada, our neighbor to the north, has made much more progress
on this front in the past decade than the United States as shown in
the two accompanying charts from a previous study. The first shows
that the will of the public to fight the tobacco epidemic,
expressed through their elected representatives, has resulted in a
series of drastic increases in total Federal and provincial
cigarette taxes, such that by 1991, Canadian per pack cigarette
taxes had risen to $3.26 (U.S. dollars) compared with our taxes of
$0.46 per pack. less than one-seventh as high as the Canadian tax.

The second chart shows the impact of this sharp increase in
taxes in Canada. In 1983, before the start of the largest Canadian
cigarette tax increase, the per capita consumption of manufactured
cigarettes in Canada and the U.S was almost identical. But by 1991
there had been a decrease in consumption in Canada of 31.9%,
almost twice as much as the 17.8% decrease in the United States.
Thus, at this point, there are already tens of thousands or more
Americans who are doomed to die from cigarette-caused diseases who
would live had this country adopted the stronger tobacco control
policies of Canada and kept them away from cigarettes.

None of the bills introduced in the last two congresses to
significantly increase the Federal excise tax on tobacco have
passed and the results of today’s study show why the American
tobacco epidemic has not been better controlled. The fact that
tobacco money buys pro-tobacco results is clear, consistent and
undeniable. The battle to stop the poisoning of prevention of
tobacco death and disease is a battle in which the public’s health
is pitted against the deadly profits of the tobacco industry. How
much longer will it take for the public’s health to prevail?




Total U.S. and Canadian Cigarette Taxes
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$3.50 -

$3.0

$2.50/

$2.00!

Canada

$1.50/

$1.00|

$0.50}

$0.00 == = =l
1980 1984 1991

data from Non-Smokers' Rights Association (Canada)
analyzed by Public Citizen's Health Research Group and the Advocacy Institute




Per Capita Manufactured Cigarette
Consumption in Canada and the U.S.
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Data from the Tobacco Products Section, Health and Welfare Canada, Courtesy of Dr. Murray Kaiserman




R T R 8N Vet S 6% N s & K A X

1o —-g 3 u4;;1PM:gc5F NEWS SERVICES p;5/07

EWS

University of California, San Francisco

3334 Calliuinie Bueat. Buile 103
Sun reancioco. Californig 98 14 3-UARZ
Tot (213} 40,6 235

Cazxol Fox, News Dirxectox

uy (ATh) 476184 ¢
Bource: Andy wVangslista (415) 476~-25%7 )

ERDARMISOED_XQR_RBRELEARE -
S An (POTI, WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 27, 1953

SAN FRANCISCO —— The¢ tobacuv induscery's campaign contributicons appear

to be influencing voting patrtazns of Californis legislatoxrs on tobsooe

control Li35u6s, BGCOEZBING Lu & asatistical analysis by UC San Prancisce

reasaschern .

The reacarchers daveloped a statistical modoel that considered dsliars
to legialators from the tobaceco inavatry,

Lhhe publie’s atritwrias towazd
amoking aud Todbacse aentrnl,

and logislazores’' wvoting xecezds ss zrated (0-)0
acale) by pro~hesalth and tobacee Contsel advocatas.

They found legisletors became mors "pro-tobaceco indusiiy” as they
received W52 EAMBRAIQR COiLiiBMticnE: & leylslator's "tobaccr policy scoze™
dxopped .11 for evary §1,000 received from the tebaceo induatry.

study did not rate or single ovt individual legislstoexs.
*Constituant attitudas,

Tha UCSY

uhich strongly supportad tobacas ecenrsol. did
IOt S¢wt to be reflestad in laaislators® bahavicx,™ maid Stanton A. Glantz,

PRAD, UCSYr profesnor of meadicine and a ressarcher at the DCSFr Institute forx

Heaalth Poliecy Studies. "This fsilure in repressntacrion may bes the regult of

the rtobadce industry to pexsusda leglislacors nat te support tobaceo conkzol
Ppolicien."™

The UCSF study was prasented today (Ootober 27! at the annueal meeting
of the American Public Healrth Association.

Michisal Bagay, PhD, was eo-author
of the atuay.

In pravious studiea, Glantz and Begay have documanted a scesp increase

in tobacoo 1RAUSTEXY Cumpaigh sentzibuctions since the 1388 passsge of

Fropoaition 99, which zaised The Lubeoss tam by 25 eants and dizected 20

peorcont ¢f the revenues fo to tebacos sducation and prevention programs. The

Califoxnis legisiszuzs snd the Sovernor are chazged with appreopristing those
dunda and iselamanting the programs.
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In the 191586 olaction cycle the tobaccto ({ndAuITTY cOoOntributed 287,938
o mamhars and canaldates for tha Callifornia legislature. In 1982-82. <«hase

contributions muie than guasdsupled to $1.25 million, acooxding e the UCIY
ES80aTChars .

sinoe the passage ol Prapositiocn 98, ths leaislature and stace has

shostchangod tobacoe educaticn aud pravantien, met once allocating tha full
20 peoreents ¢o thone Programs .

The fallowing wese among the findings of the new acudy:
[

In 1991-92, 74 of the 80 smembezrs ©of the Asseably and 38 of 40 of the
Senates accaprted contgibutiens €xom rha cobacos fnduscry.
aontribution was 3$3,000.

BIown:

Ths swdian
The lazgest was 5221,850 to Assendly Spuaker Sillle

«  In 1992, 37 members 0 tiwm legislature aigred a letter to the Budger

Commitrvoe uwrging That it not divert Fzopoaicion 09 funds for anti-tebacco
education té other purposaes. These mambars reoeivad significantly smaller

santributions than the zest of the legislaturxe ($1750 va. $42350). Likgwise,

nanbars who voted £or s “smokexr's rights”™ bill received significantly larzger
montributionas thet those who voted against it (33722 vs. $2000).

* Surxveys ceonducted f£ox Tthe 3tate Deparcmant of Nesleh in 1920~9%1 sphos
thst the public strongly supports sull-tobsscov educatien activities. Soma 79
pexcant bolieved thatr auch education asnould be sncreased, 84 parcent faverad
oliminating cigaxette vending mschinas that are sccessibla to minors, 58
peIcant supported ending TLoDACCE SPONSArSNiP oif sportling and swuleursl asvents.

54 percant ravored coding tebsoces sdwartising on billboarda, and 47 percent
supported additional increases in the

*The fallure of tobacce control
salignt 4issue 1340 allowod logiplatars

tobacao tax.
activists toc maks topaceo centrel a
Teo avowpt campaign concrinbutions from

the tuliaceo iaduatsy and serve 1E5 i{Rtazssts without fear sf Advesse
electoral consequances whiach would eutuweigh the veslue of the money in a3 re~
election campaign,” said Glancz.

“This situnction la siallax te gun control, in which Congrses continuea
o ahun gun centrel despits widespread public support of Lic.™

Ths rassarch was supported by California’s Clgarette and Tebacco Surtax

of Callléoraie.
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